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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 3:16:00 PM
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Looks like they are scheduling a special meeting on Friday September 12th.  Going to try and get on
consent since that is the only September meeting due to quorum and will be quite full.  Will be great
if someone from Planning could be there if any questions come up (don’t expect any, but it is like
having an umbrella to avoid it raining).  We can talk more as we get closer.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 8:39 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
When will it go to your Commission?
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 5:44 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Thanks, Chris.  We’ll take a look.
 
Since the contract is over $50K we need to go to our Commission for approval.  We were planning


on going on Sept 2nd, but just heard that we are missing quorum that day, so won’t be able to go
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http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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until the next one (we are down to the minimum number of Commissioners for quorum so running
into issues – I blame both your Planning Commission and the GSW for our sad state). J
 
We’ll work on getting the signed agreement with the Warriors ahead of time for folks to start billing
them asap (not needed to go to our commission) and you could just bill them directly for the new
work in the meantime.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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


            
 



mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@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/





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: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 10:14:18 AM
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Hi Immanuel,
We moved some of the text from the Documentation Verifying Actual Costs section to the Billing
Procedures section and deleted the rest at the suggestion of our Finance Manager b/c different
billing rates and procedures apply to OCII and GSW. These edits seemed like the simplest/clearest
way to reflect the different rates and procedures.
 
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: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 9:51 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: FW: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Chris,
 
Thanks for turning the MOU quickly.
 
I have a question regarding Section 4A, (Documentation Verifying Actual Costs of Direct Services).
You’ve proposed to remove it entirely from the MOU. I was wondering what is the rationale?
Neither Catherine nor I drafted the existing MOU, so we are going to be asked why it is being
removed.  I wanted to understand the rationale before I present it to management.
 
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
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Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
Regards,
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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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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. 
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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








From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 10:14:18 AM
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Hi Immanuel,
We moved some of the text from the Documentation Verifying Actual Costs section to the Billing
Procedures section and deleted the rest at the suggestion of our Finance Manager b/c different
billing rates and procedures apply to OCII and GSW. These edits seemed like the simplest/clearest
way to reflect the different rates and procedures.
 
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: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 9:51 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: FW: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Chris,
 
Thanks for turning the MOU quickly.
 
I have a question regarding Section 4A, (Documentation Verifying Actual Costs of Direct Services).
You’ve proposed to remove it entirely from the MOU. I was wondering what is the rationale?
Neither Catherine nor I drafted the existing MOU, so we are going to be asked why it is being
removed.  I wanted to understand the rationale before I present it to management.
 
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
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Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
Regards,
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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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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. 
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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








From: Laura Tam
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hamalian, Seth
Cc: Joe LaClair
Subject: Mission Bay tour for ULI
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 11:29:24 AM


Hi Catherine and Seth,


I'm writing to see if you could propose an itinerary for the ULI tour on 9/3. Here is a
description of the program on ULI's website, and below a suggested rough agenda
developed by me and Elliot Stein at ULI. As Catherine and I discussed yesterday, it
is probably ideal to show people a lot of the area by coach as at least 40 people
have already signed up and it is hard to move that many people on/off the bus. I
learned this morning that the bus is a coach that holds 50 people and has a
microphone.


The ULI tour folks would like to be able to give the bus driver a route, and ideally, if
we could figure out where the bus could pull over to let people out, they would like
to know that too. Would you be able to send something by next Wednesday?


Joe, you and I should discuss how we will present the Mission Creek Project and
what we should show people along the promenade. 


thanks
Laura


Preliminary Itinerary (revised by Elliot, 8/12/14)


1:00-1:30 Depart Hyatt Regency and travel along the Embarcadero to Mission Bay.
Talk about the Port and how the waterfront has been developed and redeveloped
and its resiliency challenges *Note: we should try to identify someone from the Port
of SF to join us for this portion 


1:30-2:45 Bus Tour of Mission Bay. Informational presentation about Mission Bay,
see the Warriors & Mission Rock sites, Pier 70, UCSF, discuss resiliency practices,
seismic, public infrastructure & parks  Speakers: Seth Hamalian and Catherine Reilly.
 


2:45-3:45 Bus drops everyone off at Mission Creek nr 3rd.  Park, stop and talk about
vulnerability of Mission Creek and potential solutions. Speakers: Laura Tam and Joe
LaClair. Then walk up along the north side of the creek to complete the walking part
of the tour.


3:45 Pick up at [AT&T Park?] for bus transport back to hotel by 4:00.


-- 
Laura Tam
Sustainable Development Policy Director
SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City
(415) 644-4289
ltam@spur.org
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@lauraetam


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: Re-do: Blue Greenway Phone Call
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 3:02:19 PM


l am stuck in a gsw eir meeting. Shouldnt be too late but may call in a few minutes
late. Dont wait for me. Thanks


Catherine


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Miller, Erin"
Date:08/27/2014 2:42 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Sallaberry, Mike (MTA)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Beaupre, David (PRT)"
Subject: Re-do: Blue Greenway Phone Call


Call in information:
Dial-in Number:(712) 775-7031
Meeting ID:318-156-800
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Masuda, Kevin (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Retail
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 3:46:20 PM


Catherine,
 
All the CAD work Kevin did is saved at this folder. I have all the docs printed, and left them on your
desk.
 
S:\PROJECT IMPLEMENT\Mission Bay\MB South Major Phases\29-32 Major Phase\Warriors\Retail-
Office Tracking
 
Have a nice weekend.
 


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: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 8:38:51 AM
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When will it go to your Commission?
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 5:44 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Thanks, Chris.  We’ll take a look.
 
Since the contract is over $50K we need to go to our Commission for approval.  We were planning


on going on Sept 2nd, but just heard that we are missing quorum that day, so won’t be able to go
until the next one (we are down to the minimum number of Commissioners for quorum so running
into issues – I blame both your Planning Commission and the GSW for our sad state). J
 
We’ll work on getting the signed agreement with the Warriors ahead of time for folks to start billing
them asap (not needed to go to our commission) and you could just bill them directly for the new
work in the meantime.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
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Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
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
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(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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? 
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Thank you.
Viktoriya








From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Masuda, Kevin (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Retail
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 3:46:20 PM


Catherine,
 
All the CAD work Kevin did is saved at this folder. I have all the docs printed, and left them on your
desk.
 
S:\PROJECT IMPLEMENT\Mission Bay\MB South Major Phases\29-32 Major Phase\Warriors\Retail-
Office Tracking
 
Have a nice weekend.
 


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: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA)
Subject: Design Meeting
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:07:00 AM


Erin/Peter – I just wanted to let you know that there was a last minute design review go to meeting
with John Rahaim on the GSW design.  It came together oddly and was focused on getting John up
to speed, so didn’t have the opportunity to loop you two in, but I don’t think there was any big
changes from what was shown last Friday (though there were some refinements based on your
comments).  I’m going to try and get back on a schedule where we use standing times to try and
avoid this last minute pop ups, but we’ll that may be my dream.  Did want you two to know so you
knew it occurred.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 8:14:49 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Thanks Chris.
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
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Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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
 



mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@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/





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








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 5:43:37 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Thanks, Chris.  We’ll take a look.
 
Since the contract is over $50K we need to go to our Commission for approval.  We were planning


on going on Sept 2nd, but just heard that we are missing quorum that day, so won’t be able to go
until the next one (we are down to the minimum number of Commissioners for quorum so running
into issues – I blame both your Planning Commission and the GSW for our sad state). J
 
We’ll work on getting the signed agreement with the Warriors ahead of time for folks to start billing
them asap (not needed to go to our commission) and you could just bill them directly for the new
work in the meantime.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
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Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
Hi Viktoriya,
 
I am OK with us billing the GSW quarterly our T&M costs for that quarter.  We do not need to collect
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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: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Arce, Pedro (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Do either of you have 1 hour to volunteer for a GSW project? thanks (end)
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 8:30:00 AM


 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Fwd: GSW Initial Study Cultural Section comments
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:45:49 AM
Attachments: Prelim Draft GSW Mission Bay Initial Study_Cultural Only_08-08-14_Consolidated_Comments.docx


Fyi. Let me know if you have any issues with this and I will also look at next week. 


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
Date:08/22/2014 10:30 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,Karl Heisler ,Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW Initial Study Cultural Section comments


Hi Paul,
Attached are consolidated comments from EP and GSW.
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: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:26 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: GSW Initial Study Cultural Section comments
 
Chris/Catherine:
 
Just checking on status of City/OCII review of the GSW Initial Study Cultural Resources section.  As
shown in our latest schedule submitted to EP/OCII on Wednesday, we have an aggressive schedule
having us submit an Administrative Draft Initial Study in mid-September, and your comments on the
Initial Study will influence how we are preparing all the other environmental topics in the Initial
Study.
 
Thanks, and please call if you have any questions.  
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
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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	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This label in particular is not very clear to a layperson. The labels overall are a little long and require a few readings to track meaning. I’d like to make sure the public can read, understand, and comment adequately despite the unusual format. 


			Newly Feasible or Different Mitigation Measures or Alternatives	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Please clarify relationship to significant impact determinations (does this only apply if the impact was previously determined to be significant?). Please clarify reference to “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	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Global GSW comment: This chapter is fairly detailed and exhaustive. Please confirm level of necessary detail in each section and verify that the Initial Study process does in fact end up reducing the overall time spent on SEIR production. 

EP: This comment is not appropriate for the review of the EIR/IS section templates. EP has previously stated that we believe the IS process is the best option to get to the publication of the DEIR fastest. The detail in the section is appropriate, however this type of comment is not necessary at this time. The admin draft is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections.


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 of the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:2] These historic architectural resources were are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29 to 32 site.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I do not believe proximity should count in a site-specific project. Cultural resource impacts do not bleed outwards the way sections like noise, light, and traffic – which should be neighborhood-wide analyses – do. 

EP: See response to Global GSW comment above. And yes proximity is considered for site specific projects. [2:  	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 mappingmaps  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:3] 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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See above. I do not believe it is relevant to discuss off-site considerations for Cultural/Arch Resources.

EP: See response to Global GSW comment above. And yes it is appropriate to discuss off-site considerations for cultural/archeo. [3:  	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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I assume the general Initial Study/Chicklist intro clarifies that mitigation measures ID’d in 1998 will apply here (if not already undertaken). 

EP” Yes it will, but the conclusions to the analysis should also address the applicability to the project.


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 within 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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Please clarify that the actions listed were not undertaken by the current project sponsor.

EP: When the admin draft is distributed for review is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections


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:4] 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 which 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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See comments above re: off-site considerations for this section.

EP: See previous comments addressing this issue. [4:  	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 to 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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Please clarify that the actions listed were not undertaken by the current project sponsor.

EP: When the admin draft is distributed for review is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections


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:5] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [5:  	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.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Is this relevant in Mission Bay? Same goes for any other similar actions/programs usually required in a SF EIR.

EP: Yes it is relevant and part of our standard language for Archeo MMs. When the admin draft is distributed for review is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections



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.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See above

EP: See comment above.


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.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: How is “high public interest or interpretive value” defined and determined? 

EP: This is standard Archeo MM language. When the admin draft is distributed for review is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections


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.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Citation?

EP: When the admin draft is distributed for review is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections


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 those 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:6] 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. [6:  	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. TheT, though the possibility of such a discovery 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)).	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Please clarify project sponsor role in this process. 

EP: When the admin draft is distributed for review is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections


· 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)	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	10	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision






pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Fwd: GSW Initial Study Cultural Section comments
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:45:50 AM
Attachments: Prelim Draft GSW Mission Bay Initial Study_Cultural Only_08-08-14_Consolidated_Comments.docx


Fyi. Let me know if you have any issues with this and I will also look at next week. 


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
Date:08/22/2014 10:30 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,Karl Heisler ,Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW Initial Study Cultural Section comments


Hi Paul,
Attached are consolidated comments from EP and GSW.
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: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:26 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: GSW Initial Study Cultural Section comments
 
Chris/Catherine:
 
Just checking on status of City/OCII review of the GSW Initial Study Cultural Resources section.  As
shown in our latest schedule submitted to EP/OCII on Wednesday, we have an aggressive schedule
having us submit an Administrative Draft Initial Study in mid-September, and your comments on the
Initial Study will influence how we are preparing all the other environmental topics in the Initial
Study.
 
Thanks, and please call if you have any questions.  
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY
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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	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This label in particular is not very clear to a layperson. The labels overall are a little long and require a few readings to track meaning. I’d like to make sure the public can read, understand, and comment adequately despite the unusual format. 


			Newly Feasible or Different Mitigation Measures or Alternatives	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Please clarify relationship to significant impact determinations (does this only apply if the impact was previously determined to be significant?). Please clarify reference to “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	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Global GSW comment: This chapter is fairly detailed and exhaustive. Please confirm level of necessary detail in each section and verify that the Initial Study process does in fact end up reducing the overall time spent on SEIR production. 

EP: This comment is not appropriate for the review of the EIR/IS section templates. EP has previously stated that we believe the IS process is the best option to get to the publication of the DEIR fastest. The detail in the section is appropriate, however this type of comment is not necessary at this time. The admin draft is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections.


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 of the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:2] These historic architectural resources were are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29 to 32 site.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I do not believe proximity should count in a site-specific project. Cultural resource impacts do not bleed outwards the way sections like noise, light, and traffic – which should be neighborhood-wide analyses – do. 

EP: See response to Global GSW comment above. And yes proximity is considered for site specific projects. [2:  	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 mappingmaps  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:3] 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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See above. I do not believe it is relevant to discuss off-site considerations for Cultural/Arch Resources.

EP: See response to Global GSW comment above. And yes it is appropriate to discuss off-site considerations for cultural/archeo. [3:  	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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I assume the general Initial Study/Chicklist intro clarifies that mitigation measures ID’d in 1998 will apply here (if not already undertaken). 

EP” Yes it will, but the conclusions to the analysis should also address the applicability to the project.


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 within 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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Please clarify that the actions listed were not undertaken by the current project sponsor.

EP: When the admin draft is distributed for review is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections


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:4] 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 which 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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See comments above re: off-site considerations for this section.

EP: See previous comments addressing this issue. [4:  	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 to 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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Please clarify that the actions listed were not undertaken by the current project sponsor.

EP: When the admin draft is distributed for review is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections


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:5] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [5:  	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.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Is this relevant in Mission Bay? Same goes for any other similar actions/programs usually required in a SF EIR.

EP: Yes it is relevant and part of our standard language for Archeo MMs. When the admin draft is distributed for review is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections



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.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See above

EP: See comment above.


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.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: How is “high public interest or interpretive value” defined and determined? 

EP: This is standard Archeo MM language. When the admin draft is distributed for review is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections


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.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Citation?

EP: When the admin draft is distributed for review is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections


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 those 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:6] 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. [6:  	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. TheT, though the possibility of such a discovery 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)).	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Please clarify project sponsor role in this process. 

EP: When the admin draft is distributed for review is the appropriate time to discuss specific details in the analysis of the EIR sections


· 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)	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	10	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision






pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Arce, Pedro (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Do either of you have 1 hour to volunteer for a GSW project? thanks (end)
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 8:30:28 AM


 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 5:43:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


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


Thanks, Chris.  We’ll take a look.
 
Since the contract is over $50K we need to go to our Commission for approval.  We were planning


on going on Sept 2nd, but just heard that we are missing quorum that day, so won’t be able to go
until the next one (we are down to the minimum number of Commissioners for quorum so running
into issues – I blame both your Planning Commission and the GSW for our sad state). J
 
We’ll work on getting the signed agreement with the Warriors ahead of time for folks to start billing
them asap (not needed to go to our commission) and you could just bill them directly for the new
work in the meantime.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
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Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
Hi Viktoriya,
 
I am OK with us billing the GSW quarterly our T&M costs for that quarter.  We do not need to collect
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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: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: Re: CEQA Schedule
Date: Saturday, August 23, 2014 8:25:14 AM


I'm going to attend as well. 


On Aug 22, 2014, at 12:59 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Sounds good. Wpuld you mind letting folks know?  Clarke already knows
this is a possibility.  Thanks


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
Date:08/22/2014 12:52 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)" ,"Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC)"
Subject: RE: CEQA Schedule


Hi Catherine,
I like the idea of using the first ½ hour of our Wednesday meeting for this – seems
easier than trying to find another time when everyone’s available. In addition to ESA,
we should include Jose and Luba as the schedule is driven largely by the transportation
analysis.
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:29 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: CEQA Schedule
 
Chris – could we set up a time to talk with Planning and the CEQA team on the
proposed schedule.  The GSW would like to tighten up the schedule, so we wanted to
talk prior to Wednesday’s meeting to get the City/ESA on the same page.  I am out
tomorrow and Monday, but can talk Tuesday, or we can have the GSW come in ½ hour
later on Wednesday and use the first part to talk internally before they come in.
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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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Subject: Permit Processing Times
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:57:00 AM


Hello Ed and Gary – I left you all voice mails, but wanted to follow up with an email since I will be
leaving around 10AM for the weekend, but back in Tuesday.  We are going to be meeting with Steve
Kava next week (probably Thursday) to brief him on the various factors that feed into the Warriors
schedule. I know that Tiffany has talked with Tom in passing about the time it would take to process
the permits for a project as complicated as this, but I would like to talk through the process and
typical vs. aggressive timelines that would apply in this case so I better understand. 
 
Let me know when would be a good time to talk early next week so that I better understand the
process and key milestones.


Thank you and if we don’t talk before the weekend, have a great one!
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Winslow, David (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Warriors
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 9:16:39 AM


Catherine,
Do we have a check in today with the design team?
 
David Winslow Architect, LEED AP
Design Review | Urban Design
Planning Department | City and Country of San Francisco
415-575-9159 |david.winslowl@sfgov.org
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: Re: CEQA Schedule
Date: Saturday, August 23, 2014 8:25:13 AM


I'm going to attend as well. 


On Aug 22, 2014, at 12:59 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Sounds good. Wpuld you mind letting folks know?  Clarke already knows
this is a possibility.  Thanks


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
Date:08/22/2014 12:52 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)" ,"Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC)"
Subject: RE: CEQA Schedule


Hi Catherine,
I like the idea of using the first ½ hour of our Wednesday meeting for this – seems
easier than trying to find another time when everyone’s available. In addition to ESA,
we should include Jose and Luba as the schedule is driven largely by the transportation
analysis.
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:29 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: CEQA Schedule
 
Chris – could we set up a time to talk with Planning and the CEQA team on the
proposed schedule.  The GSW would like to tighten up the schedule, so we wanted to
talk prior to Wednesday’s meeting to get the City/ESA on the same page.  I am out
tomorrow and Monday, but can talk Tuesday, or we can have the GSW come in ½ hour
later on Wednesday and use the first part to talk internally before they come in.
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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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: RE: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 10:54:00 AM


I agree – no one is going to come that late in the day.  I wonder if we can call the event organizers to
get a better idea of where their folks park, etc.  I think I know the person that organizes it and will give
her a call if still there to see what their plans are.
 
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 19, 2014 10:00 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: RE: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk
 
I doubt anyone would come to a community meeting on a Saturday at 3:00pm.  Agree? Not sure if we
can wait a week to do it on the following Saturday. 
 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 4:28 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Fwd: RE: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk
 
 
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. 
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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
 
 
 
-----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: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 5:43:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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image005.png


Thanks, Chris.  We’ll take a look.
 
Since the contract is over $50K we need to go to our Commission for approval.  We were planning


on going on Sept 2nd, but just heard that we are missing quorum that day, so won’t be able to go
until the next one (we are down to the minimum number of Commissioners for quorum so running
into issues – I blame both your Planning Commission and the GSW for our sad state). J
 
We’ll work on getting the signed agreement with the Warriors ahead of time for folks to start billing
them asap (not needed to go to our commission) and you could just bill them directly for the new
work in the meantime.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
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Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
Hi Viktoriya,
 
I am OK with us billing the GSW quarterly our T&M costs for that quarter.  We do not need to collect
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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: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Call in number
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 4:52:19 PM


John and Catherine: can you call 605-475-4700; 824916# at 4:45 so we can discuss
Warriors CEQA schedule for 15 minutes before we convene for Warriors design
meeting. 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 4:51 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Jenn Please let me know what the call in number for 4.45 call.
 


Thanks


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone



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

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org






From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Draft GSW Section Template
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 4:44:23 PM


The consolidated comments version is in the IS file for you to review.
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From: Beauchamp, Kevin
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Warriors/City/UCSF Meetings
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 7:12:50 PM


Catherine—
 
The UCSF participants for the joint Warriors/City/UCSF meetings will be me, Lori, Paul Takayama and
Kam Subbarayan. 
 
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: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: RE: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 10:58:54 AM


Yes plus we can tell everyone coming to the Saturday meeting should take transit or walk because of
road closures. 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 10:55 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: RE: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk
 
I agree – no one is going to come that late in the day.  I wonder if we can call the event organizers to
get a better idea of where their folks park, etc.  I think I know the person that organizes it and will give
her a call if still there to see what their plans are.
 
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 19, 2014 10:00 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: RE: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk
 
I doubt anyone would come to a community meeting on a Saturday at 3:00pm.  Agree? Not sure if we
can wait a week to do it on the following Saturday. 
 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 4:28 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Fwd: RE: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk
 
 
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
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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
 
 
 
-----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: Thomas Ryan
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Piers 30/32
Date: Sunday, August 24, 2014 8:08:09 PM


Hello,
I am a resident of South Beach ( 17 years) .
I would like to share some of my ideas for the development of Piers 30/32 on the Embarcadero now
that the Warriors have changed their plans.
My vision is for the whole 13 acres to be turned into a green transit center.
Some ideas that I have come up with follow:
- the area below grade in the center of the pier would be perfect for a solar panel array - easy to
enclose and not subject to damage by vehicle or pedestrian and not visible from the street or that area
could  house generators with solar panels on the upper surface.
- these could help to power charging stations for electric vehicles and commute buses only (with
,perhaps, some windmill and wave energy generation assistance) - the commute buses would take
passengers from three wind or solar powered ferries from the North, South and East Bays to the
financial district or Mission Bay.
- the panels could also help charge a fleet of 50 electric Smart Cars that could be rented by the hour
and returned to the site. - there could be a bike sharing station at the site , as well as a one level cafe
or food truck ( again solar or wind powered).
- people driving into the city in electric vehicles could park and charge for a set fee for the day. -local
people with electric vehicles could park and charge overnight for a set fee.
Only electric vehicles would be allowed to use the site ( as well as electric taxis and water taxis running
along the waterfront). There would probably still be room for a small park, green space or sustainable
garden.
Something like this would get a lot of federal and state attention ( and federal money) and could be a
model for other cities to emulate. Also, I'm sure that many local alternative energy companies ( Tesla for
example) would be very happy to help finance this and have their names associated with the project.
The benefit to the city would be less bridge commute traffic , a reduction in pollution and a one of a
kind center to promote awareness of the benefits of solar or wind-powered electric vehicles and ferries
and the resultant extension of solar and electric power systems throughout the city and the country.
I believe this is what we as a city need to do to plan for 15-20 years from now. A large open urban
space on the water like 30/32 is very rare and a development like this could set a precedent for urban
planning in the 21st century.
South Beach since its inception as Happy Valley has always been a working neighborhood, especially
along the waterfront.   I would like to see this tradition kept alive and make the piers a vibrant,
productive part of the neighborhood.
Feel free to share your thoughts.
Thanks,


Tom Ryan
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42:20 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
Exhibit A - Amended MOU_V3+ck.docx


Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
Regards,
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September 2, 2014





AMENDED AND RESTATED MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN


THE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (“OCII”), AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE SAN FRANCISCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY,


AND SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT FOR DESIGN REVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FISCAL YEARS 2013/2014, 2014/2015 AND 2015/2016





	This Amended and Restated Memorandum of Understanding (“Amended MOU”) is entered into between OCII and the San Francisco Planning Department (“Planning Department”) (“Parties”) for the period of 3 years.





WHEREAS, prior to its dissolution, the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (“Redevelopment Agency”) implemented numerous redevelopment plans approved by the Board of Supervisors and authorized under the California Community Redevelopment Law, Cal. Health & Safety Code §§ 33000 et seq.  Under this state authority, the redevelopment plans established land use controls in project areas and did not generally rely on the San Francisco Planning Code or other local land use regulation, including Article 31 of the Administrative Code, unless a particular redevelopment plan required it; and





WHEREAS, state law dissolved the Redevelopment Agency on February 1, 2012, Cal. Health and Safety Code §§ 34161 et seq. (“Redevelopment Dissolution Law”), and provided, among other things, that successor agencies assumed the rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment Agency (with the exception of certain affordable housing assets).  In particular, state law requires successor agencies to fulfill enforceable obligations that the former redevelopment agencies had entered into prior to June 28, 2011 (“Enforceable Obligations”); and 





WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors approved Ordinance No. 215-12 (Oct. 4, 2012) to implement Redevelopment Dissolution Law and established a mayoral-appointed commission to serve as the governing body of the Successor Agency and to exercise land use, development and design approval for “surviving redevelopment projects;” and    





WHEREAS, OCII is the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, is a legal entity separate from the City and County of San Francisco (“City”), has assumed the remaining rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment Agency, and has “succeed[ed] to the organizational status of the former redevelopment agency” with the authority “to complete any work related to an approved enforceable obligation,” Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34173 (g); and





WHEREAS, OCII has the continuing authority and obligation: (1)  to exercise land use controls required under Enforceable Obligations (including the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (“OPA”), available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=243, the Mission Bay South OPA, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=244, the Disposition and Development Agreement (“DDA”) for Hunters Point Shipyard (“HPS”) Phase 1, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=160, the DDA for Candlestick Point-HPS Phase 2 DDA, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=186, the Transbay Implementation Agreement, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=54, and other OPAs and DDAs for projects that are not yet complete, and (2) to enforce the land use controls under redevelopment plans and related development controls where the City has not requested the transfer of land use functions to the City.  (These redevelopment plans include Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, Zone 1 of the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan, the HPS Redevelopment Plan, the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plans, the Rincon Point-South Beach Redevelopment Plan, and the Bayview Industrial Triangle Redevelopment Plan.  These redevelopment plans and related documents are generally available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=3); and 





WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Dissolution Law provides, among other things, that successor agencies may enter into contracts for the purpose “winding down the redevelopment agency.”  Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34177.3 (b).  See also  Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34171 (d) (1) (F) (defining enforceable obligations to include “agreements necessary for the administration or operation of the successor agency”); and





WHEREAS, the OCII has a continuing need to review and approve development projects, including design and environmental review, as part of the wind down of redevelopment agencies and desires to use the services of the Planning Department for this purpose; and





WHEREAS, OCII has provided (and will continue to provide) for the expenditures anticipated under this MOU in its Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules (“ROPS”) that are required to be submitted semi-annually to the Oversight Board and the California Department of Finance (“DOF”) and in its annual budget that is approved by the Board of Supervisors; and





WHEREAS, OCII and the Planning Department entered into a MOU dated July 20, 2013 for design and environmental review services, as approved by the Commission of Community Investment and Infrastructure on August 20, 13 (Resolution No. 41-2013) (“Original MOU”); and,





WHEREAS,	Earlier this year, the Golden State Warriors (“GSW”) announced their intention to purchase Blocks 29 to 32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Mission Bay South”) for the development of approximately 1 million square feet of arena, office and retail uses (“GSW Pavilion Project”) and the GSW Pavilion Project will require design and environmental review that will exceed the scope of work and budget of the Original MOU, including preparation of an appropriate environmental review analyses and related documents, which will result in fulfillment of the requirements pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"); and,





WHEREAS,	The term of the Original MOU is for two years, of which the first year has finished and OCII desires to extend the term of the Original MOU to ensure adequate staffing from the Planning Department for the next two fiscal years for design and environmental review services for projects not related to the GSW Pavilion Project; and,





WHEREAS,	As a result, OCII and the Planning Department are proposing to amend and restate the previously approved Original MOU. The Amended MOU, if approved by the OCII Commission, would extend the term of the Amended MOU for Fiscal Year 2015-2016 by a not to exceed amount of $225,000, for total aggregate amount of $675,000, and would include additional scope of work for the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project; and,





WHEREAS,	The Planning Department and GSW will enter into a direct payment arrangement whereby the project proponent would directly reimburse the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project, for an estimated total amount of $480,000 ; and,





Now, THEREFORE, OCII and the Planning Department agree as follows:





1. SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED.





a. Environmental Review.  Upon the request of OCII, the Planning Department will conduct environmental evaluations for OCII projects under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., title 14, §§ 15000 et seq). At the Executive Director’s or designee’s request, prior to the commencement of work, the parties shall describe in writing the scope of service and an estimated budget for the particular matter for which the Executive Director (or designee) has requested environmental review services from the Planning Department.  The parties understand and agree that any such budget presented by the Planning Department reflects the Department’s belief that the estimated budget is realistic based on current information.  But, the parties further understand and agree that due to the uncertainties and complexities involved in the particular project, those estimates are necessarily only an approximation of potential costs, and that they do not constitute a minimum or a maximum fee quotation.  In particular, a change in the anticipated scope of work could result in an adjustment of costs.  The Planning Department will attempt to identify any critical assumptions in the scope of services and will apprise the OCII of any significant changes in its budget as environmental review progresses.  





The environmental review services for projects within the Major Approved Development Projects areas (Mission Bay, Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point Shipyard, and Zone 1 of Transbay) will be provided in accordance with § 21000-21189.3 of the Public Resources Code and Title 14, Chapter 3, § 150000-15387 of the California Code of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines).  While the Planning Department will be providing the environmental review services for these projects, the OCII will be the author and signatory of the environmental review documents.  The environmental review services for projects outside the Major Approved Development Projects areas will be provided in accordance with existing Planning Department policies and practices and consistent with the Environmental Review Guidelines, under the direction of the City’s Environmental Review Officer.  The scope of environmental services would include, but not be limited to, determinations as to what level of CEQA analysis is appropriate, preparation of exemptions and mitigated negative declarations, review of environmental impact reports, and review of technical background studies.  If an environmental impact report is necessary, it will be prepared by a CEQA consultant.  If a mitigated negative declaration is necessary, it could be prepared by either a CEQA consultant or Planning Department staff, at the discretion of the OCII.  





In order to facilitate execution of the environmental review services in a timely and organized fashion, the OCII commits to seeking early consultation from the Planning Department with respect to CEQA requirements and updating the City’s Environmental Review Officer on a quarterly basis, or more frequently if needed, as to what services may be required over the course of the next six months.  





b.  Design Review.  Upon the request of OCII, the Planning Department will provide professional architectural and urban design review of development proposals, assist in the development and interpretation of architectural and urban design guidelines, provide technical knowledge of building codes and building material and construction methodology and costs, participate in public presentations, and perform related tasks.  Design Review effort dedicated to OCII properties is anticipated not to exceed one thousand (1,000) hours on an annual basis.  Should efforts result in substantially greater Planning Department staff time, provided by the 2 FTE Design Review planners (.5 of which is being supported by this MOU), terms of this MOU associated with this position support may require modification.





The designated position will be supervised within the Planning Department.  However, the shared purpose will benefit both agencies, and may require physical accommodation and regular hours at OCII.  Such arrangements will be defined by agreement at a later time.  Until such time, the position will be located in the Planning Department and supervised from there accordingly.





c. GSW Pavilion Project.  The Planning Department anticipates design and environmental review process will cost $480,326. The eventual amount will be based on a time and material basis and may exceed the estimated amount. 





i. Environmental Review. The Planning Department will provide an environmental review services for the GSW Pavilion Project as outlined in Attachment A of this Amended MOU. Attachment A also outlines the roles of the OCII and the Planning Department for purposes of the environmental review of the GSW Pavilion Project.  The Planning Department anticipates environmental review process will cost $420,086.





ii. Design Review. The Planning Department will provide professional architectural and urban design review of the GSW Pavilion Project as outlined in Attachment A. Professional architectural and urban design review services provided by the Planning Department for the GSW Pavilion Project will be consistent with the scope of work described above in Section 1.b of this Amended MOU. The Planning Department anticipates design review process will cost $60,240. Staffing and budget for the GSW Pavilion Project for the environmental and design review services will be provided as outlined in Attachment A this this Amended MOU.








2. BUDGET AMOUNT.





a. Budget Components on annual basis.  





			Budget





			TASKS


			Fiscal Year 2013-2014


			Fiscal Year 2014-2016


			Fiscal Year 2015-2016





			Section 1.a – Environmental Review 


			$150,000 


			$150,000 


			$150,000 





			Section 1.b – Design Review


			$75,000 


			$75,000 


			$75,000 





			TOTAL/Fiscal year (Section 1.a and b)


			$225,000 


			$225,000 


			$225,000 



































b. Changes in Budget.  Unless OCII and the Planning Department agree by written amendment to this MOU, the budget for services to be provided under this MOU shall not exceed the amounts stated in this Section 2.





c. Unbudgeted Expenditures.  The Planning Department must obtain written approval from OCII for any unbudgeted expenditures and services.  OCII will not reimburse the Planning Department for unbudgeted expenditures and services incurred without prior written approval.





d. Budget Shortfalls.  The Planning Department will notify OCII as soon as possible if the amounts budgeted in this MOU are insufficient to provide the agreed-upon services.





3. ASSIGNED STAFF TO OCII.  The Planning Department will assign staff equivalent to .5 FTE to work on Design Review services described in Section 1.b will assign staff on an as-needed basis to provide Environmental Review services described in Section 1.a, and will assign staff for the GSW Pavilion Project per Attachment A to this Amended MOU.  The Planning Department staff assigned to Design Review and Environmental Review services will work at the following location: San Francisco Planning Department Offices at 1650 Mission Street.





4. DOCUMENTATION VERIFYING ACTUAL COSTS OF DIRECT SERVICES.





a. The Planning Department will document its personnel costs for services provided under this MOU in the following way:


i. Hourly rate = salary + mandatory fringe benefits.  Actual labor charges submitted as part of the Performing Department’s billing must be supported by a City LDR or similar payroll report to verify the actual cost of employee salary and fringe benefits.  Labor charges submitted must not be based on estimated FTE, a budgeted amount, or a percentage allocation that is not reviewed and approved in advance by the OCII as part of a Citywide cost allocation plan.


ii. Hours worked on OCII tasks.


iii. Classification number of position and title.


iv. Identify tasks.


v. Location of staff.





5. BILLING PROCEDURES.





a. Non-GSW Billing





i. The Planning Department shall submit an invoice to OCII on a quarterly basis within 30 days of the end of the quarter (e.g., October 30, 2013 for Q1, January 30, 2014 for Q2, April 30, 2014 for Q3, July 30, 2014 for Q4. etc)  not to exceed the budgeted amount for the fiscal year. The invoice shall describe the services provided and include sufficient information to determine the methodology used to determine the costs.  





ii. For any given six-month period, OCII can only pay amounts approved by its Oversight Board and DOF on a ROPS for that fiscal period. OCII shall endeavor to budget and obtain DOF approval for amounts sufficient to pay the Planning Department in full within a timely fashion after the services are rendered and billed. To the extent OCII has insufficient authorization to pay a bill in full, OCII will endeavor to place any amount still owed on a future ROPS and to pay that amount when budget authority is available. 





iii. The OCII will pay invoices or notify the Planning Department of any questions regarding the invoice within 30 days of receipt.





iv. The Planning Department hourly rates billed to OCII for services provided for non-GSW billing will be based on salary + mandatory fringe benefits.  Actual labor charges submitted as part of the Planning Department’s billing must be supported by a City LDR or similar payroll report to verify the actual cost of employee salary and fringe benefits.  Labor charges submitted must not be based on estimated FTE, a budgeted amount, or a percentage allocation that is not reviewed and approved in advance by the OCII as part of a Citywide cost allocation plan.





b. GSW Billing 





i. The Planning Department and GSW shall execute a direct payment arrangement whereby Golden State Warriors will directly reimburse the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project, for an estimated amount of $480,326. The eventual amount will be based on a time and material bases and may exceed the estimated amount.





ii. The Planning Department shall provide a quarterly time and materials invoice to GSW. The invoice shall request payment in full within 30 business days. If payment is not received by the Planning Department within 30 business days from the date of the invoice, the Planning Department will send a notice to GSW and may initiate its standard Collections process to seek payment. The Planning Department may halt any further work on the project until payment of any outstanding balance is received in full.





iii. [bookmark: _GoBack]The Planning Department hourly rates billed to GSW for services provided for GSW billing will be based on salary + mandatory fringe benefits + standard overhead.





iv. The Planning Department shall submit an invoice to OCII on a quarterly basis within 30 days of the end of the quarter (e.g., October 30, 2013 for Q1, January 30, 2014 for Q2, April 30, 2014 for Q3, July 30, 2014 for Q4. etc)  not to exceed the budgeted amount for the fiscal year. The invoice shall describe the services provided and include sufficient information to determine the methodology used to determine the costs.  





v. The OCII will pass invoices to GSW or notify the Planning Department of any questions regarding the invoice within 30 days of receipt.





6.  AMENDMENTS OR TERMINATION.  This MOU may be amended by mutual agreement of both parties.  This MOU may be terminated by either party with 30 days notice, subject to OCII payment of applicable costs incurred through the termination date. 





7. DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURES.  If the Planning Department has a billing dispute with the OCII, it must attempt to resolve it with the responsible OCII Manager.  If the parties are unable to reach agreement, the dispute will be resolved with the OCII’s Finance and Administration Deputy Director.  If an agreement still cannot be reached, the Planning Department and the OCII Finance and Administration Deputy Director will meet with the Deputy Controller to finally resolve the matter.








This MOU has been entered into on the date(s) below.








_______________________					__________________


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure			Date


Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director	








_____________________					__________________


John Rahaim								Date


Planning Director				
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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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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. 
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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








From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Tatiana Hayes
Cc: Jose Vega-Boza; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
Subject: Re: Chairs/Future CAC meeting September 18th (Thursday) and September 20th.
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 11:33:50 AM


Yes please change the dates.  Two weeks ago while you were out I cancelled the September 11th and
13th reservation with Jose due sfgiants ball game conflicts. 


Sent from my iPhone


> On Aug 29, 2014, at 11:27 AM, "Tatiana Hayes" <thayes@mercyhousing.org> wrote:
>
> Hi Lila,
> I was checking your reservations and see what you made reservation for September 11 and 13.
> You would like to reschedule for September 18th and 20th?
>
> Thanks
> Tatiana
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:29 AM
> To: Jose Vega-Boza
> Cc: Tatiana Hayes; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
> Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting September 18th (Thursday) and September 20th.
>
> Hi Jose and Tatiana,
>
> Just wanted to confirm our reservation for the Third Floor conference room for September 18th 4:00-
8:00pm and Saturday September 20th.  We still need to confirm the exact time of the meeting on the
20th, but it will most likely be a late morning meeting. 
>
>
> Thank you!
>
> Lila
>
>
>
>
>
>
> ________________________________________
> From: Jose Vega-Boza <JVega-boza@mercyhousing.org>
> Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:34 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
> Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting
>
> Lila:
>
> Thanks - Tatiana been out for the last two days - Someone told the person at the desk last night that
you were coming back tomorrow, now I am clear, tomorrow meeting is cancelled.
> Thursday September 18 and Saturday September 20th.  Should be fine.
>
> Have a nice weekend.
>
> José A. Vega Boza
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> Senior Property Manager|MHMG/Mission Creek Senior Community
>
> Mercy Housing
> 225 Berrry Street
> San Francisco, CA 94158
> t|415.896.2025 X 14
> mercyhousing.org
>
> |  | Join our mailing list
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 1:26 PM
> To: Jose Vega-Boza
> Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting
>
> The meeting is cancelled for tomorrow, I believe Natasha told Tatiana, we had a full house last
night.   Our next two meetings will be held on Thursday September 18 and Saturday September 20th. 
Please let me know if those dates work for the third floor.  We will not have our regular CAC meeting on
September 11th since there is a ball game that day.  Here are some press clippings from yesterday's
meeting.
>
> 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
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Jose Vega-Boza [mailto:JVega-boza@mercyhousing.org]
> Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:06 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
> Subject: Chairs
>
> Lila:
>
> We set up 75 chairs for yesterday. Do you need more chairs for tomorrow? Thanks
>
> José A. Vega Boza
> Senior Property Manager|MHMG/Mission Creek Senior Community
>
> Mercy Housing
> 225 Berrry Street
> San Francisco, CA 94158
> t|415.896.2025 X 14
> mercyhousing.org
>
> |  | Join our mailing list
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 5:04 PM
> To: Jose Vega-Boza
> Subject: Chairs
>
> Are there any extra chairs stored on the 3rd floor?
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>
> Sent from my iPhone
>
>








From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42:19 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
Exhibit A - Amended MOU_V3+ck.docx


Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
Regards,
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September 2, 2014





AMENDED AND RESTATED MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN


THE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (“OCII”), AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE SAN FRANCISCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY,


AND SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT FOR DESIGN REVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FISCAL YEARS 2013/2014, 2014/2015 AND 2015/2016





	This Amended and Restated Memorandum of Understanding (“Amended MOU”) is entered into between OCII and the San Francisco Planning Department (“Planning Department”) (“Parties”) for the period of 3 years.





WHEREAS, prior to its dissolution, the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (“Redevelopment Agency”) implemented numerous redevelopment plans approved by the Board of Supervisors and authorized under the California Community Redevelopment Law, Cal. Health & Safety Code §§ 33000 et seq.  Under this state authority, the redevelopment plans established land use controls in project areas and did not generally rely on the San Francisco Planning Code or other local land use regulation, including Article 31 of the Administrative Code, unless a particular redevelopment plan required it; and





WHEREAS, state law dissolved the Redevelopment Agency on February 1, 2012, Cal. Health and Safety Code §§ 34161 et seq. (“Redevelopment Dissolution Law”), and provided, among other things, that successor agencies assumed the rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment Agency (with the exception of certain affordable housing assets).  In particular, state law requires successor agencies to fulfill enforceable obligations that the former redevelopment agencies had entered into prior to June 28, 2011 (“Enforceable Obligations”); and 





WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors approved Ordinance No. 215-12 (Oct. 4, 2012) to implement Redevelopment Dissolution Law and established a mayoral-appointed commission to serve as the governing body of the Successor Agency and to exercise land use, development and design approval for “surviving redevelopment projects;” and    





WHEREAS, OCII is the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, is a legal entity separate from the City and County of San Francisco (“City”), has assumed the remaining rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment Agency, and has “succeed[ed] to the organizational status of the former redevelopment agency” with the authority “to complete any work related to an approved enforceable obligation,” Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34173 (g); and





WHEREAS, OCII has the continuing authority and obligation: (1)  to exercise land use controls required under Enforceable Obligations (including the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (“OPA”), available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=243, the Mission Bay South OPA, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=244, the Disposition and Development Agreement (“DDA”) for Hunters Point Shipyard (“HPS”) Phase 1, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=160, the DDA for Candlestick Point-HPS Phase 2 DDA, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=186, the Transbay Implementation Agreement, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=54, and other OPAs and DDAs for projects that are not yet complete, and (2) to enforce the land use controls under redevelopment plans and related development controls where the City has not requested the transfer of land use functions to the City.  (These redevelopment plans include Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, Zone 1 of the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan, the HPS Redevelopment Plan, the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plans, the Rincon Point-South Beach Redevelopment Plan, and the Bayview Industrial Triangle Redevelopment Plan.  These redevelopment plans and related documents are generally available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=3); and 





WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Dissolution Law provides, among other things, that successor agencies may enter into contracts for the purpose “winding down the redevelopment agency.”  Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34177.3 (b).  See also  Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34171 (d) (1) (F) (defining enforceable obligations to include “agreements necessary for the administration or operation of the successor agency”); and





WHEREAS, the OCII has a continuing need to review and approve development projects, including design and environmental review, as part of the wind down of redevelopment agencies and desires to use the services of the Planning Department for this purpose; and





WHEREAS, OCII has provided (and will continue to provide) for the expenditures anticipated under this MOU in its Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules (“ROPS”) that are required to be submitted semi-annually to the Oversight Board and the California Department of Finance (“DOF”) and in its annual budget that is approved by the Board of Supervisors; and





WHEREAS, OCII and the Planning Department entered into a MOU dated July 20, 2013 for design and environmental review services, as approved by the Commission of Community Investment and Infrastructure on August 20, 13 (Resolution No. 41-2013) (“Original MOU”); and,





WHEREAS,	Earlier this year, the Golden State Warriors (“GSW”) announced their intention to purchase Blocks 29 to 32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Mission Bay South”) for the development of approximately 1 million square feet of arena, office and retail uses (“GSW Pavilion Project”) and the GSW Pavilion Project will require design and environmental review that will exceed the scope of work and budget of the Original MOU, including preparation of an appropriate environmental review analyses and related documents, which will result in fulfillment of the requirements pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"); and,





WHEREAS,	The term of the Original MOU is for two years, of which the first year has finished and OCII desires to extend the term of the Original MOU to ensure adequate staffing from the Planning Department for the next two fiscal years for design and environmental review services for projects not related to the GSW Pavilion Project; and,





WHEREAS,	As a result, OCII and the Planning Department are proposing to amend and restate the previously approved Original MOU. The Amended MOU, if approved by the OCII Commission, would extend the term of the Amended MOU for Fiscal Year 2015-2016 by a not to exceed amount of $225,000, for total aggregate amount of $675,000, and would include additional scope of work for the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project; and,





WHEREAS,	The Planning Department and GSW will enter into a direct payment arrangement whereby the project proponent would directly reimburse the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project, for an estimated total amount of $480,000 ; and,





Now, THEREFORE, OCII and the Planning Department agree as follows:





1. SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED.





a. Environmental Review.  Upon the request of OCII, the Planning Department will conduct environmental evaluations for OCII projects under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., title 14, §§ 15000 et seq). At the Executive Director’s or designee’s request, prior to the commencement of work, the parties shall describe in writing the scope of service and an estimated budget for the particular matter for which the Executive Director (or designee) has requested environmental review services from the Planning Department.  The parties understand and agree that any such budget presented by the Planning Department reflects the Department’s belief that the estimated budget is realistic based on current information.  But, the parties further understand and agree that due to the uncertainties and complexities involved in the particular project, those estimates are necessarily only an approximation of potential costs, and that they do not constitute a minimum or a maximum fee quotation.  In particular, a change in the anticipated scope of work could result in an adjustment of costs.  The Planning Department will attempt to identify any critical assumptions in the scope of services and will apprise the OCII of any significant changes in its budget as environmental review progresses.  





The environmental review services for projects within the Major Approved Development Projects areas (Mission Bay, Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point Shipyard, and Zone 1 of Transbay) will be provided in accordance with § 21000-21189.3 of the Public Resources Code and Title 14, Chapter 3, § 150000-15387 of the California Code of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines).  While the Planning Department will be providing the environmental review services for these projects, the OCII will be the author and signatory of the environmental review documents.  The environmental review services for projects outside the Major Approved Development Projects areas will be provided in accordance with existing Planning Department policies and practices and consistent with the Environmental Review Guidelines, under the direction of the City’s Environmental Review Officer.  The scope of environmental services would include, but not be limited to, determinations as to what level of CEQA analysis is appropriate, preparation of exemptions and mitigated negative declarations, review of environmental impact reports, and review of technical background studies.  If an environmental impact report is necessary, it will be prepared by a CEQA consultant.  If a mitigated negative declaration is necessary, it could be prepared by either a CEQA consultant or Planning Department staff, at the discretion of the OCII.  





In order to facilitate execution of the environmental review services in a timely and organized fashion, the OCII commits to seeking early consultation from the Planning Department with respect to CEQA requirements and updating the City’s Environmental Review Officer on a quarterly basis, or more frequently if needed, as to what services may be required over the course of the next six months.  





b.  Design Review.  Upon the request of OCII, the Planning Department will provide professional architectural and urban design review of development proposals, assist in the development and interpretation of architectural and urban design guidelines, provide technical knowledge of building codes and building material and construction methodology and costs, participate in public presentations, and perform related tasks.  Design Review effort dedicated to OCII properties is anticipated not to exceed one thousand (1,000) hours on an annual basis.  Should efforts result in substantially greater Planning Department staff time, provided by the 2 FTE Design Review planners (.5 of which is being supported by this MOU), terms of this MOU associated with this position support may require modification.





The designated position will be supervised within the Planning Department.  However, the shared purpose will benefit both agencies, and may require physical accommodation and regular hours at OCII.  Such arrangements will be defined by agreement at a later time.  Until such time, the position will be located in the Planning Department and supervised from there accordingly.





c. GSW Pavilion Project.  The Planning Department anticipates design and environmental review process will cost $480,326. The eventual amount will be based on a time and material basis and may exceed the estimated amount. 





i. Environmental Review. The Planning Department will provide an environmental review services for the GSW Pavilion Project as outlined in Attachment A of this Amended MOU. Attachment A also outlines the roles of the OCII and the Planning Department for purposes of the environmental review of the GSW Pavilion Project.  The Planning Department anticipates environmental review process will cost $420,086.





ii. Design Review. The Planning Department will provide professional architectural and urban design review of the GSW Pavilion Project as outlined in Attachment A. Professional architectural and urban design review services provided by the Planning Department for the GSW Pavilion Project will be consistent with the scope of work described above in Section 1.b of this Amended MOU. The Planning Department anticipates design review process will cost $60,240. Staffing and budget for the GSW Pavilion Project for the environmental and design review services will be provided as outlined in Attachment A this this Amended MOU.








2. BUDGET AMOUNT.





a. Budget Components on annual basis.  





			Budget





			TASKS


			Fiscal Year 2013-2014


			Fiscal Year 2014-2016


			Fiscal Year 2015-2016





			Section 1.a – Environmental Review 


			$150,000 


			$150,000 


			$150,000 





			Section 1.b – Design Review


			$75,000 


			$75,000 


			$75,000 





			TOTAL/Fiscal year (Section 1.a and b)


			$225,000 


			$225,000 


			$225,000 



































b. Changes in Budget.  Unless OCII and the Planning Department agree by written amendment to this MOU, the budget for services to be provided under this MOU shall not exceed the amounts stated in this Section 2.





c. Unbudgeted Expenditures.  The Planning Department must obtain written approval from OCII for any unbudgeted expenditures and services.  OCII will not reimburse the Planning Department for unbudgeted expenditures and services incurred without prior written approval.





d. Budget Shortfalls.  The Planning Department will notify OCII as soon as possible if the amounts budgeted in this MOU are insufficient to provide the agreed-upon services.





3. ASSIGNED STAFF TO OCII.  The Planning Department will assign staff equivalent to .5 FTE to work on Design Review services described in Section 1.b will assign staff on an as-needed basis to provide Environmental Review services described in Section 1.a, and will assign staff for the GSW Pavilion Project per Attachment A to this Amended MOU.  The Planning Department staff assigned to Design Review and Environmental Review services will work at the following location: San Francisco Planning Department Offices at 1650 Mission Street.





4. DOCUMENTATION VERIFYING ACTUAL COSTS OF DIRECT SERVICES.





a. The Planning Department will document its personnel costs for services provided under this MOU in the following way:


i. Hourly rate = salary + mandatory fringe benefits.  Actual labor charges submitted as part of the Performing Department’s billing must be supported by a City LDR or similar payroll report to verify the actual cost of employee salary and fringe benefits.  Labor charges submitted must not be based on estimated FTE, a budgeted amount, or a percentage allocation that is not reviewed and approved in advance by the OCII as part of a Citywide cost allocation plan.


ii. Hours worked on OCII tasks.


iii. Classification number of position and title.


iv. Identify tasks.


v. Location of staff.





5. BILLING PROCEDURES.





a. Non-GSW Billing





i. The Planning Department shall submit an invoice to OCII on a quarterly basis within 30 days of the end of the quarter (e.g., October 30, 2013 for Q1, January 30, 2014 for Q2, April 30, 2014 for Q3, July 30, 2014 for Q4. etc)  not to exceed the budgeted amount for the fiscal year. The invoice shall describe the services provided and include sufficient information to determine the methodology used to determine the costs.  





ii. For any given six-month period, OCII can only pay amounts approved by its Oversight Board and DOF on a ROPS for that fiscal period. OCII shall endeavor to budget and obtain DOF approval for amounts sufficient to pay the Planning Department in full within a timely fashion after the services are rendered and billed. To the extent OCII has insufficient authorization to pay a bill in full, OCII will endeavor to place any amount still owed on a future ROPS and to pay that amount when budget authority is available. 





iii. The OCII will pay invoices or notify the Planning Department of any questions regarding the invoice within 30 days of receipt.





iv. The Planning Department hourly rates billed to OCII for services provided for non-GSW billing will be based on salary + mandatory fringe benefits.  Actual labor charges submitted as part of the Planning Department’s billing must be supported by a City LDR or similar payroll report to verify the actual cost of employee salary and fringe benefits.  Labor charges submitted must not be based on estimated FTE, a budgeted amount, or a percentage allocation that is not reviewed and approved in advance by the OCII as part of a Citywide cost allocation plan.





b. GSW Billing 





i. The Planning Department and GSW shall execute a direct payment arrangement whereby Golden State Warriors will directly reimburse the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project, for an estimated amount of $480,326. The eventual amount will be based on a time and material bases and may exceed the estimated amount.





ii. The Planning Department shall provide a quarterly time and materials invoice to GSW. The invoice shall request payment in full within 30 business days. If payment is not received by the Planning Department within 30 business days from the date of the invoice, the Planning Department will send a notice to GSW and may initiate its standard Collections process to seek payment. The Planning Department may halt any further work on the project until payment of any outstanding balance is received in full.





iii. [bookmark: _GoBack]The Planning Department hourly rates billed to GSW for services provided for GSW billing will be based on salary + mandatory fringe benefits + standard overhead.





iv. The Planning Department shall submit an invoice to OCII on a quarterly basis within 30 days of the end of the quarter (e.g., October 30, 2013 for Q1, January 30, 2014 for Q2, April 30, 2014 for Q3, July 30, 2014 for Q4. etc)  not to exceed the budgeted amount for the fiscal year. The invoice shall describe the services provided and include sufficient information to determine the methodology used to determine the costs.  





v. The OCII will pass invoices to GSW or notify the Planning Department of any questions regarding the invoice within 30 days of receipt.





6.  AMENDMENTS OR TERMINATION.  This MOU may be amended by mutual agreement of both parties.  This MOU may be terminated by either party with 30 days notice, subject to OCII payment of applicable costs incurred through the termination date. 





7. DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURES.  If the Planning Department has a billing dispute with the OCII, it must attempt to resolve it with the responsible OCII Manager.  If the parties are unable to reach agreement, the dispute will be resolved with the OCII’s Finance and Administration Deputy Director.  If an agreement still cannot be reached, the Planning Department and the OCII Finance and Administration Deputy Director will meet with the Deputy Controller to finally resolve the matter.








This MOU has been entered into on the date(s) below.








_______________________					__________________


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure			Date


Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director	








_____________________					__________________


John Rahaim								Date


Planning Director				
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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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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. 
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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








From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Tatiana Hayes
Cc: Jose Vega-Boza; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
Subject: Re: Chairs/Future CAC meeting September 18th (Thursday) and September 20th.
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 12:43:00 PM


Thank you!  We will get back to you next week about the set up! 


Happy Labor Day!


Lila


Sent from my iPhone


> On Aug 29, 2014, at 11:37 AM, "Tatiana Hayes" <thayes@mercyhousing.org> wrote:
>
> Ok,
> I will change reservation dates.
> for September 18th 4:00-8:00pm and Saturday September 20th
> Let me know details about set up or if you have any questions,
> Thank you,
> Tatiana
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 11:34 AM
> To: Tatiana Hayes
> Cc: Jose Vega-Boza; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
> Subject: Re: Chairs/Future CAC meeting September 18th (Thursday) and September 20th.
>
> Yes please change the dates.  Two weeks ago while you were out I cancelled the September 11th
and 13th reservation with Jose due sfgiants ball game conflicts. 
>
> Sent from my iPhone
>
>> On Aug 29, 2014, at 11:27 AM, "Tatiana Hayes" <thayes@mercyhousing.org> wrote:
>>
>> Hi Lila,
>> I was checking your reservations and see what you made reservation for September 11 and 13.
>> You would like to reschedule for September 18th and 20th?
>>
>> Thanks
>> Tatiana
>>
>> -----Original Message-----
>> From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
>> Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:29 AM
>> To: Jose Vega-Boza
>> Cc: Tatiana Hayes; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
>> Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting September 18th (Thursday) and September 20th.
>>
>> Hi Jose and Tatiana,
>>
>> Just wanted to confirm our reservation for the Third Floor conference room for September 18th
4:00-8:00pm and Saturday September 20th.  We still need to confirm the exact time of the meeting on
the 20th, but it will most likely be a late morning meeting. 
>>
>>



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=134B9B74E2F044C9A45B25ABC6094359-LILA HUSSAIN

mailto:thayes@mercyhousing.org

mailto:JVega-boza@mercyhousing.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:natasha.jones@sfgov.org

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org





>> Thank you!
>>
>> Lila
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>> ________________________________________
>> From: Jose Vega-Boza <JVega-boza@mercyhousing.org>
>> Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:34 PM
>> To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
>> Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting
>>
>> Lila:
>>
>> Thanks - Tatiana been out for the last two days - Someone told the person at the desk last night
that you were coming back tomorrow, now I am clear, tomorrow meeting is cancelled.
>> Thursday September 18 and Saturday September 20th.  Should be fine.
>>
>> Have a nice weekend.
>>
>> José A. Vega Boza
>> Senior Property Manager|MHMG/Mission Creek Senior Community
>>
>> Mercy Housing
>> 225 Berrry Street
>> San Francisco, CA 94158
>> t|415.896.2025 X 14
>> mercyhousing.org
>>
>> |  | Join our mailing list
>>
>>
>> -----Original Message-----
>> From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
>> Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 1:26 PM
>> To: Jose Vega-Boza
>> Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting
>>
>> The meeting is cancelled for tomorrow, I believe Natasha told Tatiana, we had a full house last
night.   Our next two meetings will be held on Thursday September 18 and Saturday September 20th. 
Please let me know if those dates work for the third floor.  We will not have our regular CAC meeting on
September 11th since there is a ball game that day.  Here are some press clippings from yesterday's
meeting.
>>
>> 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
>>
>> -----Original Message-----
>> From: Jose Vega-Boza [mailto:JVega-boza@mercyhousing.org]
>> Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:06 PM
>> To: Hussain, Lila (CII)



mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

http://www.sfexaminer.com/sanfrancisco/warriors-arena-conceptual-plan-includes-2-office-towers-plazas-retail-space/Content?oid=2875026

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

http://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2014/08/14/golden-state-warriors-arena-project-san-francisco.html

mailto:JVega-boza@mercyhousing.org





>> Subject: Chairs
>>
>> Lila:
>>
>> We set up 75 chairs for yesterday. Do you need more chairs for tomorrow? Thanks
>>
>> José A. Vega Boza
>> Senior Property Manager|MHMG/Mission Creek Senior Community
>>
>> Mercy Housing
>> 225 Berrry Street
>> San Francisco, CA 94158
>> t|415.896.2025 X 14
>> mercyhousing.org
>>
>> |  | Join our mailing list
>>
>> -----Original Message-----
>> From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
>> Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 5:04 PM
>> To: Jose Vega-Boza
>> Subject: Chairs
>>
>> Are there any extra chairs stored on the 3rd floor?
>>
>> Sent from my iPhone
>
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From: David Manica
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Richard Altuna; Craig Dykers; Kate Grimes
Subject: Re: Check In Design Meeting - Go-To-Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 4:40:33 AM


I have confirmed my availability for this Friday at 9am PT.


Sent from my iPad


> On Aug 21, 2014, at 12:14 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
>
> FYI. Please let me know if you can join.
>
>
> From: catherine.reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
> When: 11:00 AM - 12:30 PM August 22, 2014
> Subject: Check In Design Meeting - Go-To-Meeting
> Location: Go-to-Meeting - GSW to send link
>
>
>
>
>
>
> The GSW would like to do a check in for design this Friday.  I am scheduled to be out that day, so
may not join in.
>
> <meeting.ics>
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From: Tatiana Hayes
To: Hussain, Lila (CII); Jose Vega-Boza
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting September 18th (Thursday) and September 20th.
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 11:27:49 AM


Hi Lila,
I was checking your reservations and see what you made reservation for September 11 and 13.
You would like to reschedule for September 18th and 20th?


Thanks
Tatiana


-----Original Message-----
From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:29 AM
To: Jose Vega-Boza
Cc: Tatiana Hayes; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting September 18th (Thursday) and September 20th.


Hi Jose and Tatiana,


Just wanted to confirm our reservation for the Third Floor conference room for September 18th 4:00-
8:00pm and Saturday September 20th.  We still need to confirm the exact time of the meeting on the
20th, but it will most likely be a late morning meeting. 


Thank you!


Lila


________________________________________
From: Jose Vega-Boza <JVega-boza@mercyhousing.org>
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:34 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting


Lila:


Thanks - Tatiana been out for the last two days - Someone told the person at the desk last night that
you were coming back tomorrow, now I am clear, tomorrow meeting is cancelled.
Thursday September 18 and Saturday September 20th.  Should be fine.


Have a nice weekend.


José A. Vega Boza
Senior Property Manager|MHMG/Mission Creek Senior Community


Mercy Housing
225 Berrry Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
t|415.896.2025 X 14
mercyhousing.org
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 |  | Join our mailing list


-----Original Message-----
From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 1:26 PM
To: Jose Vega-Boza
Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting


The meeting is cancelled for tomorrow, I believe Natasha told Tatiana, we had a full house last night.  
Our next two meetings will be held on Thursday September 18 and Saturday September 20th.  Please
let me know if those dates work for the third floor.  We will not have our regular CAC meeting on
September 11th since there is a ball game that day.  Here are some press clippings from yesterday's
meeting.


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Jose Vega-Boza [mailto:JVega-boza@mercyhousing.org]
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:06 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Chairs


Lila:


We set up 75 chairs for yesterday. Do you need more chairs for tomorrow? Thanks


José A. Vega Boza
Senior Property Manager|MHMG/Mission Creek Senior Community


Mercy Housing
225 Berrry Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
t|415.896.2025 X 14
mercyhousing.org


 |  | Join our mailing list


-----Original Message-----
From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 5:04 PM
To: Jose Vega-Boza
Subject: Chairs


Are there any extra chairs stored on the 3rd floor?


Sent from my iPhone
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From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
To: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 8:03:29 AM
Attachments: image001.png


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


Thanks Keith.  We got a copy of the MOU yesterday and will be sharing it with you shortly. 
 
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: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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
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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








From: Katy Liddell
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Cc: bruce.h.agid@gmail.com Agid; Rogers Alice; 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: Sunday, August 17, 2014 4:45:40 PM


Erin –


 


Thank you for your response.  Peter had proposed Wednesday, and we would love 
to have him present.  Peter, would you still be available for the proposed Thursday 
meeting?  If not, we suggest sticking to Wednesday to adhere to Peter’s schedule. 


 


Thanks too, Erin, for offering to update us on everything.  We are definitely anxious 
to hear about the WTA, but first and foremost on our minds is the Bay Bridge 
Approach Pilot addressing traffic congestion in the neighborhood. 


 


As we requested in our meeting with you, Camron Samii, Neal Patel, Sunny, and 
others a couple of weeks ago, we would like to know the goals and expectations for 
the pilot.  What criteria are being used to measure for success?   What are the 
metrics?  What are the goals?  We fear that these have not been established (or, 
most likely, that we just don’t know what they are!) and that we will not be able to 
tell if the pilot has been useful.  From what we know right now – which is very little 
--  Bruce might be able to say it was successful, Alice might be able to say it was 
OK, and Katy could say that it was a flop.  Without specific criteria, we cannot 
measure success.


 


Following is an example of what we are looking for:


 


The interns and PCOs have been (counting?  observing?) (cars? incidents?) by 
(visually looking?  recording by hand / computer / other device?)   The goal is to 
determine (number of cars blocking the box?  accidents?  number of cars going 
through the intersection?).  The current situation is (number of cars blocking the 
box, number of cars entering the intersection, number of accidents, what are you 
counting/observing?).   The interns and PCOs have counted/observed 
______________ during the four periods they have been at the intersections of 2nd 
and Bryant and Main and Harrison.


 


If we count/observe (number) of cars blocking the box, (number) of cars entering 
the intersection or issue (number) of tickets, we propose to do the following (What 
needs to happen in order for you to take action?  What actions would you take?):
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--[if !supportLists]-->1.     <!--[endif]-->PCO’s manage intersections issuing tickets for 
blocking the box


--[if !supportLists]-->2.     <!--[endif]-->PCO’s manage the intersections by proactive 
traffic management


--[if !supportLists]-->3.     <!--[endif]-->Change traffic light sequence


--[if !supportLists]-->4.     <!--[endif]-->Erect new signage


--[if !supportLists]-->5.     <!--[endif]-->Other


 


For each method used during the pilot, we should be able to understand the results 
and costs.


 


One other question we would like to understand is how these two intersections were 
chosen out of the robust list provided by the neighborhood.


 


We hope this will better clarify what we are looking for.  In the meantime, thank you 
for all of your Herculean efforts on this project.  We definitely recognize how much 
work you have been putting in to this, and we in no way want to demean that.  We 
want to set you and us up to win!  And we’d love to help by being able to 
understand exactly what we’re looking for and what we want to achieve.


 


Please let us know if Wednesday or Thursday is best for the two of you and if you 
would prefer a phone call or a meeting.  We are open.  And thanks again for 
engaging with us in this dialogue.


 


Bruce Agid


Katy Liddell


Alice Rogers


On Aug 15, 2014, at 6:34 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


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 
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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
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> 
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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: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Jose Vega-Boza
Cc: Tatiana Hayes; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting September 18th (Thursday) and September 20th.
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:29:27 AM


Hi Jose and Tatiana,


Just wanted to confirm our reservation for the Third Floor conference room for September 18th 4:00-
8:00pm and Saturday September 20th.  We still need to confirm the exact time of the meeting on the
20th, but it will most likely be a late morning meeting. 


Thank you!


Lila


________________________________________
From: Jose Vega-Boza <JVega-boza@mercyhousing.org>
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:34 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting


Lila:


Thanks - Tatiana been out for the last two days - Someone told the person at the desk last night that
you were coming back tomorrow, now I am clear, tomorrow meeting is cancelled.
Thursday September 18 and Saturday September 20th.  Should be fine.


Have a nice weekend.


José A. Vega Boza
Senior Property Manager|MHMG/Mission Creek Senior Community


Mercy Housing
225 Berrry Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
t|415.896.2025 X 14
mercyhousing.org


 |  | Join our mailing list


-----Original Message-----
From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 1:26 PM
To: Jose Vega-Boza
Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting


The meeting is cancelled for tomorrow, I believe Natasha told Tatiana, we had a full house last night.  
Our next two meetings will be held on Thursday September 18 and Saturday September 20th.  Please
let me know if those dates work for the third floor.  We will not have our regular CAC meeting on
September 11th since there is a ball game that day.  Here are some press clippings from yesterday's
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meeting.


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Jose Vega-Boza [mailto:JVega-boza@mercyhousing.org]
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:06 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Chairs


Lila:


We set up 75 chairs for yesterday. Do you need more chairs for tomorrow? Thanks


José A. Vega Boza
Senior Property Manager|MHMG/Mission Creek Senior Community


Mercy Housing
225 Berrry Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
t|415.896.2025 X 14
mercyhousing.org


 |  | Join our mailing list


-----Original Message-----
From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 5:04 PM
To: Jose Vega-Boza
Subject: Chairs


Are there any extra chairs stored on the 3rd floor?


Sent from my iPhone
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02:20 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Exhibit A - Amended MOU_V3.docx
Attachment A - Planning Scope of Services GSW-OCII_V3.doc


 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
Hi Viktoriya,
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September 2, 2014





AMENDED AND RESTATED MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN


THE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (“OCII”), AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE SAN FRANCISCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY,


AND SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT FOR DESIGN REVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FISCAL YEARS 2013/2014, 2014/2015 AND 2015/2016





	This Amended and Restated Memorandum of Understanding (“Amended MOU”) is entered into between OCII and the San Francisco Planning Department (“Planning Department”) (“Parties”) for the period of 3 years.





WHEREAS, prior to its dissolution, the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (“Redevelopment Agency”) implemented numerous redevelopment plans approved by the Board of Supervisors and authorized under the California Community Redevelopment Law, Cal. Health & Safety Code §§ 33000 et seq.  Under this state authority, the redevelopment plans established land use controls in project areas and did not generally rely on the San Francisco Planning Code or other local land use regulation, including Article 31 of the Administrative Code, unless a particular redevelopment plan required it; and





WHEREAS, state law dissolved the Redevelopment Agency on February 1, 2012, Cal. Health and Safety Code §§ 34161 et seq. (“Redevelopment Dissolution Law”), and provided, among other things, that successor agencies assumed the rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment Agency (with the exception of certain affordable housing assets).  In particular, state law requires successor agencies to fulfill enforceable obligations that the former redevelopment agencies had entered into prior to June 28, 2011 (“Enforceable Obligations”); and 





WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors approved Ordinance No. 215-12 (Oct. 4, 2012) to implement Redevelopment Dissolution Law and established a mayoral-appointed commission to serve as the governing body of the Successor Agency and to exercise land use, development and design approval for “surviving redevelopment projects;” and    





WHEREAS, OCII is the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, is a legal entity separate from the City and County of San Francisco (“City”), has assumed the remaining rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment Agency, and has “succeed[ed] to the organizational status of the former redevelopment agency” with the authority “to complete any work related to an approved enforceable obligation,” Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34173 (g); and





WHEREAS, OCII has the continuing authority and obligation: (1)  to exercise land use controls required under Enforceable Obligations (including the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (“OPA”), available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=243, the Mission Bay South OPA, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=244, the Disposition and Development Agreement (“DDA”) for Hunters Point Shipyard (“HPS”) Phase 1, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=160, the DDA for Candlestick Point-HPS Phase 2 DDA, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=186, the Transbay Implementation Agreement, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=54, and other OPAs and DDAs for projects that are not yet complete, and (2) to enforce the land use controls under redevelopment plans and related development controls where the City has not requested the transfer of land use functions to the City.  (These redevelopment plans include Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, Zone 1 of the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan, the HPS Redevelopment Plan, the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plans, the Rincon Point-South Beach Redevelopment Plan, and the Bayview Industrial Triangle Redevelopment Plan.  These redevelopment plans and related documents are generally available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=3); and 





WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Dissolution Law provides, among other things, that successor agencies may enter into contracts for the purpose “winding down the redevelopment agency.”  Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34177.3 (b).  See also  Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34171 (d) (1) (F) (defining enforceable obligations to include “agreements necessary for the administration or operation of the successor agency”); and





WHEREAS, the OCII has a continuing need to review and approve development projects, including design and environmental review, as part of the wind down of redevelopment agencies and desires to use the services of the Planning Department for this purpose; and





WHEREAS, OCII has provided (and will continue to provide) for the expenditures anticipated under this MOU in its Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules (“ROPS”) that are required to be submitted semi-annually to the Oversight Board and the California Department of Finance (“DOF”) and in its annual budget that is approved by the Board of Supervisors; and





WHEREAS, OCII and the Planning Department entered into a MOU dated July 20, 2013 for design and environmental review services, as approved by the Commission of Community Investment and Infrastructure on August 20, 13 (Resolution No. 41-2013) (“Original MOU”); and,





WHEREAS,	Earlier this year, the Golden State Warriors (“GSW”) announced their intention to purchase Blocks 29 to 32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Mission Bay South”) for the development of approximately 1 million square feet of arena, office and retail uses (“GSW Pavilion Project”) and the GSW Pavilion Project will require design and environmental review that will exceed the scope of work and budget of the Original MOU, including preparation of an appropriate environmental review analyses and related documents, which will result in fulfillment of the requirements pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"); and,





WHEREAS,	The term of the Original MOU is for two years, of which the first year has finished and OCII desires to extend the term of the Original MOU to ensure adequate staffing from the Planning Department for the next two fiscal years for design and environmental review services for projects not related to the GSW Pavilion Project; and,





WHEREAS,	As a result, OCII and the Planning Department are proposing to amend and restate the previously approved Original MOU. The Amended MOU, if approved by the OCII Commission, would extend the term of the Amended MOU for Fiscal Year 2015-2016 by a not to exceed amount of $225,000, for total aggregate amount of $675,000, and would include additional scope of work for the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project; and,





WHEREAS,	The Planning Department and GSW will enter into a direct payment arrangement whereby the project proponent would directly reimburse the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project, for an estimated total amount of $480,000 ; and,





Now, THEREFORE, OCII and the Planning Department agree as follows:





1. SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED.





a. Environmental Review.  Upon the request of OCII, the Planning Department will conduct environmental evaluations for OCII projects under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., title 14, §§ 15000 et seq). At the Executive Director’s or designee’s request, prior to the commencement of work, the parties shall describe in writing the scope of service and an estimated budget for the particular matter for which the Executive Director (or designee) has requested environmental review services from the Planning Department.  The parties understand and agree that any such budget presented by the Planning Department reflects the Department’s belief that the estimated budget is realistic based on current information.  But, the parties further understand and agree that due to the uncertainties and complexities involved in the particular project, those estimates are necessarily only an approximation of potential costs, and that they do not constitute a minimum or a maximum fee quotation.  In particular, a change in the anticipated scope of work could result in an adjustment of costs.  The Planning Department will attempt to identify any critical assumptions in the scope of services and will apprise the OCII of any significant changes in its budget as environmental review progresses.  





The environmental review services for projects within the Major Approved Development Projects areas (Mission Bay, Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point Shipyard, and Zone 1 of Transbay) will be provided in accordance with § 21000-21189.3 of the Public Resources Code and Title 14, Chapter 3, § 150000-15387 of the California Code of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines).  While the Planning Department will be providing the environmental review services for these projects, the OCII will be the author and signatory of the environmental review documents.  The environmental review services for projects outside the Major Approved Development Projects areas will be provided in accordance with existing Planning Department policies and practices and consistent with the Environmental Review Guidelines, under the direction of the City’s Environmental Review Officer.  The scope of environmental services would include, but not be limited to, determinations as to what level of CEQA analysis is appropriate, preparation of exemptions and mitigated negative declarations, review of environmental impact reports, and review of technical background studies.  If an environmental impact report is necessary, it will be prepared by a CEQA consultant.  If a mitigated negative declaration is necessary, it could be prepared by either a CEQA consultant or Planning Department staff, at the discretion of the OCII.  





In order to facilitate execution of the environmental review services in a timely and organized fashion, the OCII commits to seeking early consultation from the Planning Department with respect to CEQA requirements and updating the City’s Environmental Review Officer on a quarterly basis, or more frequently if needed, as to what services may be required over the course of the next six months.  





b.  Design Review.  Upon the request of OCII, the Planning Department will provide professional architectural and urban design review of development proposals, assist in the development and interpretation of architectural and urban design guidelines, provide technical knowledge of building codes and building material and construction methodology and costs, participate in public presentations, and perform related tasks.  Design Review effort dedicated to OCII properties is anticipated not to exceed one thousand (1,000) hours on an annual basis.  Should efforts result in substantially greater Planning Department staff time, provided by the 2 FTE Design Review planners (.5 of which is being supported by this MOU), terms of this MOU associated with this position support may require modification.





The designated position will be supervised within the Planning Department.  However, the shared purpose will benefit both agencies, and may require physical accommodation and regular hours at OCII.  Such arrangements will be defined by agreement at a later time.  Until such time, the position will be located in the Planning Department and supervised from there accordingly.





c. GSW Pavilion Project.  The Planning Department anticipates design and environmental review process will cost $480,326. The eventual amount will be based on a time and material basis and may exceed the estimated amount. 





i. Environmental Review. The Planning Department will provide an environmental review services for the GSW Pavilion Project as outlined in Attachment A of this Amended MOU. Attachment A also outlines the roles of the OCII and the Planning Department for purposes of the environmental review of the GSW Pavilion Project.  The Planning Department anticipates environmental review process will cost $420,086.





ii. Design Review. The Planning Department will provide professional architectural and urban design review of the GSW Pavilion Project as outlined in Attachment A. Professional architectural and urban design review services provided by the Planning Department for the GSW Pavilion Project will be consistent with the scope of work described above in Section 1.b of this Amended MOU. The Planning Department anticipates design review process will cost $60,240. Staffing and budget for the GSW Pavilion Project for the environmental and design review services will be provided as outlined in Attachment A this this Amended MOU.








2. BUDGET AMOUNT.





a. Budget Components on annual basis.  





			Budget





			TASKS


			Fiscal Year 2013-2014


			Fiscal Year 2014-2016


			Fiscal Year 2015-2016





			Section 1.a – Environmental Review 


			$150,000 


			$150,000 


			$150,000 





			Section 1.b – Design Review


			$75,000 


			$75,000 


			$75,000 





			TOTAL/Fiscal year (Section 1.a and b)


			$225,000 


			$225,000 


			$225,000 



































b. Changes in Budget.  Unless OCII and the Planning Department agree by written amendment to this MOU, the budget for services to be provided under this MOU shall not exceed the amounts stated in this Section 2.





c. Unbudgeted Expenditures.  The Planning Department must obtain written approval from OCII for any unbudgeted expenditures and services.  OCII will not reimburse the Planning Department for unbudgeted expenditures and services incurred without prior written approval.





d. Budget Shortfalls.  The Planning Department will notify OCII as soon as possible if the amounts budgeted in this MOU are insufficient to provide the agreed-upon services.





3. ASSIGNED STAFF TO OCII.  The Planning Department will assign staff equivalent to .5 FTE to work on Design Review services described in Section 1.b will assign staff on an as-needed basis to provide Environmental Review services described in Section 1.a, and will assign staff for the GSW Pavilion Project per Attachment A to this Amended MOU.  The Planning Department staff assigned to Design Review and Environmental Review services will work at the following location: San Francisco Planning Department Offices at 1650 Mission Street.





4. DOCUMENTATION VERIFYING ACTUAL COSTS OF DIRECT SERVICES.





a. The Planning Department will document its personnel costs for services provided under this MOU in the following way:


i. Hourly rate = salary + mandatory fringe benefits.  Actual labor charges submitted as part of the Performing Department’s billing must be supported by a City LDR or similar payroll report to verify the actual cost of employee salary and fringe benefits.  Labor charges submitted must not be based on estimated FTE, a budgeted amount, or a percentage allocation that is not reviewed and approved in advance by the OCII as part of a Citywide cost allocation plan.


ii. Hours worked on OCII tasks.


iii. Classification number of position and title.


iv. Identify tasks.


v. Location of staff.





5. BILLING PROCEDURES.





a. Non-GSW Billing





i. The Planning Department shall submit an invoice to OCII on a quarterly basis within 30 days of the end of the quarter (e.g., October 30, 2013 for Q1, January 30, 2014 for Q2, April 30, 2014 for Q3, July 30, 2014 for Q4. etc)  not to exceed the budgeted amount for the fiscal year. The invoice shall describe the services provided and include sufficient information to determine the methodology used to determine the costs.  





ii. For any given six-month period, OCII can only pay amounts approved by its Oversight Board and DOF on a ROPS for that fiscal period. OCII shall endeavor to budget and obtain DOF approval for amounts sufficient to pay the Planning Department in full within a timely fashion after the services are rendered and billed. To the extent OCII has insufficient authorization to pay a bill in full, OCII will endeavor to place any amount still owed on a future ROPS and to pay that amount when budget authority is available. 





iii. The OCII will pay invoices or notify the Planning Department of any questions regarding the invoice within 30 days of receipt.





b. GSW Billing 





i. The Planning Department and GSW shall execute a direct payment arrangement whereby Golden State Warriors will directly reimburse the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project, for an estimated amount of $480,326. The eventual amount will be based on a time and material bases and may exceed the estimated amount.





ii. The Planning Department shall submit an invoice to OCII on a quarterly basis within 30 days of the end of the quarter (e.g., October 30, 2013 for Q1, January 30, 2014 for Q2, April 30, 2014 for Q3, July 30, 2014 for Q4. etc)  not to exceed the budgeted amount for the fiscal year. The invoice shall describe the services provided and include sufficient information to determine the methodology used to determine the costs.  


[bookmark: _GoBack]


iii. The OCII will pass invoices to GSW or notify the Planning Department of any questions regarding the invoice within 30 days of receipt.





6.  AMENDMENTS OR TERMINATION.  This MOU may be amended by mutual agreement of both parties.  This MOU may be terminated by either party with 30 days notice, subject to OCII payment of applicable costs incurred through the termination date. 





7. DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURES.  If the Planning Department has a billing dispute with the OCII, it must attempt to resolve it with the responsible OCII Manager.  If the parties are unable to reach agreement, the dispute will be resolved with the OCII’s Finance and Administration Deputy Director.  If an agreement still cannot be reached, the Planning Department and the OCII Finance and Administration Deputy Director will meet with the Deputy Controller to finally resolve the matter.








This MOU has been entered into on the date(s) below.








_______________________					__________________


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure			Date


Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director	








_____________________					__________________


John Rahaim								Date


Planning Director				
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ATTACHMENT A


Scope of Services FOR GSW PAVILION PROJECT PLANNING SUPPORT


The Planning Department will provide an Environmental Review Coordinator to oversee the CEQA process through completion. In addition, the Planning Department, under the oversight of OCII, will direct the work of the environmental consultant and any sub-consultants, including development of an appropriate scope of work for the environmental review process as well as for any required background technical studies. In conjunction with environmental document preparation review and approval process, the Planning Department will also provide professional architectural and urban design review services for the Golden State Warriors Pavilion Project. The Planning Department anticipates design and environmental review process will cost $480,326.



I.  Parties’ Roles and Responsibilities


The Parties have the following mutual understandings and agree to the roles and responsibilities specified below.



A. San Francisco Planning Department (Planning Department)


1. The Parties agree that OCII is the lead agency responsible for conducting an adequate environmental review of the GSW Project and that the Planning Department staff will assist OCII in preparing this review.  As such, final decisions with respect to environmental impact determinations presented in environmental documents published for the GSW Project reside with OCII.  As lead agency, OCII shall serve as the primary contact for the Project Sponsor for purposes of the EIR.  Unless otherwise directed, the GSW Project Manager shall receive copies of all written communication related to the EIR.


2. The Planning Department shall provide an Environmental Review Coordinator to oversee the CEQA process through completion.  The Environmental Review Coordinator will report to OCII’s GSW Project Manager, as discussed below, who will be the primary contact at OCII.  


3. Planning Department, under the oversight of OCII, shall direct the work of the environmental consultant and any sub-consultants, including development of an appropriate scope of work for the environmental review process as well as for any required background technical studies. The Environment Review Coordinator and the GSW Project Manager will meet regularly to provide direction to Planning Department staff and to the environmental consultants and all sub-consultants.  The environmental scope of work shall be based upon the complete and stable project description provided by Project Sponsor. 


4. The Planning Department shall notify OCII and obtain concurrence prior to directing any consultant work that is outside of the agreed upon scope of work or that would require the use of contingency funds.


5. The Planning Department will work with OCII and the Project Sponsor to develop a Master Project Schedule that prioritizes the GSW Project.  


6. Consultant submittals shall be provided to the Planning Department at the same time as any review copies are provided to OCII and/or the Project Sponsor. 


7. The Planning Department and OCII shall determine what comments or feedback to provide to the consultants regarding their work or submittals.  The Planning Department shall coordinate the submittal of comments to the consultant team.  However, no comments shall be provided to the consultants by the Planning Department without prior OCII approval. 


8. The EIR Coordinator, transportation planner, and the GSW Project Manager shall participate in regular environmental review status meetings for this project with the consultants and core staff from the other agencies to ensure the environmental review Master Project Schedule is met.  


9. Pursuant to CEQA, public notification and public participation are required as part of the environmental review process for the GSW Project.   The Planning Department shall assist OCII with compliance regarding all notice requirements set forth in CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.  The Planning Department, in consultation with OCII and its legal counsel, shall assist OCII, which will make final determinations about appropriate public notification procedures.  OCII intends to retain, under its 2013 Agreement with the City Attorney’s Office, the City Attorney’s Office for certain Project-related matters.  


10. All time-sensitive submittals shall clearly indicate expected deadlines for the completion of environmental review and should be preceded by advance consultations with OCII staff to facilitate timely processing and avoid last-minute submittals.  


B. OCII


1. OCII shall serve as the primary contact for the Project Sponsor for purposes of the EIR.



2. OCII shall provide a dedicated GSW Project Manager for the environmental review process.  The GSW Project Manager will be responsible for coordination of the responsibilities of OCII and the Planning Department as specified in this Agreement.  


3. The GSW Project Manager or designee shall participate in regular environmental review status meetings with the consultants and the Planning Department to ensure the Master Project Schedule is maintained.  


4. To assist the Planning Department in the environmental evaluation process, OCII or the Project Sponsor may be required to provide supplemental data or studies, as determined by Planning Department staff in consultation with OCII, to address potential impacts with respect to historical resources, soils, transportation, biological resources, wind, shadows, noise, air quality, or other environmental topic areas.  Lack of response to required data requests in the time line specified by the Planning Department shall result in delays to the Master Project Schedule.  OCII shall assist in ensuring that the Project Sponsor responds in an appropriate time to information requests from the Planning Department to meet the Master Project Schedule.


5. Consultant submittals shall be provided to the Planning Department at the same time as any review copies are provided to OCII and/or the Project Sponsor.  To allow for coordination between OCII and City agency responses, OCII and Project Sponsor comments on such submittals shall be provided to the Planning Department and not to the consultants directly, pursuant to time lines specified in the Master Project Schedule. OCII’s comments shall be provided to the Planning Department in advance of the deadline for providing feedback to the consultants as specific in the Master Project Schedule.  


6. Pursuant to CEQA, public notification and participation are required as part of the environmental review process for the GSW Project.  OCII shall comply with all notice requirements set forth in CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.      


7. All time-sensitive submittals shall clearly indicate expected deadlines for the completion of environmental review and should be preceded by advance consultations with the Planning Department staff to facilitate timely processing and avoid last-minute submittals.  



II. BILLING PROCEDURES.



The Planning Department and GSW shall execute a direct payment arrangement whereby Golden State Warriors will directly reimburse the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project, for an estimated amount of $480,326. The eventual amount will be based on a time and material bases and may exceed the estimated amount.
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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:Keith.DeMartini@sfgov.org
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http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning

http://signup.sfplanning.org/
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Jeffrey Flynn
Cc: Jose Farran; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: GSW - Transit Data Request
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:07:26 AM
Attachments: GSW Existing Muni Ridership and Capacity 8-18-14.xlsx


ATT00001.htm
MB Blocks 29-32 Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.pdf
ATT00002.htm
Transit Data for TIS Memo - Updated June 2013.pdf
ATT00003.htm


Hi Jeff
Per my voicemail message earlier this morning, I am sending you a couple of files, 
and I have a couple of questions for you related to the transit analysis for the 
proposed arena.  


1. I am attaching the final transportation scope of work dated August 13, 2014.  On 
page 5 we indicate that we will provide transit ridership and capacity utilization by 
line and for corridor groupings for north/south and east/west. The lines/routes and 
groupings were subject to your review and input.  Once I started pulling out the 
data that we have for the routes, I realized that a number of them should probably 
not be included as part of our analysis. I believe that we should focus on the 10 
Townsend, the T Third, and the 22 Fillmore. Could you please confirm or let me 
know which additional routes should be included?


Of course the additional shuttle service proposed as part of the project will be 
included as part of the Existing plus Project analysis.


2. The attached spreadsheet is our preliminary working file for the transit analysis - I 
set it up for all the routes in the scope of work, but will revise it once we finalize the 
routes to analyze.  The first tab provides the route/line information, the second tab 
presents the ridership and capacity for the routes for the time periods that we will 
be analyzing and for which we need data, and the third tab provides a comparison 
between the 2012 data currently being used for transit analysis (for AM and PM peak 
hours only) and the 2013 data that we hope to obtain from you.


We will be analyzing the peak hour of the following periods for conditions without 
and with a Giants game at AT&T park:


Without Giants Game
- weekday PM (4 to 6 PM)
- weekday evening (6 to 8 PM)
- weekday late evening (9 to 11 PM)
- Saturday evening (7 to 9 PM)


So there are a total of 8 time periods for which we need to obtain ridership and 
capacity data from you for the routes you decide that we should include in our 
analysis.  For the T Third and for the 22 Fillmore, I was hoping to get the ridership 
data both in the vicinity of the project site, and at the MLP.  


The PM peak hour data in the spreadsheet is from the Planning Department's 
memorandum for consultants (also attached).  I included it for informational 
purposes only, and would like to have updated 2013 data for the PM peak hour.  



mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
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Routes


						Direction of Travel									Weekday									Weekend


						Inbound			Outbound			first & last			5 PM			8 PM			After 10 PM			first & last			8 PM			After 10 PM


			T Third			Downtown			Balboa Park			4:40 AM & 12:20 AM			9			15			20			5:20 AM & 12:20 AM			20			20			T Third


			10 Townsend			Pacific Heights			SF General Hospital			5:50 AM & 7:10 PM			20			--			--			6:30 AM & 7:10 PM			20/--			--			10 Townsend


			22 Fillmore			The Marina			Potrero Hill			24-hours			8			15			15			24-hours			15			15			22 Fillmore





			K Ingleside			Downtown			Balboa Park			5AM & 12:20 AM			9			15			20			5:10 AM & 12:10 AM			20			20			K Ingleside


			30 Stockton			Downtown			Marina			5:30 AM & 11:50 PM			4			15			20			6:20 AM & 11:50 PM			15			20			30 Stockton


			45 Union-Stockton			Downtown			Marina			6:20 AM & 12:20 AM			12			12			30			6:10 AM & 12:10 AM			15			20			45 Union-Stockton


			47 Van Ness			Fishermans Wharf			Caltrain			6 AM & 12:30 AM			10			15			20			6 AM & 12:30 AM			12			20			47 Van Ness








&"Calibri,Regular"&K000000&F		&"Calibri,Regular"&K000000&A






Existing Ridership & Capacity


			Golden State Warriors at Mission Bay - Existing Muni Ridership and Capacity


			Weekday and Saturday Peak Hour of 2-Hour Period





						10 Townsend												T Third												T Third												22 Fillmore												22 Fillmore


			Primary			MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.			at 16th Street			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.			at MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.			at 18th Street			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.			at MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.


			No Event at AT&T Park


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Inbound			Pacific/Powell			186			189			98.4%						1			1			100.0%			Embarcadero/Folsom			365			830			44.0%						1			1			100.0%			Fillmore/Hermann			323			473			68.3%


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Outbound			Second/Howard			171			189			90.5%						1			1			100.0%			Embarcadero/Folsom			550			714			77.0%						1			1			100.0%			Fillmore/O'Farrell			308			473			65.1%


			Weekday Evening (6 to 8 PM) - Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Evening (6 to 8 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Late Evening (9 to 11 PM) - Inbound						--			--			--						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Late Evening (9 to 11 PM) - Outbound						--			--			--						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Saturday Evening (7 to 9 PM) - Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Saturday Evening (7 to 9 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%





			With Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Evening (6 to 8 PM) - Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Evening (6 to 8 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Late Evening (9 to 11 PM) -Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Late Evening (9 to 11 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Saturday Evening (7 to 9 PM) - Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Saturday Evening (7 to 9 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%








						K Ingleside												30 Stockton												45 Union Stockton												47 Van Ness												


			Secondary			MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.			MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.			MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.			MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.			MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.


			No Event at AT&T Park


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Inbound			Embarcadero			508			714			71.1%			Chestnut/Octavia			705			1224			57.6%			Stockton/Sacramento			240			315			76.2%			Van Ness/McAllister			276			378			73.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Outbound			Van Ness Station			750			830			90.4%			Stockton/Sutter			660			1248			52.9%			Stockton/Sutter			260			315			82.5%			Van Ness/O'Farrell			258			378			68.3%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Evening (6 to 8 PM) - Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Evening (6 to 8 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Late Evening (9 to 11 PM) -Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Late Evening (9 to 11 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Saturday Evening (7 to 9 PM) - Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Saturday Evening (7 to 9 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%





			With Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Evening (6 to 8 PM) - Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Evening (6 to 8 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Late Evening (9 to 11 PM) -Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday Late Evening (9 to 11 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Saturday Evening (7 to 9 PM) - Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Saturday Evening (7 to 9 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%








			Direction of Travel 


			Line/Route			Inbound			Outbound


			K Ingleside			Downtown			Balboa Park


			T Third			Downtown			Balboa Park


			10 Townsend			Pacific Heights			SF General Hospital


			22 Fillmore			The Marina			Potrero Hill


			30 Stockton			Downtown			Marina


			45 Union-Stockton			Downtown			Marina


			47 Van Ness			Fishermans Wharf			Caltrain








			Source for Weekday PM: Memorandum Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, SF Planning Department, June 2013


			Spring 2012 ridership data
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2012 v. 2013


			Golden State Warriors at Mission Bay - Existing Muni Ridership and Capacity


			Comparison of 2012 and 2013 Ridership and Capacity for Weekday PM Peak Hour - TO BE COMPLETED ONCE 2013 DATA IS INSERTED





						10 Townsend												T Third												22 Fillmore												


			Primary			MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.			at MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.			at MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.


			2012


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Inbound			Pacific/Powell			186			189			98.4%			Embarcadero/Folsom			365			830			44.0%			Fillmore/Hermann			323			473			68.3%


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Outbound			Second/Howard			171			189			90.5%			Embarcadero/Folsom			550			714			77.0%			Fillmore/O'Farrell			308			473			65.1%





			2013


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%





			Diffence between 2012 and 2013


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Inbound						-185			-188			98.4%						-364			-829			43.9%						-322			-472			68.2%


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Outbound						-170			-188			90.4%						-549			-713			77.0%						-307			-472			65.0%











						K Ingleside												30 Stockton												45 Union Stockton												47 Van Ness


			Secondary			MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.			MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.			MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.			MLP			Ridership			Capacity			Cap Util.


			2012


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Inbound			Embarcadero			508			714			71.1%			Chestnut/Octavia			705			1224			57.6%			Stockton/Sacramento			240			315			76.2%			Van Ness/McAllister			276			378			73.0%


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Outbound			Van Ness Station			750			830			90.4%			Stockton/Sutter			660			1248			52.9%			Stockton/Sutter			260			315			82.5%			Van Ness/O'Farrell			258			378			68.3%





			2013


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Inbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Outbound						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%						1			1			100.0%





			Diffence between 2012 and 2013


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Inbound						-507			-713			71.1%						-704			-1223			57.6%						-239			-314			76.1%						-275			-377			72.9%


			Weekday PM (4 to 6 PM) - Outbound						-749			-829			90.3%						-659			-1247			52.8%						-259			-314			82.5%						-257			-377			68.2%
















































































&"Calibri,Regular"&K000000&F		&"Calibri,Regular"&K000000&A













SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



www.sfplanning.org  











 Adavant 
 Consulting 
LCW Consulting 



 
Event Center at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 August 13, 2014 
2012.0718E – Final Transportation Scope of Work Page 1 
  



 



Scope of Work 
Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         
Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1      1  2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 
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 24 



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 
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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 
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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. 



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. 
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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  
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. 



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: 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
Event Center at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32  August 13, 2014 
2012.0718E – Final Transportation Scope of Work Page 7 



 



• 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 
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• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  
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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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  
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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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TO:  Planning Department Transportation Consultant List 
FROM:  Planning Department Transportation Team 
DATE:  Updated – June 21, 2013 
SUBJECT: Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies 
 
Purpose 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide an update to the data used in transportation 
analyses for determining capacity utilization for the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency (SFMTA) individual lines and screenlines and regional transit screenlines.  
 
Background 
The SFMTA Board has adopted an “85 percent” capacity utilization standard for transit vehicle 
loads.  In other words, transit lines should operate at or below 85 percent capacity utilization.  The 
SFMTA Board has determined that this threshold more accurately reflects actual operations and 
the likelihood of “pass-ups” (i.e., vehicles not stopping to pick up more passengers).  The 
Planning Department, in preparing and reviewing transportation impact studies, has similarly 
utilized the 85 percent capacity utilization as a threshold of significance for determining peak 
period transit demand impacts to the SFMTA lines.  Previously, SFTMA Transit Effectiveness 
Project ridership data, collected in 2007 and 2008, has been utilized by the Planning Department to 
determine capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for bus and light rail lines.  
SFMTA has recently began to provide to the Planning Department updated ridership counts using 
automatic passenger count data for buses and updated manual counts for rail.1  SFMTA intends to 
update this data annually, or as needed.   
 
SFMTA and Regional Transit Screenline Analysis 
Typically, transit impacts are analyzed through a screenline analysis.  A screenline analysis 
assumes that there are identifiable corridors or directions of travel which are served by a grouping 
of transit lines.  Therefore, an individual line would be combined with other transit lines in a 
corridor and corridors combined into a screenline in determining significance.  However, on a 
case-by-case basis the Planning Department may request individual line capacity utilization 
analysis.  In either case, the same methodology for impact determination would apply.   
 
Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on 
SFMTA service: the northeast screenline, the northwest screenline, the southeast screenline, and 
the southwest screenline, with sub-corridors within each screenline. The SFMTA routes by 
screenline and sub-corridors are shown in Attachment A, along with a schematic illustration of 
the screenlines and updated screenline data.  As discussed above, the Planning Department uses 
85 percent capacity utilization as the threshold of significance for identifying transit crowding 
impacts. 
                                                      
1 Tables included in Transportation Impact Studies should reference “SFMTA Transit Ridership Counts 
2010/2011”.  The manual rail counts were taken in the Fall of 2010 and the automatic passenger counts are 
from 2011. 











 



 
Four principal regional transit providers serve San Francisco: BART from the East Bay and 
Peninsula; SamTrans from the Peninsula; AC Transit from the East Bay, and Golden Gate Bridge, 
Highway and Transportation District (GGBHTD) from the North Bay. Two additional ferry 
providers exist besides GGBHTD:  Alameda Harbor Bay Ferry from the East Bay and Blue & Gold 
Fleet from the North Bay and East Bay.  For regional transit providers, the MLP is typically at the 
San Francisco City limit (i.e., the East Bay MLP would occur at the Transbay Tube and on the Bay 
Bridge; the North Bay MLP would occur at the Golden Gate Bridge; and the South Bay MLP 
would occur at the southern city border).  The regional transit providers by screenline are shown 
in Attachment B, along with a schematic illustration of the screenlines and updated screenline 
data.  The Planning Department uses 100 percent capacity utilization as the threshold of 
significance for identifying regional transit crowding impacts. 
 
SFMTA Individual Line Analysis 
Sometimes, transit impacts are analyzed on a corridor or line-by-line basis.  The following table 
(see Attachment C for full data) provides an example of the data and capacity utilization 
calculation using updated SFMTA transit data for outbound (OB) and inbound (IB) 1 California 
and 10 Townsend during the PM peak hour.  This is not meant to represent the format or content 
of the table that would be included in transportation impact studies, rather it is a sample of the 
full transit ridership and capacity data set.2  Please refer to Attachment D for a Glossary of Terms. 
 



TABLE 1 
EXAMPLE OF SFMTA FALL 2010/2011 CAPACITY UTILIZATION DATA (PM PEAK HOUR) 



SFMTA 
Line 



(A) 
100% 



Planning 
Capacity 



per Vehicle 



(B) 
Headway 



(Mins) 



(C) 
Average 



Max Load 



(D) =  
(60/B * C) 
Peak Hour 



Load 
MLP 



(E) =  
(60/B * A) 
Peak Hour 
Capacity 



(F) =  
(D/E)  



Peak Hour 
Capacity 



Utilization 



1 (OB) 63 3.5 53 909 California/ 
Presidio 1,080 84.2% 



1 (IB) 63 3.5 35 600 California/ 
Laurel 1,080 55.6% 



10 (OB) 63 20.0 57 171 2nd/ Howard 189 90.5% 



10 (IB) 63 20.0 62 186 Pacific/ 
Powell St 189 98.4% 



 
In the above example, OB 1 California is 0.8 percent below the 85 percent threshold of significance 
and IB 1 California is 29.4 percent below the threshold at the respective MLPs.  Generally, if a 
proposed project would generate enough trips on a particular line (in the above example for the 1 
California, nine trips (OB) and 318 trips (IB)) that it would cause the route to exceed the 85 percent 
capacity utilization, it would be considered to result in a significant transit impact.   
 
                                                      
2 Note:  The methodology and threshold of significance used for analyzing transit impacts are remaining the 
same; only the data used for that analysis is changing. 











 



Also in the above example, OB 10 Townsend is 5.5 percent above the 85 percent threshold of 
significance and IB 10 Townsend is 13.4 percent above the threshold of significance at the 
respective MLPs.  In these situations, the analysis needs to calculate the percentage of trips that 
the proposed project contributes to the line.  If the percent contribution to the total peak hour 
ridership at the MLP is five percent or greater, then the proposed project would contribute 
substantially to transit crowding and would result in a significant impact.   
 



Example:  The proposed project would contribute 20 transit trips to the IB 10 Townsend, 
therefore the peak hour load would be 206 (186 + 20).  The 20 transit trips would 
constitute 9.7 percent (20/206 = 9.71%) of the Existing plus Proposed Project peak hour 
load.  This would be considered a significant impact.  If on the on the other hand, the 
proposed project contributed nine transit trips to the IB 10 Townsend, the impact would 
be considered less than significant because proposed project transit trips would only 
account for 4.6 percent of the Existing plus Proposed Project peak hour load (9/195 = 
4.61%).3   
 



Applicability 
Generally, the updated SFMTA data should be used in any transportation impact study that has 
yet to reach the screencheck submittal phase and all future transportation impact study (!) cases.   
The transportation planner, in coordination with the environmental planner, will determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether a project is not subject to this general applicability requirement.  
Applicability questions should be directed to the ! case planner.   
 
 



                                                      
3 In the transportation impact study (TIS), numbers should be reported to the tenth of the percentage point, 
however, calculations should be done to the hundredth of the percentage point to determine significance.  
For example, if the calculation is 4.95 percent, the TIS should report 5.0 percent (significant impact).  
Conversely, if the calculation is 4.94 percent, the TIS should report 4.9 percent (less-than-significant impact).   











 



Attachment A – SFMTA Screenlines  
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TABLE A-1 
EXISTING PEAK HOUR1 



Muni Screenline 
Sub-corridor 



AM Peak Hour (Inbound) PM Peak Hour (Outbound) 



Ridership Capacity Utilization Ridership Capacity Utilization 



Northeast 
   



   



Kearny/Stockton2 2,532 3,366 75% 2,158 3,291 66% 



Other Lines3 439 1,005 44% 570 1,078 53% 



Screenline Total 2,971 4,370 68% 2,727 4,369 62% 



Northwest       



Geary4 1,370 2,183 63% 1,814 2,528 72% 



California5 1,863 2,369 79% 1,366 1,686 81% 



Sutter/Clement6 485 630 77% 470 630 75% 



Fulton/Hayes7 1,193 1,470 81% 965 1,176 82% 



Balboa8 655 1,008 65% 637 929 69% 



Screenline Total 5,566 7,660 73% 5,252 6,949 76% 



Southeast       



Third Street9 428 714 60% 550 714 77% 



Mission10 1,727 2,977 58% 1,529 2,789 55% 



San Bruno/Bayshore11 1,561 2,087 75% 1,320 2,134 62% 



Other Lines12 1,115 1,596 70% 1,034 1,712 60% 



Screenline Total 4,830 7,374 66% 4,433 7,349 60% 



Southwest       



Subway lines13 5,418 6,307 86% 4,747 6,294 75% 



Haight/Noriega14 1,157 1,706 68% 1,105 1,651 67% 



Other lines15 230 627 37% 276 700 39% 



Screenline Total 6,805 8,640 79% 6,128 8,645 71% 



Muni Screenlines Total 20,172 28,044 72% 18,540 27,312 68% 
Screenlines and sub-corridors operating at capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater are highlighted in bold.  Some of the 
individual lines within certain sub-corridors have been adjusted to be in the appropriate city “quadrant” per the screenline.  Thus, 
for some sub-corridors (e.g., Kearny/Stockton AM Peak Hour), the total does not match the individual lines’ maximum load point 
ridership and capacity shown in Appendix C. 
 



1. Muni bus data collected between August 2011 and October 2011 (except 1AX and 1BX which is January to March 
2012).  Muni rail data collected between September 2007 and February 2010. 



2. 8X Bayshore Express, 30 Stockton, 30X Marina Express, 41 Union, 45 Union-Stockton 
3. F Market & Wharves, 10 Townsend, 12 Folsom-Pacific 
4. 38 Geary, 38L Geary Limited, 38AX Geary ‘A’ Express, 38BX Geary ‘B’ Express 
5. 1 California, 1AX California ‘A’ Express, 1AX California ‘B’ Express 
6. 2 Clement, 3 Jackson 
7. 5 Fulton, 21 Hayes 
8. 31 Balboa, 31AX Balboa ‘A’ Express, 31BX Balboa ‘B’ Express 
9. T Third Street 
10. 14 Mission, 14L Mission Limited, 14X Mission Express, 49 Van Ness-Mission 
11. 8AX Bayshore ‘A’ Express, 8BX Bayshore ‘B’ Express, 8X Bayshore Express, 9 San Bruno, 9L San Bruno Limited 
12. J Church, 10 Townsend, 12 Folsom-Pacific, 19 Polk, 27 Bryant 
13. K Ingleside, L Taraval, M Ocean View, N Judah 
14. 6 Parnassus, 71/71L Haight-Noriega Limited, 16X Noriega Express, NX Judah Express 
15. F Market & Wharves 



Source:  SFMTA TEP Project, Case No. 2011.0558E, October 2012 











 



TABLE A-2 
Cumulative (2035) PEAK HOUR 



Muni Screenline 
Sub-corridor 



AM Peak Hour (Inbound) PM Peak Hour (Outbound) 



Ridership Capacity Utilization Ridership Capacity Utilization 



Northeast       



Kearny/Stockton1 2,505 3,347 75% 1,841 2,359 78% 



Other Lines2 452 903 50% 799 1,218 66% 



Screenline Total 2,957 4,250 70% 2,640 3,577 74% 



Northwest       



Geary3 2,842 3,952 72% 3,267 3,826 85% 



California4 1,658 2,306 72% 1,178 1,841 64% 



Sutter/Clement5 271 630 43% 433 630 69% 



Fulton/Hayes6 1,129 1,470 77% 1,081 1,386 78% 



Balboa7 690 1,008 68% 730 929 79% 



Screenline Total 6,590 9,366 70% 6,689 8,611 78% 



Southeast       



Third Street8 1,247 3,332 37% 1,974 2,856 69% 



Mission9 2,349 2,836 83% 2,104 2,836 74% 



San Bruno/Bayshore10 1,778 2,087 85% 1,739 2,134 82% 



Other Lines11 1,387 1,801 77% 1,189 1,801 66% 



Screenline Total 6,761 10,056 67% 7,006 9,627 73% 



Southwest       



Subway lines12 5,851 6,522 90% 5,157 6,624 78% 



Haight/Noriega13 1,241 1,554 80% 1,248 1,554 80% 



Other lines14 212 627 34% 318 840 38% 



Screenline Total 7,304 8,703 84% 6,723 9,018 75% 



Muni Screenlines Total 23,612 32,375 73% 23,058 30,833 75% 
Screenlines and corridors operating at capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater are highlighted in bold.   
 



1. 8X Bayshore Express, 30 Stockton, 30X Marina Express, 41 Union, 45 Union-Stockton 
2. F Market & Wharves, 10 Townsend, 12 Folsom-Pacific 
3. 38 Geary, 38L Geary Limited, 38AX Geary ‘A’ Express, 38BX Geary ‘B’ Express 
4. 1 California, 1AX California ‘A’ Express, 1AX California ‘B’ Express 
5. 2 Clement, 3 Jackson 
6. 5 Fulton, 21 Hayes 
7. 31 Balboa, 31AX Balboa ‘A’ Express, 31BX Balboa ‘B’ Express 
8. T Third Street 
9. 14 Mission, 14L Mission Limited, 14X Mission Express, 49 Van Ness-Mission 
10. 8AX Bayshore ‘A’ Express, 8BX Bayshore ‘B’ Express, 8X Bayshore Express, 9 San Bruno, 9L San Bruno Limited 
11. J Church, 10 Townsend, 12 Folsom-Pacific, 19 Polk, 27 Bryant 
12. K Ingleside, L Taraval, M Ocean View, N Judah 
13. 6 Parnassus, 71/71L Haight-Noriega Limited, 16X Noriega Express, NX Judah Express 
14. F Market & Wharves 



Source:  SFMTA TEP Project, Case No. 2011.0558E, October 2012 
 











 



Attachment B – Regional Transit Providers Screenlines
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TABLE B-1 
EXISTING (2012) PEAK HOUR 



Regional Screenline 
Transit Provider/Service 



AM Peak Hour (Inbound) PM Peak Hour (Outbound) 



Ridership Capacity Utilization Ridership Capacity Utilization 



East Bay       



BART 19,716 22,050 89% 19,716 22,050 89% 



AC Transit 1,568 2,829 55% 2,256 3,926 57% 



Ferries 810 1,170 69% 805 1,615 50% 



Screenline Total 22,094 26,049 85% 22,777 27,591 83% 



North Bay       



Golden Gate Transit Bus 1,330 2,543 52% 1,384 2,817 49% 



Ferries 1,082 1,959 55% 968 1,959 49% 



Screenline Total 2,412 4,502 54% 2,352 4,776 49% 



South Bay       



BART 10,682 14,910 72% 10,682 14,910 72% 



Caltrain 2,171 3,100 70% 2,377 3,100 77% 



SamTrans 255 520 49% 141 320 44% 



Ferries -- -- -- -- -- -- 



Screenline Total 13,108 18,530 71% 13,200 18,330 72% 



Regional Screenlines Total 37,615 49,081 77% 38,330 50,697 76% 
 
Screenlines and transit providers/services operating at capacity utilization of 100 percent or greater are highlighted in bold. 
 
Source:  SFMTA TEP Project, Case No. 2011.0558E, October 2012 



  











TABLE B-2 
CUMULATIVE (2035) PEAK HOUR 



Regional Screenline 
Transit Provider/Service 



AM Peak Hour (Inbound) PM Peak Hour (Outbound) 



Ridership Capacity Utilization Ridership Capacity Utilization 



East Bay       



BART 28,780 33,170 87% 28,780 33,170 87% 



AC Transit 7,000 12,000 58% 7,000 12,000 58% 



Ferries 4,682 5,940 79% 5,319 5,940 90% 



Screenline Total 40,462 51,110 79% 41,099 51,110 80% 



North Bay       



Golden Gate Transit Bus 1,990 2,543 78% 2,070 2,817 73% 



Ferries 1,619 1,959 83% 1,619 1,959 83% 



Screenline Total 3,609 4,502 80% 3,689 4,776 77% 



South Bay       



BART 13,847 24,182 57% 13,847 24,182 57% 



Caltrain 2,310 3,600 64% 2,529 3,600 70% 



SamTrans 271 520 52% 150 320 47% 



Ferries 59 200 30% 59 200 30% 



Screenline Total 16,487 28,502 58% 16,585 28,302 59% 



Regional Screenlines Total 60,558 84,114 72% 61,373 84,188 73% 
 
Screenlines and transit providers/services operating at capacity utilization of 100 percent or greater are highlighted in bold. 
 
Source:  SFMTA TEP Project, Case No. 2011.0558E, October 2012 



 











 



Attachment C – Fall 2010/2011 SFMTA Line Load and Capacity by Time 
Period and Direction of Travel  
  











FALL 2011 Route Load and Capacity by Time Period and Direction of Travel



100% 
capacity 



per 
vehicle



Headway 
(Mins)



Average 
Max 
Load



Peak 
Hour 
Load



MLP
Peak 
Hour 



Capacity 



Peak Hour 
Capacity 
Utilization



100% 
capacity 



per 
vehicle



Headway 
(Mins)



Average 
Max 
Load



Peak 
Hour 
Load



MLP
Peak 
Hour 



Capacity 



Peak Hour 
Capacity 
Utilization



1 63 3.5 34 583 Sacramento/Van Ness Ave 1,080 54% 63 3.5 50 857 Clay/Taylor 1,080 79% 1



1AX*   73 9.0 57 380 California St/8th Ave 487 78% 1AX*
1BX*   94 7.0 73 626 California St/Fillmore 806 78% 1BX*



2 63 12.0 24 120 Sutter/Leavenworth 315 38% 63 12.0 49 245 Post/Jones 315 78% 2
3 63 15.0 18 72 Sutter/Leavenworth 252 29% 63 12.0 48 240 Post/Jones 315 76% 3
5 63 4.2 24 340 McAllister/Gough 893 38% 63 3.6 50 833 McAllister/Laguna 1,050 79% 5
6 63 11.0 20 109 Haight/Divisidero 344 32% 63 10.0 45 270 Page/Octavia Blvd 378 71% 6



8X 94 7.5 63 504 Geneva Ave/Madrid St 752 67% 94 7.5 77 616 San Bruno Ave/Silver Ave 752 82% 8X



8AX   94 7.5 76 608 Bryant/6th St 752 81% 8AX



8BX   94 8.0 65 488 Bayshore Blvd/Blanken Ave 705 69% 8BX



9 63 12.0 35 175 Potrero Ave/20th St 315 56% 63 12.0 45 225 Bayshore Blvd/Cortland Ave 315 71% 9



9L 63 12.0 23 115 11th St/Market St 315 37% 63 12.0 48 240 Bayshore Blvd/Cortland Ave 315 76% 9L



10 63 20.0 55 165 Pacific Ave/Taylor St 189 87% 63 20.0 47 141 2nd St/Townsend St 189 75% 10
12 63 20.0 48 144 Pacific Ave/Mason St 189 76% 63 20.0 41 123 Folsom St/7th St 189 65% 12
14 94 6.0 22 220 Mission/20th St 940 23% 94 6.0 37 370 Mission/29th St 940 39% 14



14L 94 9.0 27 180 Mission/24th St 627 29% 94 9.0 73 487 Mission/30th St 627 78% 14L



14X   94 8.0 70 525 Trumbull St/Stoneybrook 
Ave 705 74% 14X



16X   86 9.0 51 340 Lincoln Way/11t h Ave 572 59% 16X
17 63 30.0 6 12 West Portal Ave/14th Ave 126 10% 63 30.0 21 42 Crespi Dr/19th Ave 126 33% 17
18 63 20.0 33 99 Lake Merced/Lake Merced 189 52% 63 20.0 36 108 33rd Ave/Balboa St 189 57% 18
19 63 15.0 55 220 8th St/Mission St 252 87% 63 15.0 40 160 Larkin/O'Farrell 252 63% 19
21 63 9.0 20 133 Hayes/Franklin St 420 32% 63 9.0 54 360 Grove St/Gough St 420 86% 21
22 63 9.0 43 287 16th St/Mission St 420 68% 63 9.0 44 293 16th St/Guerrero St 420 70% 22
23 63 20.0 46 138 Crescent Ave/Leese St 189 73% 63 20.0 48 144 Monterey Blvd/Valdez Ave 189 76% 23
24 63 10.0 24 144 Castro St/Duboce Ave 378 38% 63 10.0 45 270 Castro/19th St 378 71% 24
27 63 15.0 35 140 Mason St/Ofarrell St 252 56% 63 15.0 33 132 Bryant/18th St 252 52% 27
28 63 12.0 39 195 19th Ave/Ulloa St 315 62% 63 10.0 46 276 19th Ave/Rivera St 378 73% 28



28L 63 12.0 34 170 19th Ave/Noriega St 315 54% 63 12.0 39 195 Daly City BART Station 315 62% 28L
29 63 10.0 49 294 Plymouth Ave/Ocean Ave 378 78% 63 10.0 50 300 Plymouth Ave/Ocean Ave 378 79% 29
30 69 7.0 51 437 Stockton St/Sutter St 591 74% 65 8.0 47 353 Stockton/Sacramento St 491 72% 30



30X   63 4.0 60 900 Chestnut st/Van Ness Ave 945 95% 30X
31 63 12.0 31 155 Eddy St/Larkin St 315 49% 63 12.0 46 230 Turk St/Arguello Blvd 315 73% 31



31AX   63 12.0 37 185 Balboa St/17th Ave 315 59% 31AX
31BX   63 10.0 40 240 Turk St/Stanyan St 378 63% 31BX



33 63 15.0 32 128 18th St/Sanchez St 252 51% 63 15.0 35 140 18th St/Guerrero St 252 56% 33



RouteLine



AM - Outbound AM - Inbound











FALL 2011 Route Load and Capacity by Time Period and Direction of Travel



100% 
capacity 



per 
vehicle



Headway 
(Mins)



Average 
Max 
Load



Peak 
Hour 
Load



MLP
Peak 
Hour 



Capacity 



Peak Hour 
Capacity 
Utilization



100% 
capacity 



per 
vehicle



Headway 
(Mins)



Average 
Max 
Load



Peak 
Hour 
Load



MLP
Peak 
Hour 



Capacity 



Peak Hour 
Capacity 
Utilization



RouteLine



AM - Outbound AM - Inbound



35 45 30.0 5 10 Castro St/18th St 90 11% 45 30.0 21 42 Eureka St/19th St 90 47% 35
36 45 30.0 25 50 Monterey Blvd/Baden St 90 56% 45 30.0 21 42 Monterey Blvd/Baden St 90 47% 36
37 45 15.0 12 48 14th St/Castro St 180 27% 45 15.0 29 116 Corbett Ave/Douglass St 180 64% 37
38 94 12.0 39 195 Geary Blvd/Van Ness Ave 470 41% 94 12.0 46 230 O'Farrell St/Taylor St 470 49% 38



38L 94 5.5 59 644 Geary Blvd/Filmore St 1,025 63% 94 5.5 75 818 Geary Blvd/Laguna St 1,025 80% 38L
38AX   63 11.0 30 164 Geary Blvd/25th Ave 344 48% 38AX
38BX   63 11.0 29 158 Geary Blvd/Collins St 344 46% 38BX



39      39



41 94 12.0 14 70 Union St/Mason St 470 15% 94 8.0 59 443 Columbus Ave/Stockton St 705 63% 41



43 63 10.0 41 246 Laguna Honda 
Blvd/Clarendon 378 65% 63 10.0 58 348 Chestnut St/Fillmore St 378 92% 43



44 63 10.0 37 222 Laguna Honda Blvd/Noriega 
St 378 59% 63 8.0 53 398 Silver Ave/Congdon St 473 84% 44



45 63 7.0 49 420 Stockton St/Sutter St 540 78% 63 8.0 53 398 Stockton St/Washington St 473 84% 45



47 63 10.0 46 276 Van Ness Ave/Eddy St 378 73% 63 10.0 49 294 Van Ness Ave/O'Farrell St 378 78% 47
48 63 12.0 46 230 24th St/Valencia St 315 73% 63 10.0 46 276 24th St/Valencia St 378 73% 48



49 94 8.0 38 285 Van Ness Ave/Eddy St 705 40% 94 8.0 46 345 S. Van Ness Ave/Mission St 705 49% 49



52 63 20.0 26 78 Excelsior Ave/Mission St 189 41% 63 20.0 29 87 Rousseau St/Cayuga Ave 189 46% 52
54 63 20.0 39 117 Geneva Ave/Paris St 189 62% 63 20.0 35 105 Geneva Ave/Paris St 189 56% 54
56 45 30.0 6 12 Sunnydale Ave/Sawyer St 90 13% 45 30.0 12 24 Delta St/Tioga Ave 90 27% 56
66 45 20.0 16 48 16th Ave/Moraga St 135 36% 45 20.0 15 45 Quintara St/26th Ave 135 33% 66
67 63 20.0 10 30 Folsom St/Bessie St 189 16% 63 20.0 31 93 Folsom St/25th St 189 49% 67



71/71L 63 11.0 24 131 Haight St/Fillmore St 344 38% 63 10.0 50 300 Page St/Octavia Blvd 378 79% 71/71L
80X   63 180.0 18 6 4th St/Townsend St 21 29% 80X
81X   69 20.0 48 144 4th St/Townsend St 208 69% 81X
82X   69 10.0 58 348 4th St/Townsend St 415 84% 82X
88  63 20.0 32 96 Geneva Ave/Cayuga Ave 189 51% 88
108 63 12.0 12 60 Beale/Howard St 315 19% 63 10.0 32 192 Treasure Island Main Gate 378 51% 108
NX 63 10.0 41 247 Judah St/19th Avenue 378 65% NX



NOTE: RAIL DATA COLLECTED IN 2010
F 70 6.7 18 162 Market St/5th St 627 26% 70 6.0 29 289 Embarcadero/Washington 700 41% F
J 119 8.6 22 156 Civic Center Station 830 19% 119 10.0 96 573 Van Ness Station 714 80% J
K 119 10.0 55 330 Embarcadero 714 46% 119 8.6 105 735 Church Street Station 833 88% K
L 238 8.6 46 321 Civic Center Station 1,660 19% 238 7.5 202 1,616 Church Street Station 1,904 85% L
M 238 8.6 40 279 Forest Hill Station 1,660 17% 238 8.6 182 1,274 Church Street Station 1,666 76% M
N 238 7.5 68 544 Sunset Tunnel E 1,904 29% 238 7.5 224 1,792 Duboce/Church 1,904 94% N
T 119 8.6 50 347 Embarcadero/Folsom 833 42% 119 10.0 71 428 Embarcadero/Brannan 714 60% T



*Spring 2012 ridership data was used due to errors in Fall 2011 ridership data.
Lines operating at capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater are highlighted in bold.



“Note: This seasonal automatic passenger count (APC) and load information may vary from the annualized transit ridership data provided to 
the Federal Transit Administration.  This data is provided for planning purposes only."











FALL 2011 Route Load and Capacity by Time Period and Direction of Travel



Line



100% 
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Headway 
(Mins)
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Hour 
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Capacity 
Utilization
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Headway 
(Mins)



Average 
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Peak 
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Hour 
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Peak Hour 
Capacity 
Utilization



Route



1 63 3.5 53 909 California/Presidio 1,080 84% 63 3.5 35 600 California/Laurel 1,080 56% 1
1AX* 63 13.0 45 208 Pine St/Montgomery St. 291 71% 1AX*
1BX* 63 12.0 50 250 Pine St/Montgomery St. 315 79% 1BX*



2 63 12.0 52 260 Sutter/Mason 315 83% 63 12.0 34 170 Post/Larkin 315 54% 2
3 63 12.0 42 210 Sutter/Taylor 315 67% 63 12.0 25 125 Post/Leavenworth 315 40% 3
5 63 4.7 52 659 McAllister/Van Ness 798 83% 63 4.5 45 600 McAllister/Laguna 840 71% 5
6 63 10.0 42 252 Haight/Gough 378 67% 63 10.0 26 156 Haight/Buchanan 378 41% 6



8X 94 7.5 52 416 Stockton/Sacramento 752 55% 94 7.5 51 408 Kearny/Bush 752 54% 8X
8AX 94 7.5 59 472 Harrison/6th St 752 63% 8AX



8BX 94 7.5 71 568 Stockton St/Sacramento St. 752 76% 8BX



9 63 12.0 43 215 Potrero/25h St 315 68% 63 12.0 36 180 Potrero/18th St 315 57% 9
9L 63 12.0 40 200 11th St/Market 315 63% 63 12.0 28 140 11th St/Harrison 315 44% 9L
10 63 20.0 57 171 2nd/Howard 189 90% 63 20.0 62 186 Pacific/Powell St 189 98% 10
12 63 20.0 42 126 Sansome/California 189 67% 63 20.0 45 135 Pacific/Powell St 189 71% 12
14 94 7.5 45 360 Otis/12th St. 752 48% 94 7.5 29 232 Mission/20th St 752 31% 14



14L 94 9.0 64 427 Mission/24th St. 627 68% 94 9.0 44 293 Mission/30th St 627 47% 14L
14X 94 8.0 49 368 6th St/Harrison St 705 52% 14X
16X 78 9.0 38 253 Lincoln Way/9th Ave 517 49%  16X
17 63 30.0 21 42 19th Ave/Holloway 126 33% 63 30.0 16 32 West Portal/Sloat 126 25% 17



18 63 20.0 31 93 33rd Ave/Balboa St 189 49% 63 20.0 28 84 Lake Merced/Brotherhood 
Wy 189 44% 18



19 63 15.0 31 124 Polk/Sutter St 252 49% 63 15.0 43 172 Larkin/McAllister 252 68% 19
21 63 10.0 51 306 Hayes/Van Ness 378 81% 63 10.0 26 156 Grove/Gough 378 41% 21
22 63 8.0 41 308 Fillmore/O'Farrell 473 65% 63 8.0 43 323 Fillmore/Hermann 473 68% 22
23 63 20.0 29 87 Diamond/Bosworth 189 46% 63 20.0 31 93 Monterey Blvd/Faxon St 189 49% 23
24 63 10.0 46 276 Divisidero/Haight 378 73% 63 10.0 29 174 Castro/17th St 378 46% 24
27 63 15.0 29 116 5th St/Mission 252 46% 63 15.0 40 160 Ellis/Mason St. 252 63% 27
28 63 10.0 47 282 Park Presidio/Geary Blvd 378 75% 63 10.0 47 282 19th Ave/Quintara 378 75% 28



28L   19th Ave/Taraval    28L
29 63 10.0 49 294 19th Ave/Holloway 378 78% 63 10.0 44 264 19th Ave/Holloway 378 70% 29
30 83 4.0 44 660 Stockton/Sutter 1,248 53% 82 4.0 47 705 Chestnut/Octavia 1,224 58% 30



30X 63 7.5 54 432 Sansome/Washington St 504 86%  30X
31 63 14.0 52 223 Eddy St/Van Ness 270 83% 63 14.0 33 141 Eddy St/Larkin 270 52% 31



31AX 63 11.0 43 235 Pine St/Montgomery St. 344 68% 31AX
31BX 63 12.0 36 180 Pine St/Montgomery St. 315 57% 31BX



33 63 15.0 33 132 18th St/Church 252 52% 63 15.0 39 156 18th St/Church 252 62% 33



PM - Outbound PM - Inbound











FALL 2011 Route Load and Capacity by Time Period and Direction of Travel



Line



100% 
capacity 



per 
vehicle



Headway 
(Mins)



Average 
Max 
Load



Peak 
Hour 
Load



MLP
Peak 
Hour 



Capacity 



Peak Hour 
Capacity 
Utilization



100% 
capacity 



per 
vehicle



Headway 
(Mins)



Average 
Max 
Load



Peak 
Hour 
Load



MLP
Peak 
Hour 



Capacity 



Peak Hour 
Capacity 
Utilization



Route



PM - Outbound PM - Inbound



35 45 20.0 24 72 Castro/19th St 135 53% 45 20.0 5 15 Eureka/20th St. 135 11% 35
36 45 30.0 15 30 Fowler Ave/Portola Dr 90 33% 45 30.0 31 62 Fowler Ave/Portola Dr 90 69% 36
37 45 20.0 37 111 17th St/Diamond St 135 82% 45 20.0 19 57 Corbett Ave/Douglass St 135 42% 37
38 94 8.0 60 450 Geary Blvd/Franklin St 705 64% 94 7.5 44 352 Geary Blvd/Laguna St 752 47% 38



38L 94 5.5 79 862 Geary Blvd/Van Ness Ave 1,025 84% 94 5.5 51 556 Geary Blvd/Divisidero 1,025 54% 38L
38AX 63 9.0 42 280 Pine St/Montgomery St. 420 67% 38AX
38BX 63 10.0 37 222 Pine St/Montgomery St. 378 59% 38BX



39 45 20.0 11 33 Powell/Filbert 135 24% 45 20.0 15 45 225 Telegraph Hill Blvd S. 135 33% 39
41 63 8.0 53 398 Union St/Columbus Ave 473 84% 63 8.0 18 135 Clay St/Montgomery St 473 29% 41



43 63 12.0 48 240 Masonic Ave/Golden Gave 
Ave 315 76% 63 12.0 32 160 7th Ave/Moraga St 315 51% 43



44 63 9.0 53 353 Silver Ave/Lisbon St 420 84% 63 9.0 27 180 Woodside Ave/Hernandez 
Ave 420 43% 44



45 63 12.0 52 260 Stockton/Sutter 315 83% 63 12.0 48 240 Stockton/Sacramento 315 76% 45
47 63 10.0 43 258 Van Ness/O'Farrell 378 68% 63 10.0 46 276 Van Ness/McAllister 378 73% 47
48 63 12.0 36 180 24th St/Folsom St 315 57% 63 12.0 35 175 24th St/Folsom St. 315 56% 48



49 94 8.0 50 375 Van Ness Ave/Eddy St 705 53% 94 8.0 47 353 Van Ness Ave/McAllister St 705 50% 49



52 63 20.0 27 81 Mission St/Silver Ave 189 43% 63 20.0 22 66 Woodside Ave/Hernandez 
Ave 189 35% 52



54 63 20.0 38 114 Balboa Park BART Station 189 60% 63 20.0 37 111 Balboa Park BART Station 189 59% 54



56 45 30.0 7 14 Blanken Ave/Peninsula Ave 90 16% 45 30.0 8 16 Wilde Ave/Girard St 90 18% 56



66 45 20.0 16 48 9th Ave/Lawton St 135 36% 45 20.0 6 18 Quintara St/17th Ave 135 13% 66
67 63 20.0 25 75 Folsom/Bessie St 189 40% 63 20.0 10 30 Folsom St/Cesar Chavez 189 16% 67



71/71L 63 10.0 54 324 Market St/Van Ness Ave 378 86% 63 10.0 43 258 Haight/Buena Vista 378 68% 71/71L
80X   80X
81X   81X
82X 63 12.0 29 145 Battery St/Jackson St 315 46% 82X
88 63 20.0 21 63 Geneva Ave/Cayuga Ave 189 33%    88



108 63 15.0 26 104 Treasure Island Rd/Macall 252 41% 63 15.0 28 112 Treasure Island Main Gate 252 44% 108
NX 63 10.0 46 275 Sutter St/Sansome St 378 73%



NOTE: RAIL DATA COLLECTED IN 2010
F 70 6.0 72 718 Embarcadero/Green 700 103% 70 6.0 25 249 Embarcadero/Broadway 700 36% F
J 119 8.6 71 498 Van Ness Station 830 60% 119 7.5 24 189 Van Ness Station 952 20% J
K 119 8.6 108 750 Van Ness Station 830 90% 119 10.0 85 508 Embarcadero 714 71% K
L 238 7.5 170 1,360 Van Ness Station 1,904 71% 238 6.7 68 609 Van Ness Station 2,131 29% L
M 238 10.0 144 864 Van Ness Station 1,428 61% 238 8.6 70 488 Castro Station 1,660 29% M
N 238 6.7 198 1,773 Van Ness Station 2,131 83% 238 7.5 110 880 Carl/Cole 1,904 46% N
T 119 10.0 92 550 Embarcadero/Folsom 714 77% 119 8.6 52 365 Embarcadero/Folsom 830 44% T



*Spring 2012 ridership data was used due to errors in Fall 2011 ridership data.
Lines operating at capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater are highlighted in bold.



“Note: This seasonal automatic passenger count (APC) and load information may vary from the annualized transit ridership data provided to 
the Federal Transit Administration.  This data is provided for planning purposes only."











 



Attachment D – Glossary of Terms  
Average Max Load – The actual ridership (or load) number at the maximum load point for the 
worst half hour (doubled) during the peak period. 
 
Headway – The scheduled peak period time between buses, streetcars, trains, or light rail vehicles 
on the same line.   
 
Maximum Load Point – The transit stop on a given line with the estimated greatest demand. 
 
Net Available Capacity – The estimated number of passengers that can be accommodated during 
the peak hour on a line without exceeding the line’s capacity.  Calculation is peak hour capacity 
multiplied by 85 percent minus the peak hour load. 
 
Peak Hour – The one-hour during the peak period where ridership at a maximum load point is 
estimated to be at its highest. 
 
Peak Hour Capacity – The estimated volume of ridership that can be accommodated per line during 
the peak hour.  The calculation is equal to the peak hour (60 minutes) divided by the peak hour 
scheduled headway multiplied by the capacity of the line (provided by SFMTA). 
 
Peak Hour Capacity Utilization – The estimated percent capacity of the line that is being used by 
riders during the peak hour.  The calculation is equal to the peak hour load (ridership) divided by 
the peak hour capacity.   
 
Peak Hour Load – The estimated ridership for a bus or rail route at the maximum load point during 
the peak hour.  Calculation is sixty minutes divided by the headway multiplied by the average 
max load.   
 
Peak Period – The time period during the day where crowding on the transit system is at its 
highest.  During the AM, it is defined between 6 AM to 9 AM.  During the PM, it is defined 
between 4 PM to 7 PM. 
 
100 Percent Capacity per Vehicle – The capacity per SFMTA vehicle that includes both seated and 
standing capacity, where standing capacity, is somewhere between 30 to 80 percent seated 
capacity (depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration).  The capacity per regional 
transit vehicle is equal to the seated capacity.  The following presents the 100 percent capacity of 
different SFMTA vehicles:1 
• historic streetcar – 70 passengers ( F Market & Wharves); 
• light rail vehicle – 119 passengers ( J Church,  KT Ingleside); 
• modified light rail – 238 passengers (L Taraval, M Ocean View, and N Judah);  



                                                      
1 Note that the different capacities for each line are provided by SFMTA and are subject to change. 











 



• standard bus – 63 passengers (remaining lines not listed in modified bus); and 
• modified bus: 



o 45 passengers (35 Eureka, 36 Teresita, 37 Corbett, 39 Coit, 56 Rutland, and 66 
Quintara) 



o 69 passengers (81X Caltrain Express, 82X Levi Plaza Express2) 
o 73 passengers (1AX California ‘A’ Express)2 
o 94 passengers (1BX California ‘B’ Express,2 8X Bayshore Express, 8AX Bayshore 



‘A’ Express, 8BX Bayshore ‘B’ Express, 14 Mission, 14L Mission Limited, 14X 
Mission Express, 38 Geary, 38L Geary Limited, 41 Union,3 49 Van Ness-Mission) 



o Other (lines 16X Noriega Express and 30 Stockton)4 



                                                      
2 Only during AM inbound peak period. 
3 Only during AM peak period. 
4 These two lines have other modified buses specific to these lines that differ throughout the day (see 
Attachment C).  
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So.. once we agree on the routes/lines to be analyzed, we would like the SFMTA to 
provide us with the data, or fill in the blanks in the spreadsheet.  If information is 
not available for conditions with a Giants game, we would like to discuss with you an 
approach to discussing the conditions qualitatively. 


We were hoping that SFMTA can provide us with this information by mid September, 
if possible.


We can talk later this week, after you have had a chance to review the information. 
I would like to briefly follow up on the transit routes and analysis at the end of our 
meeting on September 3rd regarding the travel demand memorandum.


Thank you,
Luba








From: Tatiana Hayes
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Jose Vega-Boza; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting September 18th (Thursday) and September 20th.
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 11:37:34 AM


Ok,
I will change reservation dates.
for September 18th 4:00-8:00pm and Saturday September 20th
Let me know details about set up or if you have any questions,
Thank you,
Tatiana


-----Original Message-----
From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 11:34 AM
To: Tatiana Hayes
Cc: Jose Vega-Boza; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
Subject: Re: Chairs/Future CAC meeting September 18th (Thursday) and September 20th.


Yes please change the dates.  Two weeks ago while you were out I cancelled the September 11th and
13th reservation with Jose due sfgiants ball game conflicts. 


Sent from my iPhone


> On Aug 29, 2014, at 11:27 AM, "Tatiana Hayes" <thayes@mercyhousing.org> wrote:
>
> Hi Lila,
> I was checking your reservations and see what you made reservation for September 11 and 13.
> You would like to reschedule for September 18th and 20th?
>
> Thanks
> Tatiana
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:29 AM
> To: Jose Vega-Boza
> Cc: Tatiana Hayes; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
> Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting September 18th (Thursday) and September 20th.
>
> Hi Jose and Tatiana,
>
> Just wanted to confirm our reservation for the Third Floor conference room for September 18th 4:00-
8:00pm and Saturday September 20th.  We still need to confirm the exact time of the meeting on the
20th, but it will most likely be a late morning meeting. 
>
>
> Thank you!
>
> Lila
>
>
>
>
>
>
> ________________________________________
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> From: Jose Vega-Boza <JVega-boza@mercyhousing.org>
> Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:34 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
> Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting
>
> Lila:
>
> Thanks - Tatiana been out for the last two days - Someone told the person at the desk last night that
you were coming back tomorrow, now I am clear, tomorrow meeting is cancelled.
> Thursday September 18 and Saturday September 20th.  Should be fine.
>
> Have a nice weekend.
>
> José A. Vega Boza
> Senior Property Manager|MHMG/Mission Creek Senior Community
>
> Mercy Housing
> 225 Berrry Street
> San Francisco, CA 94158
> t|415.896.2025 X 14
> mercyhousing.org
>
> |  | Join our mailing list
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 1:26 PM
> To: Jose Vega-Boza
> Subject: RE: Chairs/Future CAC meeting
>
> The meeting is cancelled for tomorrow, I believe Natasha told Tatiana, we had a full house last
night.   Our next two meetings will be held on Thursday September 18 and Saturday September 20th. 
Please let me know if those dates work for the third floor.  We will not have our regular CAC meeting on
September 11th since there is a ball game that day.  Here are some press clippings from yesterday's
meeting.
>
> 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
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Jose Vega-Boza [mailto:JVega-boza@mercyhousing.org]
> Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:06 PM
> To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
> Subject: Chairs
>
> Lila:
>
> We set up 75 chairs for yesterday. Do you need more chairs for tomorrow? Thanks
>
> José A. Vega Boza
> Senior Property Manager|MHMG/Mission Creek Senior Community
>
> Mercy Housing
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> 225 Berrry Street
> San Francisco, CA 94158
> t|415.896.2025 X 14
> mercyhousing.org
>
> |  | Join our mailing list
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 5:04 PM
> To: Jose Vega-Boza
> Subject: Chairs
>
> Are there any extra chairs stored on the 3rd floor?
>
> Sent from my iPhone
>
>
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From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
To: Zhu, Karen (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Monday, August 25, 2014 9:11:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png


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


Hi Karen,
 
Thank you for the info.  I think we should just plan to submit the Q1 bill in early October that
includes all time and costs from 7/1 to 9/30.  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: Zhu, Karen (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 7:35 AM
To: DeMartini, Keith (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Dear all,
 
The T&M cost is break down as follows:
 
 
5/1/2014 – 6/30/2014     $11,184.20
7/1/2014 - 8/22/2014      $15,919.83
---------------------------------------------------
Total                                      $27,104.03
 
 
I have included the $11K in my Q4 billing to OCII, which I billed on 8/13/14.  Please let me know
should I remove this amount and bill sponsor individually.
 
Thahks,
 



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

mailto:karen.zhu@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

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

mailto:yvonne.ko@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/















 
Karen Zhu
Finance Division
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6408│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: karen.zhu@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org


            
 


From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 11:17 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Karen,
 
Can you please run the time account to date and see what might be outstanding to bill and let us
know?  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: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 11:04 AM
To: DeMartini, Keith (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
We’ve been charging time to this project (at the new site) for a few months already, so it might be
appropriate to bill the Warriors sooner than that. Should we check the current balance? The account
number in TA3/TA4 is 20142012.
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 9:03 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Chris,
 
OK.  Please just let Yvonne and Karen know when it’ll be appropriate for us to send our first bill.  Will
it be after Q1, sometime in early October?  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: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 8:15 AM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: FW: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Viktoriya and Keith,
Per Catherine’s message below, the MOU won’t be approved until at least mid-September as this is
the soonest it can be scheduled for OCII Commission consideration. She suggests that we bill the
Warriors directly as needed in the meantime.
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 3:16 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 


Looks like they are scheduling a special meeting on Friday September 12th.  Going to try and get on
consent since that is the only September meeting due to quorum and will be quite full.  Will be great
if someone from Planning could be there if any questions come up (don’t expect any, but it is like
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having an umbrella to avoid it raining).  We can talk more as we get closer.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 8:39 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
When will it go to your Commission?
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 5:44 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Thanks, Chris.  We’ll take a look.
 
Since the contract is over $50K we need to go to our Commission for approval.  We were planning


on going on Sept 2nd, but just heard that we are missing quorum that day, so won’t be able to go
until the next one (we are down to the minimum number of Commissioners for quorum so running
into issues – I blame both your Planning Commission and the GSW for our sad state). J
 
We’ll work on getting the signed agreement with the Warriors ahead of time for folks to start billing
them asap (not needed to go to our commission) and you could just bill them directly for the new
work in the meantime.
 
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/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
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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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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
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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








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


Pedro (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); David Manica; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);
CMiller@stradasf.com; Jesse Blout


Cc: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: Check In Design Meeting - Go-To-Meeting
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 8:58:54 AM


I don’t have a link either.  Catherine’s out – let’s call Strada.
 
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
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) [mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 8:57 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine; Winslow, David; Miller, Erin; Albert, Peter; Arce, Pedro; Matz, Jennifer Entine;
David Manica; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); CMiller@stradasf.com; Jesse Blout;
Albert, Peter
Cc: Miller, Erin
Subject: RE: Check In Design Meeting - Go-To-Meeting
 
Is there a link for this morning’s online check-in? I haven’t seen anything.
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:36 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA);
Albert, Peter (MTA); Arce, Pedro (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); David Manica; David Carlock
(david.carlock@machetegroup.com); CMiller@stradasf.com; Jesse Blout; Albert, Peter
Cc: Miller, Erin
Subject: Check In Design Meeting - Go-To-Meeting
When: Friday, August 22, 2014 9:00 AM-10:30 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Go-to-Meeting - GSW to send link
 
 
The GSW would like to do a check in for design this Friday.  I am scheduled to be out that day, so
may not join in.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 3:54:44 PM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx


 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:22 AM
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Viktoriya (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
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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: Joyce Hsiao
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Karl


Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Subject: Re: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:56:24 PM


The scope of work that we sent to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor on Weds is
consistent with what Chris states, that the baseline for the impact analysis in both
the IS and SEIR is assumed to be 2014. We will need official approval of the scope
of work once it is finalized.


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 8/22/2014 1:40 PM, Kern, Chris (CPC) wrote:


I thought we had resolved during our meeting on July 30th that the baseline for the
impact analysis is existing conditions (today), and that we will compare the resulting
significance determinations to the determinations reached in the 1998 SEIR. I’d rather
we not reopen that painful discussion…
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:24 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
We can talk about the base line as well. Sincd that always seems to take awhile
maybe 1.5 hr meeting. Going off the grid. Chat Tuesday.
 
Thanks for sending out the changes.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)"
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Date:08/22/2014 1:16 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)" ,"Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com)" ,"Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)"
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Subject: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
Are there any other topics to discuss besides the project schedule for next week?
Maybe project description update since that is the main driver of the schedule
currently. If no other topics, we will keep the meeting to an hour with the first 30
minutes (1-1:30pm) for EP, OCII, ESA, and LCW/Adavant to discuss schedule and the
last 30 minutes (1:30-2pm) for a discussion with GSW about project schedule.
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From: Bruce Agid
To: Albert, Peter (MTA)
Cc: Katy Liddell; Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Rogers Alice; Osborn, Casey; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Angulo, Sunny


(BOS); Samii, Camron (MTA); Brisson, Liz
Subject: Re: Check in on WTA and SoMa pilot
Date: Monday, August 18, 2014 9:19:48 AM


I'm free either Wednesday from 3:30 to 4:30 or Thursday from 11:00 to 12:00.


Just let me know when the date is locked down..


Bruce


Sent from my iPhone


> On Aug 18, 2014, at 7:41 AM, "Albert, Peter" <Peter.Albert@sfmta.com> wrote:
>
> I can meet Thursday between 11 and 11:50: will that work?
>
> Peter
> ________________________________________
> From: Katy Liddell [clliddell@me.com]
> Sent: Sunday, August 17, 2014 4:45 PM
> To: Miller, Erin
> Cc: bruce.h.agid@gmail.com Agid; Rogers Alice; Osborn, Casey; Reilly, Catherine; Albert, Peter;
Angulo, Sunny; Samii, Camron; Brisson, Liz
> Subject: Re: Check in on WTA and SoMa pilot
>
> Erin –
>
> Thank you for your response.  Peter had proposed Wednesday, and we would love to have him
present.  Peter, would you still be available for the proposed Thursday meeting?  If not, we suggest
sticking to Wednesday to adhere to Peter’s schedule.
>
> Thanks too, Erin, for offering to update us on everything.  We are definitely anxious to hear about
the WTA, but first and foremost on our minds is the Bay Bridge Approach Pilot addressing traffic
congestion in the neighborhood.
>
> As we requested in our meeting with you, Camron Samii, Neal Patel, Sunny, and others a couple of
weeks ago, we would like to know the goals and expectations for the pilot.  What criteria are being
used to measure for success?   What are the metrics?  What are the goals?  We fear that these have
not been established (or, most likely, that we just don’t know what they are!) and that we will not be
able to tell if the pilot has been useful.  From what we know right now – which is very little --  Bruce
might be able to say it was successful, Alice might be able to say it was OK, and Katy could say that it
was a flop.  Without specific criteria, we cannot measure success.
>
> Following is an example of what we are looking for:
>
> The interns and PCOs have been (counting?  observing?) (cars? incidents?) by (visually looking? 
recording by hand / computer / other device?)   The goal is to determine (number of cars blocking the
box?  accidents?  number of cars going through the intersection?).  The current situation is (number of
cars blocking the box, number of cars entering the intersection, number of accidents, what are you
counting/observing?).   The interns and PCOs have counted/observed ______________ during the four
periods they have been at the intersections of 2nd and Bryant and Main and Harrison.
>
> If we count/observe (number) of cars blocking the box, (number) of cars entering the intersection or
issue (number) of tickets, we propose to do the following (What needs to happen in order for you to
take action?  What actions would you take?):
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>
>
> 1.     PCO’s manage intersections issuing tickets for blocking the box
>
> 2.     PCO’s manage the intersections by proactive traffic management
>
> 3.     Change traffic light sequence
>
> 4.     Erect new signage
>
> 5.     Other
>
> For each method used during the pilot, we should be able to understand the results and costs.
>
> One other question we would like to understand is how these two intersections were chosen out of
the robust list provided by the neighborhood.
>
> We hope this will better clarify what we are looking for.  In the meantime, thank you for all of your
Herculean efforts on this project.  We definitely recognize how much work you have been putting in to
this, and we in no way want to demean that.  We want to set you and us up to win!  And we’d love to
help by being able to understand exactly what we’re looking for and what we want to achieve.
>
> Please let us know if Wednesday or Thursday is best for the two of you and if you would prefer a
phone call or a meeting.  We are open.  And thanks again for engaging with us in this dialogue.
>
> Bruce Agid
> Katy Liddell
> Alice Rogers
> On Aug 15, 2014, at 6:34 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com<mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com>>
wrote:
>
> 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<http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/waterfront-
transportation-assessment-0>
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>
>  *   Bay Bridge Approach Enforcement Pilot<http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/bay-
bridge-approach-enforcement-pilot>
>  *   Rincon Hill Transit Study<http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/rincon-hill-transit-
study>
>  *   The Embarcadero Enhancment Study<http://www.sfmta.com/projects-
planning/projects/embarcadero-enhancement-project>
>
>
> 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
> To: Albert, Peter
> Cc: Katy Liddell (clliddell@me.com<mailto:clliddell@me.com>);
kliddell2001@yahoo.com<mailto:kliddell2001@yahoo.com>; Alice Rogers
(arcomnsf@pacbell.net<mailto:arcomnsf@pacbell.net>); Miller, Erin; Reilly, Catherine;
liz.brisson@sfcta.org<mailto: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<mailto: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.
>
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> 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<tel:415.701.4328>
> : 415.701.4735<tel:415.701.4735>
> •: peter.albert@sfmta.com<mailto:peter.albert@sfmta.com>
>
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl  Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:49:33 PM
Attachments: Proposed SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_082014_without Cost Estimate.pdf


Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
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:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:GOates@esassoc.com

mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com






 



550 Kearny Street 



Suite 800 



San Francisco, CA 94108 



415.896.5900 phone 



415.896.0332 fax 



www.esassoc.com 



 



 



August 20, 2014 
 
 
To: Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080 
San Francisco, CA 94105 



 
Cc: (without cost estimate)  
 Catherine Reilly, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
 Chris Kern, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event 



Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
 



Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a scope of work for environmental review services for 
the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center and mixed-use development in Mission Bay at Blocks 
29-32 (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 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(Subsequent EIR) is required, and that the SEIR will be tiered from the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR 
(Mission Bay FSEIR). 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. OCII and EP have reviewed and approved a preliminary version of 
this scope of work, and this scope of work incorporates all of their comments as well as further details that were 
discussed at the July 30, 2014 meeting at the Planning Department; this scope of work also incorporates previous 
input provided by the Project Sponsor.  
 
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 about 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, 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. 



Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed tasks, major deliverables and associated costs to conduct the 
environmental services for the project. A proposed budget summary for the services, broken down by firm and 
task, is presented in Attachment C, as is a detailed breakdown by individual staff.1  Key CEQA work 
assumptions used to develop the scope of work are included in Attachment D. A preliminary proposed schedule  



                                                      
1  Please note the cost estimate for the transportation subconsultants includes certain incurred and already invoiced charges from Fehr and 



Peers, as well as other incurred but not-yet-invoiced charges from Fehr and Peers, Adavant and LCW. 
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showing all key milestones through the publication of the Draft SEIR is included in Attachment E.  The 
proposed schedule reflects “standard” review times for City staff. 



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 and be actively involved during the entirety of the EIR 
process. 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, Gary, and/or Paul will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project as directed by 
OCII or EP. 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 within their particular specialty and experience, 
appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SEIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, 
Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise 
(LBE)-certified by the City’s Contract Monitoring Division. 



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 the Mission Bay development 
program. 
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The proposed event center 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.  
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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. The project 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 currently operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, 
respectively).  



The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 747,000 
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 for use during 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. OCII indicates modifications to 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 
Subsequent 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. Section 15168(c)(1) 
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) of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that 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 
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before. Thus, for the GSW project, ESA proposes to prepare an Initial Study, which will focus the EIR, and a 
Subsequent EIR that tiers off of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  



Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Subsequent EIR for the GSW project 
in Mission Bay will focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: 
Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues 
associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding); in addition, the SEIR could potentially include detailed 
analyses of Utilities (water and wastewater) and 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(d), 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 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 Attend 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. ESA will prepare an administrative draft NOP for review and comment by OCII, 
EP, and the project sponsor; and will then respond to and incorporate all comments into a screencheck draft NOP 
for a second round of review, prior to finalizing the NOP for publication. The City has also requested preparation 
of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study under Task 2, below. 



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 and Initial Study as requested by the City EP 
and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute up to 250 copies of the NOP, and up to 30 copies of the 
NOP/IS, plus up to 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 and help facilitate 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 Initial Study, and provide this summary to the City. 



Task 2. Prepare Initial Study 



The City has requested preparation of an 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 
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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 Section 15162; 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 
 Aesthetics 
 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 



 
ESA will prepare an Initial Study on the new event center, using current significance criteria and the existing 
conditions (2014) as the baseline, but using the modified checklist and answering questions asking whether the 
event center would have new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The Initial Study will first summarize how each of the topics listed 
above (with the exception of Aesthetics) were addressed for the Mission Bay plan as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 
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 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. Topics for which no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts are identified do not need to be studied in the Subsequent EIR—presumably, those resource areas listed 
above. 



With respect to Aesthetics, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. 
The eligibility of the proposed project under SB 743 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 Initial Study or the SEIR, but the Initial Study 
will provide the rationale for focusing this issue out. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or 
inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or the SEIR. 



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, 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. Rather, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be 
addressed in full detail in the SEIR. 



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 might merit a 
more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be 
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addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, some of 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 Subsequent EIR #1 



ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft Subsequent 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 Subsequent EIR.  



The SEIR will use the same approach to the impact analysis as the Initial Study, i.e., using current significance 
criteria and the existing conditions as the baseline. The SEIR will also summarize how each of the topics 
requiring further analysis were addressed for the Mission Bay project as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 in the 
Mission Bay FSEIR, describe any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and identify 
conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The SEIR will then provide a qualitative comparison of the 
conclusions of the current impact analysis against conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The analysis will 
identify any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as well as 
any new or substantially different mitigation measures from those previously analyzed, as appropriate.  



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 analysis (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 SEIR sections. Nevertheless, 
working together with the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s in-house technical experts will prepare the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SEIR, while the sponsor's consultants will provide the 
technical supporting documentation for use in the EIR appendices as appropriate. 



The key topics to be covered in the SEIR and their associated scope are summarized below: 
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 Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SEIR and how it 
relates to the Mission Bay FSEIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments 
received during the scoping period. The Introduction will also include a summary of the Mission Bay 
redevelopment project and development program analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it relates to the 
proposed GSW project on Blocks 29 to 32.  



 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 SEIR 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 as provided by the Project Sponsor. As described above, the project description will not include any 
visual simulations of the project. 



ESA will prepare and submit a preliminary draft project description for review and comment prior to ADSEIR 
#1 to ensure that the impact analysis in ADSEIR #1 is based on consistent and approved project description 
assumptions. Upon receipt and resolution of comments received on the preliminary draft project description, it 
is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description. ESA will then revise 
the project description based on this first round of review, and submit the revised project description as part of 
ADSEIR #1. 



 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, and other 
applicable plans (e.g., 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 be 
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). 



 Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work for Adavant 
Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Fehr and Peers. As indicated in Attachment C, the City has formally 
approved this scope of work.  ESA’s in-house transportation analyst would conduct a QA/QC as part of a 
focused review of all transportation deliverables.  



 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 pile-driving 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 at Blocks 29 to 32. 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; 
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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, such as the Mission Bay 
Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement. 



 Air Quality (including potential Health Risk Assessment option) — 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, 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 section of the Subsequent EIR. 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. 



Optional Task: Support Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Prepare Impact Discussion. Because the 
project site is not located in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, it is currently assumed that a project 
specific health risk assessment (HRA) will not be needed for the Subsequent EIR. However, in the event 
that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part 
of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work, and it would include 
coordination with the project sponsor and Environ—who would conduct the HRA and provide results to 
ESA—for consistency in project understanding and analysis methodology as well as preparation of the air 
quality impact sections related to health risks. 



 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 greenhouse gas emissions, and 
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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 SB 743. 



 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 
collaborate with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, 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, rather than 
conduct a peer review, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR Wind 
section using 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 in 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 
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rise inundation maps available for the project area, including the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission's (SFPUC) recently published sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay 
shoreline. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design flood level for the project site taking into 
consideration 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 flood 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 flood impacts. 



 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 project-specific 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. This scope of work assumes that 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. 



 Alternatives — The SEIR will tier off the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as 
analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the SEIR. This scope of work assumes the SEIR 
alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently, approved development on Blocks 
29 to 32) and one other alternative (likely to be a reduced intensity alternative); these alternatives will be 
analyzed qualitatively. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail, although alternative locations 
considered and rejected (such as Piers 30-32) will be discussed.  



Optional Task: Quantitative Analysis of Alternatives. If directed by OCII and EP, ESA will conduct a 
quantitative for one or more EIR topics, including but not limited, to, transportation, air quality, and/or noise. 



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. 
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ESA will submit ADSEIR #1 to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor for review and comment in electronic format 
only. It is assumed that EP will then provide a consolidated set of non-conflicting comments in electronic format 
to ESA for use in preparing ADSEIR #2. 



Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft Subsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft Subsequent EIR  



This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative 
Draft Subsequent 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. ADSEIR #2 will also include the first draft of the Summary chapter of the SEIR. 



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. ESA will submit ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR in 
electronic format only. 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 up to 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus up to 200 CDs and up to 
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 
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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, Notice of Determination, and Consolidated Final SEIR 



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. It is also assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees. 



Following certification of the Final SEIR, ESA will prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD), and it is 
assumed the City will file the NOD. Following the 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. ESA will print 10 hard copies 
of the consolidated Final SEIR and 20 CDs. 



Optional Task: Appeal Support. ESA will provide support services to OCII and EP in the event of an appeal of 
the SEIR certification. ESA would 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.  



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 as needed, but not more frequently than 
monthly, and will update milestone status at each regular weekly CEQA team meeting.  



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 
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(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 
review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. Further, 
it is assumed that ESA will be responsible for assembling and organizing the references and materials developed 
specifically for the SEIR, but that if required, the City would be responsible for providing the administrative 
record associated with the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR (including associated addenda) and/or the 1990 Mission Bay 
Final Environmental Impact Report in the appropriate format suitable for posting.  



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 
developed specifically for the SEIR 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. 



Conclusion 



In summary, the ESA team appreciates the opportunity to participate in this critically important project on behalf 
of GSW and the City. We appreciate your expeditious response to this request, as we continue working with you 
and the City on a fast-track schedule with the objective of publishing the Draft SEIR in March of 2015 (see 
Attachment E for a preliminary schedule). Please don’t hesitate to contact me, Karl Heisler, or Paul Mitchell if 
you have any questions or require any further information on this contract modification request.  
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Sincerely, 



 
Gary W. Oates 
President 
 
 
 
 
Attachment A:  Transportation Scope of Work and Budget 
Attachment B:  Administrative Record and SB 743 Compliance Support 
Attachment C:  Proposed Budget Summary, by Consultant and Task 
Attachment D:  Assumptions for Environmental Services for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



Project in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
Attachment E:  Preliminary Schedule 
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ATTACHMENT A 
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TRANSPORTATION SCOPE OF WORK AND BUDGET 











SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



www.sfplanning.org  
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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  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         



Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1     



 1 
 



2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



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 24 



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 
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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 
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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. 



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. 
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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  



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. 



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: 
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• 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 
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• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
Event Center at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32  August 13, 2014 
2012.0718E – Final Transportation Scope of Work Page 11 



 



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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  
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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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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. 



It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project will begin with the GSW's submittal of the Environmental 
Evaluation (EE) Application or equivalent form 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. 











 



Preliminary Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed 
Golden State Warriors Event Center Development in Mission Bay 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 
Page B-2 



 



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 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)). 
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 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)). 











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



A B C D E F G H I J K L



Topic Category Date Received/Sent Document Date Recipient(s)/ Affiliation
Author/ 
Affiliation



Document Name Document Subject Number of Pages
Document/ 
Media Type



Bates 
Numbers



Digital File 
Name



Other 
Notes



PDF Emails and documents are categorized by topic.  This column identifies the 
date the document was 
received or sent.



This is the date 
shown on the 
document.



This identifies the recipient 
of the document.



This identifies the 
author of the 
document.



This column identifies the title of the 
document or PDF Email attachment. If 
an PDF Email does not include an 
attachment, the entry will be blank.



This column identifies 
the subject(s) of the 
document using key 
words



This identifies the 
number of pages in the 
document.



This identifies the 
entry's document 
type or media 
format.



A unique bates 
range will identify 
each entry



This identifies name 
of the digital file 
associated with the 
entry.  All 
documents saved in 
pdf format



     e.g., Notice of Preparation, Draft SEIR, Responses to Comments, Notice of Determination, CEQA Findings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, etc.



    e.g., Applicable memos, correspondence and other miscellaneous information related to application (such as technical reports related to GHG analysis, correspondence with CARB, approval from Governor's Office, etc.)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with  NOP (through publication)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with non‐technical SEIR sections (e.g., Introduction, etc.)



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Project Description



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Plans and Policies



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Land Use



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Population and Housing



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Cultural and Paleontological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Transportation and Circulation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Noise and Vibration



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Air Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Greenhouse Gases



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Wind and Shadow



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Recreation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Utilties and Service Systems



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Biological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Geology and Soils



15   IS/SEIR ‐ Utilities and Service Systems (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



16  IS/SEIR ‐ Biological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



17  IS/SEIR  ‐ Geology and Soils (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



10   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Noise and Vibration (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



11   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Air Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



12   IS/SEIR ‐ Greenhouse Gases (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



13   IS/SEIR ‐ Wind and Shadow (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



14   IS/SEIR  ‐ Recreation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



00  Final Key Documents



01   SB 743



02  Notice of Preparation (NOP) 



03   SEIR ‐ General (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



04   IS/SEIR ‐ Project Description (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



05   SEIR ‐ Plans and Policies (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



06   IS/EIR ‐ Land Use (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



07   IS/EIR ‐ Population and Housing (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



08  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



09  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Transportation and Circulation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)
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    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIRHydrology and Water Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Mineral and Energy Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Agriculture Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with Other CEQA Issues (Growth Inducement, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Significant and Irreversible Changes, and Areas of Known Controversy



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with EIR Alternatives



    Agency, Public and Organization Scoping Comments Received in Response to NOP



    Agency, Public and Organization Comments on Draft EIR



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with multiple EIR topics 



    e.g., Agenda, Minutes, from Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with potential EIR appeal, and appeal response



32    Permits 



20   IS/EIR‐ Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



21   IS/SEIR  ‐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



22   IS/SEIR ‐ Mineral and Energy Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



23   IS/SEIR‐ Agriculture and Forest Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



25   SEIR ‐ Alternatives (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



24   SEIR EIR ‐ Other CEQA Issues (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



30  SEIR Appeal



28   Correspondence ‐ General 



26   NOP Scoping Comments



27   Comments on Draft SEIR 



29   Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings
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ATTACHMENT D 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FOR THE  



EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN  
MISSION BAY AT BLOCKS 29-32 



Key CEQA Work Scope Assumptions 



There shall be a presumption against the need for change orders requested by ESA during preparation of the 
SEIR. ESA and its team members acknowledge that certain details and features of the project are still being 
resolved and refined but agree that such changes will not constitute the need for change orders unless such 
changes constitute a fundamental change in the overall scope and character of the project and associated CEQA 
services. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “fundamental changes” means changes of at least the 
following scope and magnitude: 
 
 The schedule for SEIR completion and certification changes significantly (i.e., more than one month from 



any of the key milestone dates) and for reasons outside ESA’s control from that set forth in the schedule. 



 Directives from the OCII and/or the San Francisco Planning Department for expanded and/or additional 
analyses clearly beyond that specified in this Scope of Services. This would include but not be limited to, 
potential detailed or quantitative analysis for any environmental topics originally assumed to addressed in 
lesser detail, or expanded or new analysis, whether quantitative or otherwise, for environmental topics being 
qualitatively analyzed. 



 Requirement to conduct any of the Optional Tasks described in the Scope of Work but not authorized under 
the Agreement. Addition of any of the Optional Tasks may be subject to further scope and budget 
refinement. 



 Substantial modification of the currently proposed project site development plan from that set forth in the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 



 Substantial additional issues requiring new analysis as a result of public scoping and/or presentations to 
City agencies and as directed by OCII or the San Francisco Planning Department. 



 More detailed alternatives analysis in the SEIR including but not limited to: (1) need for quantitative impact 
analysis for any resource topics; (2) one or more additional alternatives requiring detailed analysis (beyond 
the No Project alternative and one reduced intensity alternative): (3) addition of an off-site alternative for 
detailed analysis. 



 The inclusion in the SEIR of one or more project variants requiring analysis at an equal level of detail as the 
proposed project.  



 Substantial changes in the project, circumstances under which the project is to be undertaken, and/or new 
information of substantial importance to the project which arises following publication of the Draft SEIR 
necessitating a recirculation of the Draft SEIR as determined by the OCII, EP and the City. 
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 Responses to public comments received on the Draft SEIR require major new analysis, including field 
measurement or any kind of modeling. 



 Recirculation of the SEIR is required by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as a result of an appeal of 
SEIR certification and the certification determination is not upheld. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE 



 











ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 148 days Tue 7/8/14 Thu 1/29/15



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 6 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/27/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 2 wks Tue 10/28/14 Mon 11/10/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 4 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/8/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 4 days Tue 12/9/14 Fri 12/12/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Mon 12/15/14 Mon 12/15/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period (extended due to holidays) 45 edays Mon 12/15/14 Thu 1/29/15 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Wed 1/14/15 Wed 1/14/15 8FF+23 days



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 4 wks Tue 10/21/14 Mon 11/17/14 18



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 8:14:47 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Thanks Chris.
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
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Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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
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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








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 3:54:00 PM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx


 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:22 AM
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
 
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: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: FW: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 1:26:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


See below for my availability. 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 12:09 PM
To: 'Bob Grandy'; Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; David Carlock
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
I’m available for the times Bob listed below except 9/12. Thanks Erin.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Bob Grandy [mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:23 AM
To: Miller, Erin; Kate Aufhauser; Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; David Carlock
Cc: Reilly, Catherine
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Erin:
 
The following is my availability for a meeting over the next few weeks. Thanks.
 
§  Sep. 2: available 1-4 pm - OK
§  Sep. 5: available 10:30 am-12 noon - NO
§  Sep. 8: available 3-5 pm - OK
§  Sep. 10: available 9 am-12 noon – OK 10-11



mailto:erin.miller@sfmta.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com







§  Sep. 11: available 10 am-12 noon  - NO
§  Sep. 12: available 10:30 am-4 pm - NO


 
Bob Grandy
Principal
Director of Transit Services


Direct: (415) 426.2520
Mobile: (916) 802.0525


 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 10:09 AM
To: 'Kate Aufhauser'; Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy; Reilly, Catherine
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Kate, Bob, Et al.:
 


I can help to set up a meeting on 16th Street whenever you are ready.  Let me know when you’d like
to move forward on that.
 
Thanks,
 
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: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 3:30 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com)
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Thanks Erin. Please let us know when you’ve checked in with folks on your end about calendaring
the necessary follow-up sessions.  
 



mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com

http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/waterfront-transportation-assessment-0

http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/bay-bridge-approach-enforcement-pilot

http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/rincon-hill-transit-study

http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/embarcadero-enhancement-project

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com





Enjoy your weekend!
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:56 PM
To: Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com)
Subject: FW: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Hello,
 
Forwarding you the draft notes and sign in sheet from the Aug 4 meeting with the Warriors and
MTA.  I’ve requested comments, and I’ll send out a final version with any revisions.
 
Have a great weekend.
 
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: Miller, Erin 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Sallaberry, Mike; Pangilinan, Chris; Kirschbaum, Julie B; Flynn, Jeffrey; Jefferis, Richard Scott;
Williams, Annette; Toran, Kate; Murray, Jarvis; Albert, Peter; Brisson, Liz; Grabarkiewctz, Christopher P;
Samii, Camron; Kothari, Amit; Wise, Viktoriya; Olea, Ricardo; Bollinger, Brett; Van de Water, Adam;
Rathke, Virginia; Wong, Norman; Reilly, Catherine; Maddox, Heath; West, Matthew A.; Padilla, Sandra;
Civic Center Conference Room (1SVN 3074); Lee, Mark D.; Osborn, Casey; Hall, Paige; Van de Water,
Adam; Bollinger, Brett; Lee, Mark D.; Reilly, Catherine; Dusseault, Brian; Hall, Paige; 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



mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com

mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com

http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/waterfront-transportation-assessment-0

http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/bay-bridge-approach-enforcement-pilot

http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/rincon-hill-transit-study

http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/embarcadero-enhancement-project

mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com





 
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)
 



http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/waterfront-transportation-assessment-0

http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/bay-bridge-approach-enforcement-pilot

http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/rincon-hill-transit-study

http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/embarcadero-enhancement-project






From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl  Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:49:36 PM
Attachments: Proposed SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_082014_without Cost Estimate.pdf


Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
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:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:GOates@esassoc.com

mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com
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August 20, 2014 
 
 
To: Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080 
San Francisco, CA 94105 



 
Cc: (without cost estimate)  
 Catherine Reilly, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
 Chris Kern, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event 



Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
 



Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a scope of work for environmental review services for 
the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center and mixed-use development in Mission Bay at Blocks 
29-32 (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 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(Subsequent EIR) is required, and that the SEIR will be tiered from the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR 
(Mission Bay FSEIR). 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. OCII and EP have reviewed and approved a preliminary version of 
this scope of work, and this scope of work incorporates all of their comments as well as further details that were 
discussed at the July 30, 2014 meeting at the Planning Department; this scope of work also incorporates previous 
input provided by the Project Sponsor.  
 
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 about 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, 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. 



Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed tasks, major deliverables and associated costs to conduct the 
environmental services for the project. A proposed budget summary for the services, broken down by firm and 
task, is presented in Attachment C, as is a detailed breakdown by individual staff.1  Key CEQA work 
assumptions used to develop the scope of work are included in Attachment D. A preliminary proposed schedule  



                                                      
1  Please note the cost estimate for the transportation subconsultants includes certain incurred and already invoiced charges from Fehr and 



Peers, as well as other incurred but not-yet-invoiced charges from Fehr and Peers, Adavant and LCW. 
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showing all key milestones through the publication of the Draft SEIR is included in Attachment E.  The 
proposed schedule reflects “standard” review times for City staff. 



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 and be actively involved during the entirety of the EIR 
process. 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, Gary, and/or Paul will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project as directed by 
OCII or EP. 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 within their particular specialty and experience, 
appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SEIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, 
Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise 
(LBE)-certified by the City’s Contract Monitoring Division. 



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 the Mission Bay development 
program. 
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The proposed event center 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.  
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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. The project 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 currently operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, 
respectively).  



The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 747,000 
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 for use during 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. OCII indicates modifications to 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 
Subsequent 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. Section 15168(c)(1) 
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) of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that 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 
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before. Thus, for the GSW project, ESA proposes to prepare an Initial Study, which will focus the EIR, and a 
Subsequent EIR that tiers off of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  



Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Subsequent EIR for the GSW project 
in Mission Bay will focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: 
Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues 
associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding); in addition, the SEIR could potentially include detailed 
analyses of Utilities (water and wastewater) and 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(d), 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 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 Attend 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. ESA will prepare an administrative draft NOP for review and comment by OCII, 
EP, and the project sponsor; and will then respond to and incorporate all comments into a screencheck draft NOP 
for a second round of review, prior to finalizing the NOP for publication. The City has also requested preparation 
of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study under Task 2, below. 



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 and Initial Study as requested by the City EP 
and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute up to 250 copies of the NOP, and up to 30 copies of the 
NOP/IS, plus up to 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 and help facilitate 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 Initial Study, and provide this summary to the City. 



Task 2. Prepare Initial Study 



The City has requested preparation of an 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 
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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 Section 15162; 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 
 Aesthetics 
 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 



 
ESA will prepare an Initial Study on the new event center, using current significance criteria and the existing 
conditions (2014) as the baseline, but using the modified checklist and answering questions asking whether the 
event center would have new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The Initial Study will first summarize how each of the topics listed 
above (with the exception of Aesthetics) were addressed for the Mission Bay plan as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 
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 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. Topics for which no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts are identified do not need to be studied in the Subsequent EIR—presumably, those resource areas listed 
above. 



With respect to Aesthetics, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. 
The eligibility of the proposed project under SB 743 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 Initial Study or the SEIR, but the Initial Study 
will provide the rationale for focusing this issue out. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or 
inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or the SEIR. 



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, 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. Rather, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be 
addressed in full detail in the SEIR. 



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 might merit a 
more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be 
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addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, some of 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 Subsequent EIR #1 



ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft Subsequent 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 Subsequent EIR.  



The SEIR will use the same approach to the impact analysis as the Initial Study, i.e., using current significance 
criteria and the existing conditions as the baseline. The SEIR will also summarize how each of the topics 
requiring further analysis were addressed for the Mission Bay project as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 in the 
Mission Bay FSEIR, describe any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and identify 
conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The SEIR will then provide a qualitative comparison of the 
conclusions of the current impact analysis against conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The analysis will 
identify any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as well as 
any new or substantially different mitigation measures from those previously analyzed, as appropriate.  



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 analysis (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 SEIR sections. Nevertheless, 
working together with the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s in-house technical experts will prepare the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SEIR, while the sponsor's consultants will provide the 
technical supporting documentation for use in the EIR appendices as appropriate. 



The key topics to be covered in the SEIR and their associated scope are summarized below: 
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 Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SEIR and how it 
relates to the Mission Bay FSEIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments 
received during the scoping period. The Introduction will also include a summary of the Mission Bay 
redevelopment project and development program analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it relates to the 
proposed GSW project on Blocks 29 to 32.  



 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 SEIR 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 as provided by the Project Sponsor. As described above, the project description will not include any 
visual simulations of the project. 



ESA will prepare and submit a preliminary draft project description for review and comment prior to ADSEIR 
#1 to ensure that the impact analysis in ADSEIR #1 is based on consistent and approved project description 
assumptions. Upon receipt and resolution of comments received on the preliminary draft project description, it 
is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description. ESA will then revise 
the project description based on this first round of review, and submit the revised project description as part of 
ADSEIR #1. 



 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, and other 
applicable plans (e.g., 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 be 
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). 



 Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work for Adavant 
Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Fehr and Peers. As indicated in Attachment C, the City has formally 
approved this scope of work.  ESA’s in-house transportation analyst would conduct a QA/QC as part of a 
focused review of all transportation deliverables.  



 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 pile-driving 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 at Blocks 29 to 32. 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; 
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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, such as the Mission Bay 
Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement. 



 Air Quality (including potential Health Risk Assessment option) — 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, 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 section of the Subsequent EIR. 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. 



Optional Task: Support Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Prepare Impact Discussion. Because the 
project site is not located in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, it is currently assumed that a project 
specific health risk assessment (HRA) will not be needed for the Subsequent EIR. However, in the event 
that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part 
of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work, and it would include 
coordination with the project sponsor and Environ—who would conduct the HRA and provide results to 
ESA—for consistency in project understanding and analysis methodology as well as preparation of the air 
quality impact sections related to health risks. 



 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 greenhouse gas emissions, and 
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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 SB 743. 



 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 
collaborate with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, 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, rather than 
conduct a peer review, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR Wind 
section using 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 in 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 
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rise inundation maps available for the project area, including the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission's (SFPUC) recently published sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay 
shoreline. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design flood level for the project site taking into 
consideration 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 flood 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 flood impacts. 



 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 project-specific 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. This scope of work assumes that 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. 



 Alternatives — The SEIR will tier off the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as 
analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the SEIR. This scope of work assumes the SEIR 
alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently, approved development on Blocks 
29 to 32) and one other alternative (likely to be a reduced intensity alternative); these alternatives will be 
analyzed qualitatively. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail, although alternative locations 
considered and rejected (such as Piers 30-32) will be discussed.  



Optional Task: Quantitative Analysis of Alternatives. If directed by OCII and EP, ESA will conduct a 
quantitative for one or more EIR topics, including but not limited, to, transportation, air quality, and/or noise. 



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. 
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ESA will submit ADSEIR #1 to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor for review and comment in electronic format 
only. It is assumed that EP will then provide a consolidated set of non-conflicting comments in electronic format 
to ESA for use in preparing ADSEIR #2. 



Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft Subsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft Subsequent EIR  



This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative 
Draft Subsequent 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. ADSEIR #2 will also include the first draft of the Summary chapter of the SEIR. 



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. ESA will submit ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR in 
electronic format only. 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 up to 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus up to 200 CDs and up to 
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 
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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, Notice of Determination, and Consolidated Final SEIR 



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. It is also assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees. 



Following certification of the Final SEIR, ESA will prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD), and it is 
assumed the City will file the NOD. Following the 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. ESA will print 10 hard copies 
of the consolidated Final SEIR and 20 CDs. 



Optional Task: Appeal Support. ESA will provide support services to OCII and EP in the event of an appeal of 
the SEIR certification. ESA would 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.  



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 as needed, but not more frequently than 
monthly, and will update milestone status at each regular weekly CEQA team meeting.  



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 
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(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 
review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. Further, 
it is assumed that ESA will be responsible for assembling and organizing the references and materials developed 
specifically for the SEIR, but that if required, the City would be responsible for providing the administrative 
record associated with the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR (including associated addenda) and/or the 1990 Mission Bay 
Final Environmental Impact Report in the appropriate format suitable for posting.  



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 
developed specifically for the SEIR 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. 



Conclusion 



In summary, the ESA team appreciates the opportunity to participate in this critically important project on behalf 
of GSW and the City. We appreciate your expeditious response to this request, as we continue working with you 
and the City on a fast-track schedule with the objective of publishing the Draft SEIR in March of 2015 (see 
Attachment E for a preliminary schedule). Please don’t hesitate to contact me, Karl Heisler, or Paul Mitchell if 
you have any questions or require any further information on this contract modification request.  
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Sincerely, 



 
Gary W. Oates 
President 
 
 
 
 
Attachment A:  Transportation Scope of Work and Budget 
Attachment B:  Administrative Record and SB 743 Compliance Support 
Attachment C:  Proposed Budget Summary, by Consultant and Task 
Attachment D:  Assumptions for Environmental Services for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



Project in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
Attachment E:  Preliminary Schedule 
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ATTACHMENT A 
ADAVANT / LCW / FEHR & PEERS  



TRANSPORTATION SCOPE OF WORK AND BUDGET 











SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



www.sfplanning.org  
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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  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         



Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1     



 1 
 



2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



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 24 



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 
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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 
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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. 



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. 
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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  



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. 



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: 
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• 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 
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• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  
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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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  
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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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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. 



It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project will begin with the GSW's submittal of the Environmental 
Evaluation (EE) Application or equivalent form 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. 
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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 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)). 
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 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)). 











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



A B C D E F G H I J K L



Topic Category Date Received/Sent Document Date Recipient(s)/ Affiliation
Author/ 
Affiliation



Document Name Document Subject Number of Pages
Document/ 
Media Type



Bates 
Numbers



Digital File 
Name



Other 
Notes



PDF Emails and documents are categorized by topic.  This column identifies the 
date the document was 
received or sent.



This is the date 
shown on the 
document.



This identifies the recipient 
of the document.



This identifies the 
author of the 
document.



This column identifies the title of the 
document or PDF Email attachment. If 
an PDF Email does not include an 
attachment, the entry will be blank.



This column identifies 
the subject(s) of the 
document using key 
words



This identifies the 
number of pages in the 
document.



This identifies the 
entry's document 
type or media 
format.



A unique bates 
range will identify 
each entry



This identifies name 
of the digital file 
associated with the 
entry.  All 
documents saved in 
pdf format



     e.g., Notice of Preparation, Draft SEIR, Responses to Comments, Notice of Determination, CEQA Findings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, etc.



    e.g., Applicable memos, correspondence and other miscellaneous information related to application (such as technical reports related to GHG analysis, correspondence with CARB, approval from Governor's Office, etc.)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with  NOP (through publication)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with non‐technical SEIR sections (e.g., Introduction, etc.)



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Project Description



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Plans and Policies



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Land Use



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Population and Housing



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Cultural and Paleontological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Transportation and Circulation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Noise and Vibration



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Air Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Greenhouse Gases



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Wind and Shadow



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Recreation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Utilties and Service Systems



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Biological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Geology and Soils



15   IS/SEIR ‐ Utilities and Service Systems (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



16  IS/SEIR ‐ Biological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



17  IS/SEIR  ‐ Geology and Soils (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



10   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Noise and Vibration (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



11   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Air Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



12   IS/SEIR ‐ Greenhouse Gases (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



13   IS/SEIR ‐ Wind and Shadow (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



14   IS/SEIR  ‐ Recreation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



00  Final Key Documents



01   SB 743



02  Notice of Preparation (NOP) 



03   SEIR ‐ General (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



04   IS/SEIR ‐ Project Description (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



05   SEIR ‐ Plans and Policies (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



06   IS/EIR ‐ Land Use (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



07   IS/EIR ‐ Population and Housing (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



08  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



09  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Transportation and Circulation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIRHydrology and Water Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Mineral and Energy Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Agriculture Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with Other CEQA Issues (Growth Inducement, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Significant and Irreversible Changes, and Areas of Known Controversy



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with EIR Alternatives



    Agency, Public and Organization Scoping Comments Received in Response to NOP



    Agency, Public and Organization Comments on Draft EIR



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with multiple EIR topics 



    e.g., Agenda, Minutes, from Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with potential EIR appeal, and appeal response



32    Permits 



20   IS/EIR‐ Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



21   IS/SEIR  ‐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



22   IS/SEIR ‐ Mineral and Energy Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



23   IS/SEIR‐ Agriculture and Forest Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



25   SEIR ‐ Alternatives (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



24   SEIR EIR ‐ Other CEQA Issues (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



30  SEIR Appeal



28   Correspondence ‐ General 



26   NOP Scoping Comments



27   Comments on Draft SEIR 



29   Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings
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ATTACHMENT D 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FOR THE  



EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN  
MISSION BAY AT BLOCKS 29-32 



Key CEQA Work Scope Assumptions 



There shall be a presumption against the need for change orders requested by ESA during preparation of the 
SEIR. ESA and its team members acknowledge that certain details and features of the project are still being 
resolved and refined but agree that such changes will not constitute the need for change orders unless such 
changes constitute a fundamental change in the overall scope and character of the project and associated CEQA 
services. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “fundamental changes” means changes of at least the 
following scope and magnitude: 
 
 The schedule for SEIR completion and certification changes significantly (i.e., more than one month from 



any of the key milestone dates) and for reasons outside ESA’s control from that set forth in the schedule. 



 Directives from the OCII and/or the San Francisco Planning Department for expanded and/or additional 
analyses clearly beyond that specified in this Scope of Services. This would include but not be limited to, 
potential detailed or quantitative analysis for any environmental topics originally assumed to addressed in 
lesser detail, or expanded or new analysis, whether quantitative or otherwise, for environmental topics being 
qualitatively analyzed. 



 Requirement to conduct any of the Optional Tasks described in the Scope of Work but not authorized under 
the Agreement. Addition of any of the Optional Tasks may be subject to further scope and budget 
refinement. 



 Substantial modification of the currently proposed project site development plan from that set forth in the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 



 Substantial additional issues requiring new analysis as a result of public scoping and/or presentations to 
City agencies and as directed by OCII or the San Francisco Planning Department. 



 More detailed alternatives analysis in the SEIR including but not limited to: (1) need for quantitative impact 
analysis for any resource topics; (2) one or more additional alternatives requiring detailed analysis (beyond 
the No Project alternative and one reduced intensity alternative): (3) addition of an off-site alternative for 
detailed analysis. 



 The inclusion in the SEIR of one or more project variants requiring analysis at an equal level of detail as the 
proposed project.  



 Substantial changes in the project, circumstances under which the project is to be undertaken, and/or new 
information of substantial importance to the project which arises following publication of the Draft SEIR 
necessitating a recirculation of the Draft SEIR as determined by the OCII, EP and the City. 
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 Responses to public comments received on the Draft SEIR require major new analysis, including field 
measurement or any kind of modeling. 



 Recirculation of the SEIR is required by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as a result of an appeal of 
SEIR certification and the certification determination is not upheld. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE 



 











ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 148 days Tue 7/8/14 Thu 1/29/15



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 6 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/27/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 2 wks Tue 10/28/14 Mon 11/10/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 4 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/8/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 4 days Tue 12/9/14 Fri 12/12/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Mon 12/15/14 Mon 12/15/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period (extended due to holidays) 45 edays Mon 12/15/14 Thu 1/29/15 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Wed 1/14/15 Wed 1/14/15 8FF+23 days



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 4 wks Tue 10/21/14 Mon 11/17/14 18



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



7/8



12/15



1/14



3/25



4/30
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Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 20, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0819
Date: Wed 8/20/14
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From: Jesse Blout
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Winslow, David (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert,


Peter (MTA); Arce, Pedro (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); David Manica; David Carlock
(david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Clarke Miller; Albert, Peter (MTA)


Cc: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: Check In Design Meeting - Go-To-Meeting
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 9:00:00 AM


Here it is:
1.  Please join my meeting.
https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/177522797
2.  Use your microphone and speakers (VoIP) - a headset is recommended.  Or, call in using
your telephone.
Dial +1 (571) 317-3112
Access Code: 177-522-797
Audio PIN: Shown after joining the meeting
Meeting ID: 177-522-797
GoToMeeting®
Online Meetings Made Easy®
Not at your computer? Click the link to join this meeting from your iPhone®, iPad®,
Android® or Windows Phone® device via the GoToMeeting app.
 
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) [mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 8:57 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Winslow, David (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA);
Arce, Pedro (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); David Manica; David Carlock
(david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout; Albert, Peter (MTA)
Cc: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: Check In Design Meeting - Go-To-Meeting
 
Is there a link for this morning’s online check-in? I haven’t seen anything.
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:36 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA);
Albert, Peter (MTA); Arce, Pedro (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); David Manica; David Carlock
(david.carlock@machetegroup.com); CMiller@stradasf.com; Jesse Blout; Albert, Peter
Cc: Miller, Erin
Subject: Check In Design Meeting - Go-To-Meeting
When: Friday, August 22, 2014 9:00 AM-10:30 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Go-to-Meeting - GSW to send link
 
 
The GSW would like to do a check in for design this Friday.  I am scheduled to be out that day, so
may not join in.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 3:54:00 PM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx


 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:22 AM
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
 
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: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Winslow, David (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Arce, Pedro


(CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); David Manica; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);
CMiller@stradasf.com; Jesse Blout; Albert, Peter (MTA)


Cc: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: Check In Design Meeting - Go-To-Meeting
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 8:57:27 AM


Is there a link for this morning’s online check-in? I haven’t seen anything.


-----Original Appointment-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:36 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA);
Albert, Peter (MTA); Arce, Pedro (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); David Manica; David Carlock
(david.carlock@machetegroup.com); CMiller@stradasf.com; Jesse Blout; Albert, Peter
Cc: Miller, Erin
Subject: Check In Design Meeting - Go-To-Meeting
When: Friday, August 22, 2014 9:00 AM-10:30 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Go-to-Meeting - GSW to send link


The GSW would like to do a check in for design this Friday.  I am scheduled to be out that day, so
may not join in.
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From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
To: Zhu, Karen (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Monday, August 25, 2014 9:11:03 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Hi Karen,
 
Thank you for the info.  I think we should just plan to submit the Q1 bill in early October that
includes all time and costs from 7/1 to 9/30.  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: Zhu, Karen (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 7:35 AM
To: DeMartini, Keith (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Dear all,
 
The T&M cost is break down as follows:
 
 
5/1/2014 – 6/30/2014     $11,184.20
7/1/2014 - 8/22/2014      $15,919.83
---------------------------------------------------
Total                                      $27,104.03
 
 
I have included the $11K in my Q4 billing to OCII, which I billed on 8/13/14.  Please let me know
should I remove this amount and bill sponsor individually.
 
Thahks,
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Karen Zhu
Finance Division
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6408│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: karen.zhu@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org


            
 


From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 11:17 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Karen,
 
Can you please run the time account to date and see what might be outstanding to bill and let us
know?  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: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 11:04 AM
To: DeMartini, Keith (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
We’ve been charging time to this project (at the new site) for a few months already, so it might be
appropriate to bill the Warriors sooner than that. Should we check the current balance? The account
number in TA3/TA4 is 20142012.
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 9:03 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Chris,
 
OK.  Please just let Yvonne and Karen know when it’ll be appropriate for us to send our first bill.  Will
it be after Q1, sometime in early October?  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: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 8:15 AM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: FW: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Viktoriya and Keith,
Per Catherine’s message below, the MOU won’t be approved until at least mid-September as this is
the soonest it can be scheduled for OCII Commission consideration. She suggests that we bill the
Warriors directly as needed in the meantime.
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 3:16 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 


Looks like they are scheduling a special meeting on Friday September 12th.  Going to try and get on
consent since that is the only September meeting due to quorum and will be quite full.  Will be great
if someone from Planning could be there if any questions come up (don’t expect any, but it is like
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having an umbrella to avoid it raining).  We can talk more as we get closer.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 8:39 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
When will it go to your Commission?
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 5:44 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Thanks, Chris.  We’ll take a look.
 
Since the contract is over $50K we need to go to our Commission for approval.  We were planning


on going on Sept 2nd, but just heard that we are missing quorum that day, so won’t be able to go
until the next one (we are down to the minimum number of Commissioners for quorum so running
into issues – I blame both your Planning Commission and the GSW for our sad state). J
 
We’ll work on getting the signed agreement with the Warriors ahead of time for folks to start billing
them asap (not needed to go to our commission) and you could just bill them directly for the new
work in the meantime.
 
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/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
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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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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
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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








From: Theo Ellington
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: got time for a quick call re: workforce questions? (eom)
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 11:05:47 AM


 
 


 


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: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 3:54:44 PM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx


 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:22 AM
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
 
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: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: Adding Erin to CEQA Meeting
Date: Monday, August 18, 2014 7:28:20 AM


OK. Will do.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 11:06 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: Adding Erin to CEQA Meeting
 
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/
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=67BDABC659C24C8683A48BF436A14F2D-BRETT BOLLINGER
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Check in before you go
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:27:49 PM


Yes, do you want to talk at 3:00pm?  Also, do you have Barrett’s email by any chance.  I left his
business card at home when I emptied out my backpack…doh!
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:23 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Check in before you go
 
Could we chat a few minutes before you go – specifically on the GSW workshop timing?  I think I
finally got a call from the Alzeheimer’s group.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=134B9B74E2F044C9A45B25ABC6094359-LILA HUSSAIN

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 11:17:28 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Hi Karen,
 
Can you please run the time account to date and see what might be outstanding to bill and let us
know?  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: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 11:04 AM
To: DeMartini, Keith (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
We’ve been charging time to this project (at the new site) for a few months already, so it might be
appropriate to bill the Warriors sooner than that. Should we check the current balance? The account
number in TA3/TA4 is 20142012.
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 9:03 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Chris,
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OK.  Please just let Yvonne and Karen know when it’ll be appropriate for us to send our first bill.  Will
it be after Q1, sometime in early October?  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: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 8:15 AM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: FW: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Viktoriya and Keith,
Per Catherine’s message below, the MOU won’t be approved until at least mid-September as this is
the soonest it can be scheduled for OCII Commission consideration. She suggests that we bill the
Warriors directly as needed in the meantime.
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 3:16 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 


Looks like they are scheduling a special meeting on Friday September 12th.  Going to try and get on
consent since that is the only September meeting due to quorum and will be quite full.  Will be great
if someone from Planning could be there if any questions come up (don’t expect any, but it is like
having an umbrella to avoid it raining).  We can talk more as we get closer.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 8:39 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
When will it go to your Commission?
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 5:44 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Thanks, Chris.  We’ll take a look.
 
Since the contract is over $50K we need to go to our Commission for approval.  We were planning


on going on Sept 2nd, but just heard that we are missing quorum that day, so won’t be able to go
until the next one (we are down to the minimum number of Commissioners for quorum so running
into issues – I blame both your Planning Commission and the GSW for our sad state). J
 
We’ll work on getting the signed agreement with the Warriors ahead of time for folks to start billing
them asap (not needed to go to our commission) and you could just bill them directly for the new
work in the meantime.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
Regards,
 
 


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


From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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
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we okay just billing them quarterly? 
 
Thank you.
Viktoriya








From: Miller, Erin
To: Winslow, David (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Help with Review of MB Project
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 3:59:52 PM


Absolutely!
 
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: Winslow, David (CPC) [mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 3:56 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine; Switzky, Joshua; Miller, Erin
Subject: RE: Help with Review of MB Project
 
Sure we can try
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 3:55 PM
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: Help with Review of MB Project
 
I was wondering if I might be able to tag on ½ hour onto one of the Warriors meetings (or set up a
separate time) sometime in a couple weeks to have you all look at a building in Mission Bay that we
have for SD design.  It is the hotel and has a drop-off with curb cuts that I’ve love MTA’s input on
and could do with some work on the design.


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
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415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 5:43:38 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Thanks, Chris.  We’ll take a look.
 
Since the contract is over $50K we need to go to our Commission for approval.  We were planning


on going on Sept 2nd, but just heard that we are missing quorum that day, so won’t be able to go
until the next one (we are down to the minimum number of Commissioners for quorum so running
into issues – I blame both your Planning Commission and the GSW for our sad state). J
 
We’ll work on getting the signed agreement with the Warriors ahead of time for folks to start billing
them asap (not needed to go to our commission) and you could just bill them directly for the new
work in the meantime.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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



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

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

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

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/















Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
Hi Viktoriya,
 
I am OK with us billing the GSW quarterly our T&M costs for that quarter.  We do not need to collect
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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: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Winslow, David (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Help with Review of MB Project
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 4:00:00 PM


Coolio – I will find a time when I get back in Tuesday.  Have fun on the call tomorrow.  I may call in
remotely, but may just wait to hear how it went.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 4:00 PM
To: Winslow, David (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Help with Review of MB Project
 
Absolutely!
 
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: Winslow, David (CPC) [mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 3:56 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine; Switzky, Joshua; Miller, Erin
Subject: RE: Help with Review of MB Project
 
Sure we can try
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 3:55 PM
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: Help with Review of MB Project
 
I was wondering if I might be able to tag on ½ hour onto one of the Warriors meetings (or set up a
separate time) sometime in a couple weeks to have you all look at a building in Mission Bay that we
have for SD design.  It is the hotel and has a drop-off with curb cuts that I’ve love MTA’s input on
and could do with some work on the design.


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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Albert, Peter
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Design Meeting
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 10:18:31 AM


I second Erin's thanks.  We realize we can't be in every meeting you'll have... but
also appreciate the conscientious efforts to loop SFMTA in when you can.


Peter Albert
Manager, SFMTA Urban Planning Initiatives
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA. 94103
415.701.4328


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 29, 2014, at 8:55 AM, "Miller, Erin" <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


Thanks Catherine. 


Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, 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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [catherine.reilly@sfgov.org]
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:07 AM
To: Miller, Erin; Albert, Peter
Subject: Design Meeting


Erin/Peter – I just wanted to let you know that there was a last minute design review
go to meeting with John Rahaim on the GSW design.  It came together oddly and was
focused on getting John up to speed, so didn’t have the opportunity to loop you two in,
but I don’t think there was any big changes from what was shown last Friday (though
there were some refinements based on your comments).  I’m going to try and get back
on a schedule where we use standing times to try and avoid this last minute pop ups,
but we’ll that may be my dream.  Did want you two to know so you knew it occurred.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Karl  Heisler


(KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:16:07 PM


Are there any other topics to discuss besides the project schedule for next week? Maybe project
description update since that is the main driver of the schedule currently. If no other topics, we will
keep the meeting to an hour with the first 30 minutes (1-1:30pm) for EP, OCII, ESA, and
LCW/Adavant to discuss schedule and the last 30 minutes (1:30-2pm) for a discussion with GSW
about project schedule.
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From: Albert, Peter
To: Katy Liddell; Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Cc: bruce.h.agid@gmail.com Agid; Rogers Alice; Osborn, Casey; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Angulo, Sunny (BOS);


Samii, Camron (MTA); Brisson, Liz
Subject: RE: Check in on WTA and SoMa pilot
Date: Monday, August 18, 2014 7:41:37 AM


I can meet Thursday between 11 and 11:50: will that work?


Peter
________________________________________
From: Katy Liddell [clliddell@me.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 17, 2014 4:45 PM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: bruce.h.agid@gmail.com Agid; Rogers Alice; Osborn, Casey; Reilly, Catherine; Albert, Peter; Angulo,
Sunny; Samii, Camron; Brisson, Liz
Subject: Re: Check in on WTA and SoMa pilot


Erin –


Thank you for your response.  Peter had proposed Wednesday, and we would love to have him
present.  Peter, would you still be available for the proposed Thursday meeting?  If not, we suggest
sticking to Wednesday to adhere to Peter’s schedule.


Thanks too, Erin, for offering to update us on everything.  We are definitely anxious to hear about the
WTA, but first and foremost on our minds is the Bay Bridge Approach Pilot addressing traffic congestion
in the neighborhood.


As we requested in our meeting with you, Camron Samii, Neal Patel, Sunny, and others a couple of
weeks ago, we would like to know the goals and expectations for the pilot.  What criteria are being
used to measure for success?   What are the metrics?  What are the goals?  We fear that these have
not been established (or, most likely, that we just don’t know what they are!) and that we will not be
able to tell if the pilot has been useful.  From what we know right now – which is very little --  Bruce
might be able to say it was successful, Alice might be able to say it was OK, and Katy could say that it
was a flop.  Without specific criteria, we cannot measure success.


Following is an example of what we are looking for:


The interns and PCOs have been (counting?  observing?) (cars? incidents?) by (visually looking? 
recording by hand / computer / other device?)   The goal is to determine (number of cars blocking the
box?  accidents?  number of cars going through the intersection?).  The current situation is (number of
cars blocking the box, number of cars entering the intersection, number of accidents, what are you
counting/observing?).   The interns and PCOs have counted/observed ______________ during the four
periods they have been at the intersections of 2nd and Bryant and Main and Harrison.


If we count/observe (number) of cars blocking the box, (number) of cars entering the intersection or
issue (number) of tickets, we propose to do the following (What needs to happen in order for you to
take action?  What actions would you take?):


1.     PCO’s manage intersections issuing tickets for blocking the box


2.     PCO’s manage the intersections by proactive traffic management


3.     Change traffic light sequence


4.     Erect new signage
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5.     Other


For each method used during the pilot, we should be able to understand the results and costs.


One other question we would like to understand is how these two intersections were chosen out of the
robust list provided by the neighborhood.


We hope this will better clarify what we are looking for.  In the meantime, thank you for all of your
Herculean efforts on this project.  We definitely recognize how much work you have been putting in to
this, and we in no way want to demean that.  We want to set you and us up to win!  And we’d love to
help by being able to understand exactly what we’re looking for and what we want to achieve.


Please let us know if Wednesday or Thursday is best for the two of you and if you would prefer a
phone call or a meeting.  We are open.  And thanks again for engaging with us in this dialogue.


Bruce Agid
Katy Liddell
Alice Rogers
On Aug 15, 2014, at 6:34 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com<mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com>>
wrote:


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<http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/waterfront-
transportation-assessment-0>


  *   Bay Bridge Approach Enforcement Pilot<http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/bay-
bridge-approach-enforcement-pilot>
  *   Rincon Hill Transit Study<http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/rincon-hill-transit-
study>
  *   The Embarcadero Enhancment Study<http://www.sfmta.com/projects-
planning/projects/embarcadero-enhancement-project>


SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
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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
To: Albert, Peter
Cc: Katy Liddell (clliddell@me.com<mailto:clliddell@me.com>);
kliddell2001@yahoo.com<mailto:kliddell2001@yahoo.com>; Alice Rogers
(arcomnsf@pacbell.net<mailto:arcomnsf@pacbell.net>); Miller, Erin; Reilly, Catherine;
liz.brisson@sfcta.org<mailto: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<mailto: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<tel:415.701.4328>
: 415.701.4735<tel:415.701.4735>
•: peter.albert@sfmta.com<mailto:peter.albert@sfmta.com>
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42:19 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Exhibit A - Amended MOU_V3+ck.docx


Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
Regards,
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DE60665E3EBB43CF95F7AEC0F6E03AA8-CHRIS KERN

mailto:immanuel.bereket@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/
















September 2, 2014





AMENDED AND RESTATED MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN


THE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (“OCII”), AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE SAN FRANCISCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY,


AND SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT FOR DESIGN REVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FISCAL YEARS 2013/2014, 2014/2015 AND 2015/2016





	This Amended and Restated Memorandum of Understanding (“Amended MOU”) is entered into between OCII and the San Francisco Planning Department (“Planning Department”) (“Parties”) for the period of 3 years.





WHEREAS, prior to its dissolution, the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (“Redevelopment Agency”) implemented numerous redevelopment plans approved by the Board of Supervisors and authorized under the California Community Redevelopment Law, Cal. Health & Safety Code §§ 33000 et seq.  Under this state authority, the redevelopment plans established land use controls in project areas and did not generally rely on the San Francisco Planning Code or other local land use regulation, including Article 31 of the Administrative Code, unless a particular redevelopment plan required it; and





WHEREAS, state law dissolved the Redevelopment Agency on February 1, 2012, Cal. Health and Safety Code §§ 34161 et seq. (“Redevelopment Dissolution Law”), and provided, among other things, that successor agencies assumed the rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment Agency (with the exception of certain affordable housing assets).  In particular, state law requires successor agencies to fulfill enforceable obligations that the former redevelopment agencies had entered into prior to June 28, 2011 (“Enforceable Obligations”); and 





WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors approved Ordinance No. 215-12 (Oct. 4, 2012) to implement Redevelopment Dissolution Law and established a mayoral-appointed commission to serve as the governing body of the Successor Agency and to exercise land use, development and design approval for “surviving redevelopment projects;” and    





WHEREAS, OCII is the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, is a legal entity separate from the City and County of San Francisco (“City”), has assumed the remaining rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment Agency, and has “succeed[ed] to the organizational status of the former redevelopment agency” with the authority “to complete any work related to an approved enforceable obligation,” Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34173 (g); and





WHEREAS, OCII has the continuing authority and obligation: (1)  to exercise land use controls required under Enforceable Obligations (including the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (“OPA”), available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=243, the Mission Bay South OPA, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=244, the Disposition and Development Agreement (“DDA”) for Hunters Point Shipyard (“HPS”) Phase 1, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=160, the DDA for Candlestick Point-HPS Phase 2 DDA, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=186, the Transbay Implementation Agreement, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=54, and other OPAs and DDAs for projects that are not yet complete, and (2) to enforce the land use controls under redevelopment plans and related development controls where the City has not requested the transfer of land use functions to the City.  (These redevelopment plans include Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, Zone 1 of the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan, the HPS Redevelopment Plan, the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plans, the Rincon Point-South Beach Redevelopment Plan, and the Bayview Industrial Triangle Redevelopment Plan.  These redevelopment plans and related documents are generally available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=3); and 





WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Dissolution Law provides, among other things, that successor agencies may enter into contracts for the purpose “winding down the redevelopment agency.”  Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34177.3 (b).  See also  Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34171 (d) (1) (F) (defining enforceable obligations to include “agreements necessary for the administration or operation of the successor agency”); and





WHEREAS, the OCII has a continuing need to review and approve development projects, including design and environmental review, as part of the wind down of redevelopment agencies and desires to use the services of the Planning Department for this purpose; and





WHEREAS, OCII has provided (and will continue to provide) for the expenditures anticipated under this MOU in its Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules (“ROPS”) that are required to be submitted semi-annually to the Oversight Board and the California Department of Finance (“DOF”) and in its annual budget that is approved by the Board of Supervisors; and





WHEREAS, OCII and the Planning Department entered into a MOU dated July 20, 2013 for design and environmental review services, as approved by the Commission of Community Investment and Infrastructure on August 20, 13 (Resolution No. 41-2013) (“Original MOU”); and,





WHEREAS,	Earlier this year, the Golden State Warriors (“GSW”) announced their intention to purchase Blocks 29 to 32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Mission Bay South”) for the development of approximately 1 million square feet of arena, office and retail uses (“GSW Pavilion Project”) and the GSW Pavilion Project will require design and environmental review that will exceed the scope of work and budget of the Original MOU, including preparation of an appropriate environmental review analyses and related documents, which will result in fulfillment of the requirements pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"); and,





WHEREAS,	The term of the Original MOU is for two years, of which the first year has finished and OCII desires to extend the term of the Original MOU to ensure adequate staffing from the Planning Department for the next two fiscal years for design and environmental review services for projects not related to the GSW Pavilion Project; and,





WHEREAS,	As a result, OCII and the Planning Department are proposing to amend and restate the previously approved Original MOU. The Amended MOU, if approved by the OCII Commission, would extend the term of the Amended MOU for Fiscal Year 2015-2016 by a not to exceed amount of $225,000, for total aggregate amount of $675,000, and would include additional scope of work for the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project; and,





WHEREAS,	The Planning Department and GSW will enter into a direct payment arrangement whereby the project proponent would directly reimburse the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project, for an estimated total amount of $480,000 ; and,





Now, THEREFORE, OCII and the Planning Department agree as follows:





1. SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED.





a. Environmental Review.  Upon the request of OCII, the Planning Department will conduct environmental evaluations for OCII projects under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., title 14, §§ 15000 et seq). At the Executive Director’s or designee’s request, prior to the commencement of work, the parties shall describe in writing the scope of service and an estimated budget for the particular matter for which the Executive Director (or designee) has requested environmental review services from the Planning Department.  The parties understand and agree that any such budget presented by the Planning Department reflects the Department’s belief that the estimated budget is realistic based on current information.  But, the parties further understand and agree that due to the uncertainties and complexities involved in the particular project, those estimates are necessarily only an approximation of potential costs, and that they do not constitute a minimum or a maximum fee quotation.  In particular, a change in the anticipated scope of work could result in an adjustment of costs.  The Planning Department will attempt to identify any critical assumptions in the scope of services and will apprise the OCII of any significant changes in its budget as environmental review progresses.  





The environmental review services for projects within the Major Approved Development Projects areas (Mission Bay, Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point Shipyard, and Zone 1 of Transbay) will be provided in accordance with § 21000-21189.3 of the Public Resources Code and Title 14, Chapter 3, § 150000-15387 of the California Code of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines).  While the Planning Department will be providing the environmental review services for these projects, the OCII will be the author and signatory of the environmental review documents.  The environmental review services for projects outside the Major Approved Development Projects areas will be provided in accordance with existing Planning Department policies and practices and consistent with the Environmental Review Guidelines, under the direction of the City’s Environmental Review Officer.  The scope of environmental services would include, but not be limited to, determinations as to what level of CEQA analysis is appropriate, preparation of exemptions and mitigated negative declarations, review of environmental impact reports, and review of technical background studies.  If an environmental impact report is necessary, it will be prepared by a CEQA consultant.  If a mitigated negative declaration is necessary, it could be prepared by either a CEQA consultant or Planning Department staff, at the discretion of the OCII.  





In order to facilitate execution of the environmental review services in a timely and organized fashion, the OCII commits to seeking early consultation from the Planning Department with respect to CEQA requirements and updating the City’s Environmental Review Officer on a quarterly basis, or more frequently if needed, as to what services may be required over the course of the next six months.  





b.  Design Review.  Upon the request of OCII, the Planning Department will provide professional architectural and urban design review of development proposals, assist in the development and interpretation of architectural and urban design guidelines, provide technical knowledge of building codes and building material and construction methodology and costs, participate in public presentations, and perform related tasks.  Design Review effort dedicated to OCII properties is anticipated not to exceed one thousand (1,000) hours on an annual basis.  Should efforts result in substantially greater Planning Department staff time, provided by the 2 FTE Design Review planners (.5 of which is being supported by this MOU), terms of this MOU associated with this position support may require modification.





The designated position will be supervised within the Planning Department.  However, the shared purpose will benefit both agencies, and may require physical accommodation and regular hours at OCII.  Such arrangements will be defined by agreement at a later time.  Until such time, the position will be located in the Planning Department and supervised from there accordingly.





c. GSW Pavilion Project.  The Planning Department anticipates design and environmental review process will cost $480,326. The eventual amount will be based on a time and material basis and may exceed the estimated amount. 





i. Environmental Review. The Planning Department will provide an environmental review services for the GSW Pavilion Project as outlined in Attachment A of this Amended MOU. Attachment A also outlines the roles of the OCII and the Planning Department for purposes of the environmental review of the GSW Pavilion Project.  The Planning Department anticipates environmental review process will cost $420,086.





ii. Design Review. The Planning Department will provide professional architectural and urban design review of the GSW Pavilion Project as outlined in Attachment A. Professional architectural and urban design review services provided by the Planning Department for the GSW Pavilion Project will be consistent with the scope of work described above in Section 1.b of this Amended MOU. The Planning Department anticipates design review process will cost $60,240. Staffing and budget for the GSW Pavilion Project for the environmental and design review services will be provided as outlined in Attachment A this this Amended MOU.








2. BUDGET AMOUNT.





a. Budget Components on annual basis.  





			Budget





			TASKS


			Fiscal Year 2013-2014


			Fiscal Year 2014-2016


			Fiscal Year 2015-2016





			Section 1.a – Environmental Review 


			$150,000 


			$150,000 


			$150,000 





			Section 1.b – Design Review


			$75,000 


			$75,000 


			$75,000 





			TOTAL/Fiscal year (Section 1.a and b)


			$225,000 


			$225,000 


			$225,000 



































b. Changes in Budget.  Unless OCII and the Planning Department agree by written amendment to this MOU, the budget for services to be provided under this MOU shall not exceed the amounts stated in this Section 2.





c. Unbudgeted Expenditures.  The Planning Department must obtain written approval from OCII for any unbudgeted expenditures and services.  OCII will not reimburse the Planning Department for unbudgeted expenditures and services incurred without prior written approval.





d. Budget Shortfalls.  The Planning Department will notify OCII as soon as possible if the amounts budgeted in this MOU are insufficient to provide the agreed-upon services.





3. ASSIGNED STAFF TO OCII.  The Planning Department will assign staff equivalent to .5 FTE to work on Design Review services described in Section 1.b will assign staff on an as-needed basis to provide Environmental Review services described in Section 1.a, and will assign staff for the GSW Pavilion Project per Attachment A to this Amended MOU.  The Planning Department staff assigned to Design Review and Environmental Review services will work at the following location: San Francisco Planning Department Offices at 1650 Mission Street.





4. DOCUMENTATION VERIFYING ACTUAL COSTS OF DIRECT SERVICES.





a. The Planning Department will document its personnel costs for services provided under this MOU in the following way:


i. Hourly rate = salary + mandatory fringe benefits.  Actual labor charges submitted as part of the Performing Department’s billing must be supported by a City LDR or similar payroll report to verify the actual cost of employee salary and fringe benefits.  Labor charges submitted must not be based on estimated FTE, a budgeted amount, or a percentage allocation that is not reviewed and approved in advance by the OCII as part of a Citywide cost allocation plan.


ii. Hours worked on OCII tasks.


iii. Classification number of position and title.


iv. Identify tasks.


v. Location of staff.





5. BILLING PROCEDURES.





a. Non-GSW Billing





i. The Planning Department shall submit an invoice to OCII on a quarterly basis within 30 days of the end of the quarter (e.g., October 30, 2013 for Q1, January 30, 2014 for Q2, April 30, 2014 for Q3, July 30, 2014 for Q4. etc)  not to exceed the budgeted amount for the fiscal year. The invoice shall describe the services provided and include sufficient information to determine the methodology used to determine the costs.  





ii. For any given six-month period, OCII can only pay amounts approved by its Oversight Board and DOF on a ROPS for that fiscal period. OCII shall endeavor to budget and obtain DOF approval for amounts sufficient to pay the Planning Department in full within a timely fashion after the services are rendered and billed. To the extent OCII has insufficient authorization to pay a bill in full, OCII will endeavor to place any amount still owed on a future ROPS and to pay that amount when budget authority is available. 





iii. The OCII will pay invoices or notify the Planning Department of any questions regarding the invoice within 30 days of receipt.





iv. The Planning Department hourly rates billed to OCII for services provided for non-GSW billing will be based on salary + mandatory fringe benefits.  Actual labor charges submitted as part of the Planning Department’s billing must be supported by a City LDR or similar payroll report to verify the actual cost of employee salary and fringe benefits.  Labor charges submitted must not be based on estimated FTE, a budgeted amount, or a percentage allocation that is not reviewed and approved in advance by the OCII as part of a Citywide cost allocation plan.





b. GSW Billing 





i. The Planning Department and GSW shall execute a direct payment arrangement whereby Golden State Warriors will directly reimburse the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project, for an estimated amount of $480,326. The eventual amount will be based on a time and material bases and may exceed the estimated amount.





ii. The Planning Department shall provide a quarterly time and materials invoice to GSW. The invoice shall request payment in full within 30 business days. If payment is not received by the Planning Department within 30 business days from the date of the invoice, the Planning Department will send a notice to GSW and may initiate its standard Collections process to seek payment. The Planning Department may halt any further work on the project until payment of any outstanding balance is received in full.





iii. [bookmark: _GoBack]The Planning Department hourly rates billed to GSW for services provided for GSW billing will be based on salary + mandatory fringe benefits + standard overhead.





iv. The Planning Department shall submit an invoice to OCII on a quarterly basis within 30 days of the end of the quarter (e.g., October 30, 2013 for Q1, January 30, 2014 for Q2, April 30, 2014 for Q3, July 30, 2014 for Q4. etc)  not to exceed the budgeted amount for the fiscal year. The invoice shall describe the services provided and include sufficient information to determine the methodology used to determine the costs.  





v. The OCII will pass invoices to GSW or notify the Planning Department of any questions regarding the invoice within 30 days of receipt.





6.  AMENDMENTS OR TERMINATION.  This MOU may be amended by mutual agreement of both parties.  This MOU may be terminated by either party with 30 days notice, subject to OCII payment of applicable costs incurred through the termination date. 





7. DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURES.  If the Planning Department has a billing dispute with the OCII, it must attempt to resolve it with the responsible OCII Manager.  If the parties are unable to reach agreement, the dispute will be resolved with the OCII’s Finance and Administration Deputy Director.  If an agreement still cannot be reached, the Planning Department and the OCII Finance and Administration Deputy Director will meet with the Deputy Controller to finally resolve the matter.








This MOU has been entered into on the date(s) below.








_______________________					__________________


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure			Date


Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director	








_____________________					__________________


John Rahaim								Date


Planning Director				
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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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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. 
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http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning
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mailto:pic@sfgov.org

http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/





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








From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work? Thanks (end)
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 9:36:43 AM


We should check in regarding UCSF and establishing a single working group where
we discuss the arena project and it's impacts. I think it would be great if we could
discuss with Tiffany and send out an email to UCSF and Warriors this week, inviting
both entities to use our proposed structure as the place to discuss project impacts,
especially transporation. Mayor is on board. 


On Aug 26, 2014, at 12:59 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Sorry – I am having some trouble with one of my appointments (keeps disappearing). 
The only time I have tomorrow is before 9AM and from 9.30-10 and 4-4.30.  We may
not need to check in since we’ll see each other at the CEQA meeting. Let me know.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:40 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work? Thanks (end)
 
Sounds good.  Pretty open except for the afternoon CEQA meeting and also booked
from 9.30-10
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
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SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:38 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work? Thanks (end)
 
I can't today. Tomorrow? 


On Aug 26, 2014, at 11:20 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 



mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org
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From: Winslow, David (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: Help with Review of MB Project
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 3:55:56 PM


Sure we can try
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 3:55 PM
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: Help with Review of MB Project
 
I was wondering if I might be able to tag on ½ hour onto one of the Warriors meetings (or set up a
separate time) sometime in a couple weeks to have you all look at a building in Mission Bay that we
have for SD design.  It is the hotel and has a drop-off with curb cuts that I’ve love MTA’s input on
and could do with some work on the design.


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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work? Thanks (end)
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 4:06:27 PM


Warriors are spinning! Can we talk before the end of the day? 


On Aug 27, 2014, at 11:01 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Sounds good.  Am waiting to check in with Tiffany, but don’t think she will have a
problem.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 9:37 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work? Thanks (end)
 
We should check in regarding UCSF and establishing a single working group where we
discuss the arena project and it's impacts. I think it would be great if we could discuss
with Tiffany and send out an email to UCSF and Warriors this week, inviting both
entities to use our proposed structure as the place to discuss project impacts,
especially transporation. Mayor is on board. 


On Aug 26, 2014, at 12:59 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Sorry – I am having some trouble with one of my appointments (keeps
disappearing).  The only time I have tomorrow is before 9AM and from
9.30-10 and 4-4.30.  We may not need to check in since we’ll see each
other at the CEQA meeting. Let me know.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
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   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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:40 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work?
Thanks (end)
 
Sounds good.  Pretty open except for the afternoon CEQA meeting and
also booked from 9.30-10
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:38 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work?
Thanks (end)
 
I can't today. Tomorrow? 


On Aug 26, 2014, at 11:20 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
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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
SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Albert, Peter
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: David Manica; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; David Carlock; RICHARD ALTUNA; Switzky,


Joshua (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: Re: GSW Design Update with OCII
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:06:49 PM


I agree: and appreciate how the team has allowed and supported Transportation
feedback in site design matters:  
because, after all, as we see, Transportation matters...!


Peter Albert
Manager, SFMTA Urban Planning Initiatives
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA. 94103
415.701.4328


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 22, 2014, at 10:34 AM, "Winslow, David (CPC)" <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Likewise. Thank you for all the thoughtful attention to our concerns.
David Winslow Architect, LEED AP
Design Review | Urban Design
Planning Department | City and Country of San Francisco
415-575-9159 |david.winslowl@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:33 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; 'David Carlock'; RICHARD ALTUNA;
Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship,
Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: GSW Design Update with OCII
 
Meeting went well.
Hope you have a great weekend and talk to you soon.
D
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 11:00 AM
To: David Manica; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; 'David Carlock'; RICHARD ALTUNA;
Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-
Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: GSW Design Update with OCII
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Thanks,  David. Could you please make sure to include the cced?
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: David Manica
Date:08/22/2014 8:33 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,Jesse Blout ,Clarke Miller ,'David Carlock'
,RICHARD ALTUNA ,"Winslow, David (CPC)"
Subject: GSW Design Update with OCII
 
I noticed there was no meeting link on Catherine’s email invite, so I am setting this link
up for everybody’s convenience.
If you notice that there are parties missing from the invite list, please feel free to
forward this email to them so they can also join.
Speak to you in 30 minutes.
D
1. Please join my meeting.
https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/177522797
2. Use your microphone and speakers (VoIP) - a headset is recommended. Or, call in
using your telephone.
Dial +1 (571) 317-3112
Access Code: 177-522-797
Audio PIN: Shown after joining the meeting
Meeting ID: 177-522-797
GoToMeeting®
Online Meetings Made Easy®
Not at your computer? Click the link to join this meeting from your iPhone®, iPad®,
Android® or Windows Phone® device via the GoToMeeting app.



https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/177522797






From: Miller, Erin
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: WTA Meetings
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:58:51 AM


Well, it wouldn't hurt for you to be involved.  There seems to be some differing opinions about how to
proceed with the public messaging about WTA.  Even though we're not riding on the outreach process
for the Warriors, I think they're still inextricably connected a bit. 


Plus, I appreciate your opinion and thoughts about things.  Always happy to have another smart brain
in the room.  


Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, 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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [catherine.reilly@sfgov.org]
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:03 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Subject: WTA Meetings


Erin – I saw some emails about the WTA.  Should I be on the invite for future meetings? (Still haven’t
read all them, so sorry if I haven’t responded if there is a “to-do” for me). 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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 



mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Ho, Gary (DBI); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Project
Date: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:03:51 PM
Attachments: GSW CAC presentation 8.14.14.pdf


Gary – here is last week’s PPT with more info on the Warrior’s 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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 10:21 AM
To: Ho, Gary (DBI); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Project
 
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



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

mailto:gary.ho@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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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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(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 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
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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












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?
 
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
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





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: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Ho, Gary (DBI); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Project
Date: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:03:00 PM
Attachments: GSW CAC presentation 8.14.14.pdf


Gary – here is last week’s PPT with more info on the Warrior’s 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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 10:21 AM
To: Ho, Gary (DBI); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Project
 
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



mailto:gary.ho@sfgov.org
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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
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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?
 
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
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





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: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:27:15 PM


Can we please start at 1:45?


On Aug 28, 2014, at 12:21 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Great – Jenn, can we use the same call in number from the morning time?
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 12:20 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
1:30


Sent from i Phone


On Aug 28, 2014, at 12:19 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Jesse – Let us know what time is best for you before 3PM.  Let’s hold 2PM
in the meantime in case Jesse isn’t available for any of that time and the
three of us can check in.  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
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415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:59 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Likewise, before 3pm works for me too.
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) [mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:56 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Before 3 works for me. 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 11:46 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Sorry, make that open until 3 and after 5.
 
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
SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
We didn't chat but should. I am available. What works
for others? 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 10:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine
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(CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hey all – sorry, I was stuck in a briefing and
may have missed the check in call.  Apologies if
you already chatted.  If not, let me know if
everyone wants to check in. 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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII);
Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:30 AM-
11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US &
Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code:
955112; Host Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was
missing from your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:05:31 PM


Use this:


605-475-4700; 824916#


On Aug 28, 2014, at 12:21 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Great – Jenn, can we use the same call in number from the morning time?
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 12:20 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
1:30


Sent from i Phone


On Aug 28, 2014, at 12:19 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Jesse – Let us know what time is best for you before 3PM.  Let’s hold 2PM
in the meantime in case Jesse isn’t available for any of that time and the
three of us can check in.  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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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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:59 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Likewise, before 3pm works for me too.
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) [mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:56 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Before 3 works for me. 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 11:46 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Sorry, make that open until 3 and after 5.
 
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
SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
We didn't chat but should. I am available. What works
for others? 
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On Aug 28, 2014, at 10:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine
(CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hey all – sorry, I was stuck in a briefing and
may have missed the check in call.  Apologies if
you already chatted.  If not, let me know if
everyone wants to check in. 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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII);
Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:30 AM-
11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US &
Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code:
955112; Host Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was
missing from your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
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From: Donna Dell"Era
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: MBCAC Meeting August 16, 2014
Date: Saturday, August 16, 2014 1:10:20 PM


Catherine,
Catherine from Fibrogen said she would like a copy of the meeting minutes.  I don’t have her email
address, so could forward these on to her?
Thanks,
Donna
 


From: Donna Dell'Era [mailto:donna@dellera.org] 
Sent: Saturday, August 16, 2014 12:06 PM
To: '255berry@yahoogroups.com'; 'linda@slhawk.com'; 'steve@slhawk.com';
'wail.poon@fsresidential.com'; 'jmccarthylangley@sbcglobal.net'; 'bruce.h.agid@gmail.com';
'bettina.cohen@sonic.net'; 'matt.springer@ucsf.edu'; 'jvega@mercyhousing.org';
'Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org'; 'corinnewoods@cs.com'; 'lila.Hussain@sfgov.org';
'GaryPegueros@sbcglobal.net'; 'eelliott@ccareynkf.com'; 'nconover@mercyhousing.org'; 'Peggy
Fahnestock (Peggy Fahnestock)'
Subject: MBCAC Meeting August 16, 2014
 
Thursday night’s MBCAC meeting focused on the Golden State Warriors’ preliminary site
design concept for their arena and adjacent buildings.  There were other, more local,
issues too.
 
Topic 1 - Golden State Warrior Arena Complex 
Representatives of the GSW and Snohetta Architecture firm presented their conceptual
design and answered questions from the community.
 
Below is an abbreviated list of the elements of the design.  For fuller information, see their
power point presentation. http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?
documentid=7099
.


·         Approx 18,000 seat multi-purpose arena, 500,000 sq ft of office and lab space,
55,000><95,000 sq ft of retail (primarily food oriented)


·         3.2 acres of plazas and public space.  The main public space will be approximately
the same size as Union Square.


·         There will be one underground level that will provide 700 parking spaces for arena,
event, retail, and office use as well as truck loading docks for event set up and take
down. There will be two entrances – one on South Street and one on 16th Street.
There  will be approximately 300 bike parking spaces; some valet, some in the
open.


·         Highest point of the arena will be 135’, tapering out to the perimeter.  Office building
heights will be 160’/90’


·         Project will complete in 4 years (per the representative, that is half the normal time
for like projects).


 
Questions from the community


·         Below ground level engineering – water intrusion control; ventilation, especially
during exiting after an event; ease of vehicular exit.  The designers said they were
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aware of these issues are working to remediate these problems and will present
specifics to the community as the design phase progresses.  They will have GSW
personnel on site post event to ensure continued traffic flow on surface streets
around the arena.


·         Street traffic/public transportation/ bicycling issues - (ever present concern)
Strategy development for pre and post event will begin in October, with
opportunities for community input.


·         Quality of Life issues – noise, litter, public safety, and traffic conditions for local
population.  Strategies will be developed with input from the community as project
advances.  Site trash pickup will take place underground.


·         Local jobs – A member of the community asked for assurance that construction as
well as retail jobs would be available for local population.  The presenters said they
support the City’s regulations on hiring of local personnel and intend to comply.


·         Overlap with SF Giants games – They said overlap might occur 1 or 2 times a
season (perhaps more if the Warriors get in the playoffs).  All Warrior games are
evening starts, so there will not be an overlap with commute traffic or Giants day
games.  The infrequent exception will be managed to reduce disruption as well as
possible. 


 
Bottom line: The Warriors’ organization and Snohetta will continue to work with the
community as design, then construction progresses.  The next MBCAC meeting will be
held on Thursday, September 18th, where GSW/Snohetta will present the major phase
design, which will include more detail and structure massing. This is one week later than
the normal “second Thursday” schedule, due to a Giant’s day game on the 11th.  A project
workshop will be held the following Saturday, September 20th.  Keep these dates in
mind.  Both will be opportunities for the community to be heard. In October, there is
expected to be a presentation of the new Transportation Management Plan.
 
Topic 2 – Affordable housing block 6E  - 4th St between China Basin St and Mission
Bay Blvd North (see map attached)
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) was selected by the OCII to
develop and manage a 100% affordable housing project.  TNDC presented their
conceptual design to the MBCAC for overview and comments.
Below is a summary of the elements of the project:


·         135 residential units – divided evenly:  45 1 bedroom, 45 2 bedroom, and 45 3
bedroom


·         80% Average Median Income  (AMI), 20% formerly homeless
·         95,000 sq ft retail space along Fourth Street
·         Management presence 24x7
·         After School program for children 6 through 18 years old: 826 Valencia Program: 


Structured, creative expository writing school on site.  Associated with the Valencia
program will be a Pirate Store at Fourth Street and Channel. Sorry, no details given
on what a Pirate Store is.


·         Parking - 0.25 x 1 ratio slots to units. I did the math – that’s 35 residential spaces,
plus some 5 for retail.


TNDC and Mithun-Solomon Architects will return to a future MBCAC meeting for review of
their massing structure.
By the way, Mithun-Solomon were the architects of the almost finished 1180 4th Street







Mercy Housing (corner of 4th and Channel – the green one) as well as the two Mission
Walk buildings on the 300 block of Berry Street.  Both projects (in my opinion) are positive
additions to the neighborhood.
 
Topic 3 – Future Park Phasing
20 acres of park will be developed in the next 2½ - 3 years, triggered to tax basis
increasing with the new building developments completing soon.  Most of these parks will
be along the bay waterfront and channel. (see map attached for site locations)


·         Houseboat area (P2/P8) - Channel street will be extended per the master plan and
the park design presently stopped just west of the glass pavilion will be continue
along the South side of the channel to the traffic circle.  This will change the nature
of Huffacre park (I don’t know if the name will continue).  The community garden
will relocate further south (inland).


·         Hotel/residential site opposite side of channel from China Basin Bldg (P3):  This will
be developed in tandem with the hotel complex.


·         Children’s Park (P6) – long awaited
·         Dog Park (P5) – In tandem with the residential buildings going up around the site.
·         Mariposa Park (P26) – In tandem with UCSF hospital.  (My favorite park plan)
·         Shoreline Park (P22) – In tandem with Warrior Arena
·         Small  park near Fibrogen (P24) – at Mariposa and Terry François Blvd.


 
First on the schedule are the Houseboat area (P2 and P8) and the large shoreline park
(P22).  The commons parks (P7 and P9) will go later. 
There was concern expressed by residents along these barren commons lots.  They
reported dust from these areas plus construction activity has been unacceptable and they
would like to see something done to alleviate the dust problem.  There was an open
discussion of potential options, since park development will not be occurring along the
commons for some time. Laying out astro turf or gravel was suggested.  Covering the
construction dirt heaps was also requested.  The issue was left open, to be continued after
some investigation is done.
 
Long, interesting meeting.  I know this email was long.  Hopefully it was interesting, too.
 
Respectfully,
Donna Dell’Era
255 Berry Street Outreach Committee
MB CAC member
 


This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus protection is
active.
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Karl  Heisler; Joyce
Subject: GSW Initial Study Cultural Section comments
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:26:31 AM


Chris/Catherine:
 
Just checking on status of City/OCII review of the GSW Initial Study Cultural Resources section.  As
shown in our latest schedule submitted to EP/OCII on Wednesday, we have an aggressive schedule
having us submit an Administrative Draft Initial Study in mid-September, and your comments on the
Initial Study will influence how we are preparing all the other environmental topics in the Initial
Study.
 
Thanks, and please call if you have any questions.  
 
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: Jesse Blout
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 12:21:02 PM


1:30


Sent from i Phone


On Aug 28, 2014, at 12:19 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Jesse – Let us know what time is best for you before 3PM.  Let’s hold 2PM in the
meantime in case Jesse isn’t available for any of that time and the three of us can
check in.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:59 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Likewise, before 3pm works for me too.
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) [mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:56 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Before 3 works for me. 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 11:46 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Sorry, make that open until 3 and after 5.
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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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
We didn't chat but should. I am available. What works for others? 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 10:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hey all – sorry, I was stuck in a briefing and may have missed
the check in call.  Apologies if you already chatted.  If not, let
me know if everyone wants to check in. 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
SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller
(cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:30 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-
08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
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Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code: 955112; Host
Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was missing from
your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
 








From: Ho, Gary (DBI)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Project
Date: Monday, August 25, 2014 4:20:27 PM


Catherine,
 
Thank you for all the info.
 
 
 
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:04 PM
To: Ho, Gary (DBI); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Project
 
Gary – here is last week’s PPT with more info on the Warrior’s 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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 10:21 AM
To: Ho, Gary (DBI); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Project
 
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
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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?
 
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



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





 
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: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:56:00 AM


Before 3 works for me. 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 11:46 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Sorry, make that open until 3 and after 5.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
We didn't chat but should. I am available. What works for others? 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 10:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hey all – sorry, I was stuck in a briefing and may have missed the check in
call.  Apologies if you already chatted.  If not, let me know if everyone
wants to check in. 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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PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller
(cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:30 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific
Time (US & Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code: 955112; Host Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was missing from your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:40:53 AM


We didn't chat but should. I am available. What works for others? 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 10:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hey all – sorry, I was stuck in a briefing and may have missed the check in call. 
Apologies if you already chatted.  If not, let me know if everyone wants to check in.
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com);
Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:30 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US &
Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code: 955112; Host Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was missing from your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
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From: Rahaim, John (CPC)
To: Jones, Sarah (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW - schedule talking points
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 4:51:17 PM
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Thank you both. Sorry for the drama
 


From: Jones, Sarah (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 4:45 PM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW - schedule talking points
Importance: High
 
Hi John-
 
Here are the talking points Viktoriya sent me.  She returned to the office soon after you left so we
talked about Jen’s inquiry.  With regard to the schedule “lines” Jen was asking about, there is not
flexibility in the review time.  With specific regard to Line 21, that is the review of the transportation
section of the DSEIR.  Although the schedule currently reads as “extended” by 2 weeks due to the
holidays, it is a 6-week review period of a first draft which will be necessary given the overall
schedule.  In other words, staff is already going to be working through the holidays with the
schedule as is, so the “extended” notation is misleading.
 
You can contact us any time up to and during your meeting if you have questions.
 
-Sarah
 
____________________________
Sarah Bernstein Jones
Environmental Review Officer
Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9034│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
 
 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 12:31 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Jones, Sarah (CPC)
Subject: GSW - schedule talking points
Importance: High
 
Hi Chris and Brett-
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John Rahaim is meeting with Tiffany, Steve Kawa, etc. this coming Tuesday at 10 am.  I am
certain that the topic of CEQA schedule will come up.  To help John answer some of the
questions that might come up, I have put together some talking points.  Please review them
and let me know if you have edits and/or additional points.  Also, during the meeting on
Wednesday a question has come up as to why staff review times appear to be longer now
than for the Piers 30-32 site. I think it may be helpful to provide an explanation for this.  If
possible, please get back to me no later than 9:00 am on Tuesday so we can share these with
John in time for his 10 am meeting. 
Thank you. 
 
GSW CEQA Schedule Talking Points


1.      Staff originally indicated a 10-month Draft SEIR schedule from the time a stable
project description was available, which was anticipated in June. 


2.      Project description details have been developing throughout the summer and are
expected to be mostly complete for in-depth analysis to begin in earnest the first week
of September.


3.      In the meantime, consultants have proceeded with work including:
a.       Finalizing Transportation SOW;
b.      Drafting the Travel Demand Memo (currently under staff review);
c.       Drafting template IS section to establish the right approach/methodology for


analysis;
d.      Drafting the Initial Study and the Notice of Preparation; and
e.       Submitting data requests and working with sponsor to nail down details of the


project description.
4.      The schedule has been shortened to the absolute minimum time frame of 7 months to


publish the Draft SEIR through the following steps;
a.       Elimination of stand-alone technical study – Transportation Impact Study;
b.      Elimination of one round of Draft SEIR review by City staff;
c.       Reduction in staff standard review times;
d.      Acceptance and review of partial submittals (e.g., Draft 1 SEIR will not


include the transportation section); and
e.       Shortening the Initial Study/NOP period by 1 month.  While this does not


affect the overall Draft SEIR publication schedule, it allows for the public to
engage in the CEQA process and the project at an earlier stage and thus,
provides City staff and the project sponsor with an indication of possible
issues and concerns earlier in the process. 


5.      Additionally, the project team is taking all necessary steps to streamline the review
including but not limited:


a.       Regular meetings to go over preliminary results and findings (so there are no
surprises that result in delays); and


b.      Many work sessions with staff and consultants to address comments in real-
time. 


 
 
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: "Theo Ellington"
Cc: Gavin, John (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Subject: RE: Contact info for Adam and John from OEWD
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 7:58:00 AM


I am cc-ing them.  John is on his honeymoon and back mid-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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Theo Ellington [mailto:TEllington@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 6:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Contact info for Adam and John from OEWD
 
Hope all is well,
Just following up on our last convo…can you forward over their info?
 
Thanks,
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: Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: RE: Warriors
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 9:27:00 AM


Sorry – no.  Going to send a cancellation. 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Winslow, David (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 9:17 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Warriors
 
Catherine,
Do we have a check in today with the design team?
 
David Winslow Architect, LEED AP
Design Review | Urban Design
Planning Department | City and Country of San Francisco
415-575-9159 |david.winslowl@sfgov.org
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:38:43 PM


I'm holding on that line as well. 


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On Aug 21, 2014, at 4:33 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Will we be using this number for the 4.30 call?  I’m on line now. 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 22nd AND MONDAY
AUGUST 25th


 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com);
Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 21, 2014 10:30 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US &
Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code: 955112; Host Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was missing from your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: FW: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 9:51:27 AM
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Chris,
 
Thanks for turning the MOU quickly.
 
I have a question regarding Section 4A, (Documentation Verifying Actual Costs of Direct Services).
You’ve proposed to remove it entirely from the MOU. I was wondering what is the rationale?
Neither Catherine nor I drafted the existing MOU, so we are going to be asked why it is being
removed.  I wanted to understand the rationale before I present it to management.
 
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
 
 
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
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September 2, 2014





AMENDED AND RESTATED MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN


THE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (“OCII”), AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE SAN FRANCISCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY,


AND SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT FOR DESIGN REVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FISCAL YEARS 2013/2014, 2014/2015 AND 2015/2016





	This Amended and Restated Memorandum of Understanding (“Amended MOU”) is entered into between OCII and the San Francisco Planning Department (“Planning Department”) (“Parties”) for the period of 3 years.





WHEREAS, prior to its dissolution, the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (“Redevelopment Agency”) implemented numerous redevelopment plans approved by the Board of Supervisors and authorized under the California Community Redevelopment Law, Cal. Health & Safety Code §§ 33000 et seq.  Under this state authority, the redevelopment plans established land use controls in project areas and did not generally rely on the San Francisco Planning Code or other local land use regulation, including Article 31 of the Administrative Code, unless a particular redevelopment plan required it; and





WHEREAS, state law dissolved the Redevelopment Agency on February 1, 2012, Cal. Health and Safety Code §§ 34161 et seq. (“Redevelopment Dissolution Law”), and provided, among other things, that successor agencies assumed the rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment Agency (with the exception of certain affordable housing assets).  In particular, state law requires successor agencies to fulfill enforceable obligations that the former redevelopment agencies had entered into prior to June 28, 2011 (“Enforceable Obligations”); and 





WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors approved Ordinance No. 215-12 (Oct. 4, 2012) to implement Redevelopment Dissolution Law and established a mayoral-appointed commission to serve as the governing body of the Successor Agency and to exercise land use, development and design approval for “surviving redevelopment projects;” and    





WHEREAS, OCII is the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, is a legal entity separate from the City and County of San Francisco (“City”), has assumed the remaining rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment Agency, and has “succeed[ed] to the organizational status of the former redevelopment agency” with the authority “to complete any work related to an approved enforceable obligation,” Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34173 (g); and





WHEREAS, OCII has the continuing authority and obligation: (1)  to exercise land use controls required under Enforceable Obligations (including the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (“OPA”), available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=243, the Mission Bay South OPA, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=244, the Disposition and Development Agreement (“DDA”) for Hunters Point Shipyard (“HPS”) Phase 1, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=160, the DDA for Candlestick Point-HPS Phase 2 DDA, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=186, the Transbay Implementation Agreement, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=54, and other OPAs and DDAs for projects that are not yet complete, and (2) to enforce the land use controls under redevelopment plans and related development controls where the City has not requested the transfer of land use functions to the City.  (These redevelopment plans include Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, Zone 1 of the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan, the HPS Redevelopment Plan, the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plans, the Rincon Point-South Beach Redevelopment Plan, and the Bayview Industrial Triangle Redevelopment Plan.  These redevelopment plans and related documents are generally available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=3); and 





WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Dissolution Law provides, among other things, that successor agencies may enter into contracts for the purpose “winding down the redevelopment agency.”  Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34177.3 (b).  See also  Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34171 (d) (1) (F) (defining enforceable obligations to include “agreements necessary for the administration or operation of the successor agency”); and





WHEREAS, the OCII has a continuing need to review and approve development projects, including design and environmental review, as part of the wind down of redevelopment agencies and desires to use the services of the Planning Department for this purpose; and





WHEREAS, OCII has provided (and will continue to provide) for the expenditures anticipated under this MOU in its Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules (“ROPS”) that are required to be submitted semi-annually to the Oversight Board and the California Department of Finance (“DOF”) and in its annual budget that is approved by the Board of Supervisors; and





WHEREAS, OCII and the Planning Department entered into a MOU dated July 20, 2013 for design and environmental review services, as approved by the Commission of Community Investment and Infrastructure on August 20, 13 (Resolution No. 41-2013) (“Original MOU”); and,





WHEREAS,	Earlier this year, the Golden State Warriors (“GSW”) announced their intention to purchase Blocks 29 to 32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Mission Bay South”) for the development of approximately 1 million square feet of arena, office and retail uses (“GSW Pavilion Project”) and the GSW Pavilion Project will require design and environmental review that will exceed the scope of work and budget of the Original MOU, including preparation of an appropriate environmental review analyses and related documents, which will result in fulfillment of the requirements pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"); and,





WHEREAS,	The term of the Original MOU is for two years, of which the first year has finished and OCII desires to extend the term of the Original MOU to ensure adequate staffing from the Planning Department for the next two fiscal years for design and environmental review services for projects not related to the GSW Pavilion Project; and,





WHEREAS,	As a result, OCII and the Planning Department are proposing to amend and restate the previously approved Original MOU. The Amended MOU, if approved by the OCII Commission, would extend the term of the Amended MOU for Fiscal Year 2015-2016 by a not to exceed amount of $225,000, for total aggregate amount of $675,000, and would include additional scope of work for the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project; and,





WHEREAS,	The Planning Department and GSW will enter into a direct payment arrangement whereby the project proponent would directly reimburse the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project, for an estimated total amount of $480,000 ; and,





Now, THEREFORE, OCII and the Planning Department agree as follows:





1. SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED.





a. Environmental Review.  Upon the request of OCII, the Planning Department will conduct environmental evaluations for OCII projects under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., title 14, §§ 15000 et seq). At the Executive Director’s or designee’s request, prior to the commencement of work, the parties shall describe in writing the scope of service and an estimated budget for the particular matter for which the Executive Director (or designee) has requested environmental review services from the Planning Department.  The parties understand and agree that any such budget presented by the Planning Department reflects the Department’s belief that the estimated budget is realistic based on current information.  But, the parties further understand and agree that due to the uncertainties and complexities involved in the particular project, those estimates are necessarily only an approximation of potential costs, and that they do not constitute a minimum or a maximum fee quotation.  In particular, a change in the anticipated scope of work could result in an adjustment of costs.  The Planning Department will attempt to identify any critical assumptions in the scope of services and will apprise the OCII of any significant changes in its budget as environmental review progresses.  





The environmental review services for projects within the Major Approved Development Projects areas (Mission Bay, Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point Shipyard, and Zone 1 of Transbay) will be provided in accordance with § 21000-21189.3 of the Public Resources Code and Title 14, Chapter 3, § 150000-15387 of the California Code of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines).  While the Planning Department will be providing the environmental review services for these projects, the OCII will be the author and signatory of the environmental review documents.  The environmental review services for projects outside the Major Approved Development Projects areas will be provided in accordance with existing Planning Department policies and practices and consistent with the Environmental Review Guidelines, under the direction of the City’s Environmental Review Officer.  The scope of environmental services would include, but not be limited to, determinations as to what level of CEQA analysis is appropriate, preparation of exemptions and mitigated negative declarations, review of environmental impact reports, and review of technical background studies.  If an environmental impact report is necessary, it will be prepared by a CEQA consultant.  If a mitigated negative declaration is necessary, it could be prepared by either a CEQA consultant or Planning Department staff, at the discretion of the OCII.  





In order to facilitate execution of the environmental review services in a timely and organized fashion, the OCII commits to seeking early consultation from the Planning Department with respect to CEQA requirements and updating the City’s Environmental Review Officer on a quarterly basis, or more frequently if needed, as to what services may be required over the course of the next six months.  





b.  Design Review.  Upon the request of OCII, the Planning Department will provide professional architectural and urban design review of development proposals, assist in the development and interpretation of architectural and urban design guidelines, provide technical knowledge of building codes and building material and construction methodology and costs, participate in public presentations, and perform related tasks.  Design Review effort dedicated to OCII properties is anticipated not to exceed one thousand (1,000) hours on an annual basis.  Should efforts result in substantially greater Planning Department staff time, provided by the 2 FTE Design Review planners (.5 of which is being supported by this MOU), terms of this MOU associated with this position support may require modification.





The designated position will be supervised within the Planning Department.  However, the shared purpose will benefit both agencies, and may require physical accommodation and regular hours at OCII.  Such arrangements will be defined by agreement at a later time.  Until such time, the position will be located in the Planning Department and supervised from there accordingly.





c. GSW Pavilion Project.  The Planning Department anticipates design and environmental review process will cost $480,326. The eventual amount will be based on a time and material basis and may exceed the estimated amount. 





i. Environmental Review. The Planning Department will provide an environmental review services for the GSW Pavilion Project as outlined in Attachment A of this Amended MOU. Attachment A also outlines the roles of the OCII and the Planning Department for purposes of the environmental review of the GSW Pavilion Project.  The Planning Department anticipates environmental review process will cost $420,086.





ii. Design Review. The Planning Department will provide professional architectural and urban design review of the GSW Pavilion Project as outlined in Attachment A. Professional architectural and urban design review services provided by the Planning Department for the GSW Pavilion Project will be consistent with the scope of work described above in Section 1.b of this Amended MOU. The Planning Department anticipates design review process will cost $60,240. Staffing and budget for the GSW Pavilion Project for the environmental and design review services will be provided as outlined in Attachment A this this Amended MOU.








2. BUDGET AMOUNT.





a. Budget Components on annual basis.  





			Budget





			TASKS


			Fiscal Year 2013-2014


			Fiscal Year 2014-2016


			Fiscal Year 2015-2016





			Section 1.a – Environmental Review 


			$150,000 


			$150,000 


			$150,000 





			Section 1.b – Design Review


			$75,000 


			$75,000 


			$75,000 





			TOTAL/Fiscal year (Section 1.a and b)


			$225,000 


			$225,000 


			$225,000 



































b. Changes in Budget.  Unless OCII and the Planning Department agree by written amendment to this MOU, the budget for services to be provided under this MOU shall not exceed the amounts stated in this Section 2.





c. Unbudgeted Expenditures.  The Planning Department must obtain written approval from OCII for any unbudgeted expenditures and services.  OCII will not reimburse the Planning Department for unbudgeted expenditures and services incurred without prior written approval.





d. Budget Shortfalls.  The Planning Department will notify OCII as soon as possible if the amounts budgeted in this MOU are insufficient to provide the agreed-upon services.





3. ASSIGNED STAFF TO OCII.  The Planning Department will assign staff equivalent to .5 FTE to work on Design Review services described in Section 1.b will assign staff on an as-needed basis to provide Environmental Review services described in Section 1.a, and will assign staff for the GSW Pavilion Project per Attachment A to this Amended MOU.  The Planning Department staff assigned to Design Review and Environmental Review services will work at the following location: San Francisco Planning Department Offices at 1650 Mission Street.





4. DOCUMENTATION VERIFYING ACTUAL COSTS OF DIRECT SERVICES.





a. The Planning Department will document its personnel costs for services provided under this MOU in the following way:


i. Hourly rate = salary + mandatory fringe benefits.  Actual labor charges submitted as part of the Performing Department’s billing must be supported by a City LDR or similar payroll report to verify the actual cost of employee salary and fringe benefits.  Labor charges submitted must not be based on estimated FTE, a budgeted amount, or a percentage allocation that is not reviewed and approved in advance by the OCII as part of a Citywide cost allocation plan.


ii. Hours worked on OCII tasks.


iii. Classification number of position and title.


iv. Identify tasks.


v. Location of staff.





5. BILLING PROCEDURES.





a. Non-GSW Billing





i. The Planning Department shall submit an invoice to OCII on a quarterly basis within 30 days of the end of the quarter (e.g., October 30, 2013 for Q1, January 30, 2014 for Q2, April 30, 2014 for Q3, July 30, 2014 for Q4. etc)  not to exceed the budgeted amount for the fiscal year. The invoice shall describe the services provided and include sufficient information to determine the methodology used to determine the costs.  





ii. For any given six-month period, OCII can only pay amounts approved by its Oversight Board and DOF on a ROPS for that fiscal period. OCII shall endeavor to budget and obtain DOF approval for amounts sufficient to pay the Planning Department in full within a timely fashion after the services are rendered and billed. To the extent OCII has insufficient authorization to pay a bill in full, OCII will endeavor to place any amount still owed on a future ROPS and to pay that amount when budget authority is available. 





iii. The OCII will pay invoices or notify the Planning Department of any questions regarding the invoice within 30 days of receipt.





iv. The Planning Department hourly rates billed to OCII for services provided for non-GSW billing will be based on salary + mandatory fringe benefits.  Actual labor charges submitted as part of the Planning Department’s billing must be supported by a City LDR or similar payroll report to verify the actual cost of employee salary and fringe benefits.  Labor charges submitted must not be based on estimated FTE, a budgeted amount, or a percentage allocation that is not reviewed and approved in advance by the OCII as part of a Citywide cost allocation plan.





b. GSW Billing 





i. The Planning Department and GSW shall execute a direct payment arrangement whereby Golden State Warriors will directly reimburse the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project, for an estimated amount of $480,326. The eventual amount will be based on a time and material bases and may exceed the estimated amount.





ii. The Planning Department shall provide a quarterly time and materials invoice to GSW. The invoice shall request payment in full within 30 business days. If payment is not received by the Planning Department within 30 business days from the date of the invoice, the Planning Department will send a notice to GSW and may initiate its standard Collections process to seek payment. The Planning Department may halt any further work on the project until payment of any outstanding balance is received in full.





iii. [bookmark: _GoBack]The Planning Department hourly rates billed to GSW for services provided for GSW billing will be based on salary + mandatory fringe benefits + standard overhead.





iv. The Planning Department shall submit an invoice to OCII on a quarterly basis within 30 days of the end of the quarter (e.g., October 30, 2013 for Q1, January 30, 2014 for Q2, April 30, 2014 for Q3, July 30, 2014 for Q4. etc)  not to exceed the budgeted amount for the fiscal year. The invoice shall describe the services provided and include sufficient information to determine the methodology used to determine the costs.  





v. The OCII will pass invoices to GSW or notify the Planning Department of any questions regarding the invoice within 30 days of receipt.





6.  AMENDMENTS OR TERMINATION.  This MOU may be amended by mutual agreement of both parties.  This MOU may be terminated by either party with 30 days notice, subject to OCII payment of applicable costs incurred through the termination date. 





7. DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURES.  If the Planning Department has a billing dispute with the OCII, it must attempt to resolve it with the responsible OCII Manager.  If the parties are unable to reach agreement, the dispute will be resolved with the OCII’s Finance and Administration Deputy Director.  If an agreement still cannot be reached, the Planning Department and the OCII Finance and Administration Deputy Director will meet with the Deputy Controller to finally resolve the matter.








This MOU has been entered into on the date(s) below.








_______________________					__________________


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure			Date


Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director	








_____________________					__________________


John Rahaim								Date


Planning Director				
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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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
Hi Viktoriya,



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org





 
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: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
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: FW: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 9:51:30 AM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
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Chris,
 
Thanks for turning the MOU quickly.
 
I have a question regarding Section 4A, (Documentation Verifying Actual Costs of Direct Services).
You’ve proposed to remove it entirely from the MOU. I was wondering what is the rationale?
Neither Catherine nor I drafted the existing MOU, so we are going to be asked why it is being
removed.  I wanted to understand the rationale before I present it to management.
 
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
 
 
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
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September 2, 2014





AMENDED AND RESTATED MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN


THE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE (“OCII”), AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE SAN FRANCISCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY,


AND SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT FOR DESIGN REVIEW AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FISCAL YEARS 2013/2014, 2014/2015 AND 2015/2016





	This Amended and Restated Memorandum of Understanding (“Amended MOU”) is entered into between OCII and the San Francisco Planning Department (“Planning Department”) (“Parties”) for the period of 3 years.





WHEREAS, prior to its dissolution, the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (“Redevelopment Agency”) implemented numerous redevelopment plans approved by the Board of Supervisors and authorized under the California Community Redevelopment Law, Cal. Health & Safety Code §§ 33000 et seq.  Under this state authority, the redevelopment plans established land use controls in project areas and did not generally rely on the San Francisco Planning Code or other local land use regulation, including Article 31 of the Administrative Code, unless a particular redevelopment plan required it; and





WHEREAS, state law dissolved the Redevelopment Agency on February 1, 2012, Cal. Health and Safety Code §§ 34161 et seq. (“Redevelopment Dissolution Law”), and provided, among other things, that successor agencies assumed the rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment Agency (with the exception of certain affordable housing assets).  In particular, state law requires successor agencies to fulfill enforceable obligations that the former redevelopment agencies had entered into prior to June 28, 2011 (“Enforceable Obligations”); and 





WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors approved Ordinance No. 215-12 (Oct. 4, 2012) to implement Redevelopment Dissolution Law and established a mayoral-appointed commission to serve as the governing body of the Successor Agency and to exercise land use, development and design approval for “surviving redevelopment projects;” and    





WHEREAS, OCII is the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, is a legal entity separate from the City and County of San Francisco (“City”), has assumed the remaining rights and obligations of the former Redevelopment Agency, and has “succeed[ed] to the organizational status of the former redevelopment agency” with the authority “to complete any work related to an approved enforceable obligation,” Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34173 (g); and





WHEREAS, OCII has the continuing authority and obligation: (1)  to exercise land use controls required under Enforceable Obligations (including the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (“OPA”), available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=243, the Mission Bay South OPA, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=244, the Disposition and Development Agreement (“DDA”) for Hunters Point Shipyard (“HPS”) Phase 1, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=160, the DDA for Candlestick Point-HPS Phase 2 DDA, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=186, the Transbay Implementation Agreement, available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=54, and other OPAs and DDAs for projects that are not yet complete, and (2) to enforce the land use controls under redevelopment plans and related development controls where the City has not requested the transfer of land use functions to the City.  (These redevelopment plans include Zone 1 of the Transbay Redevelopment Plan, Zone 1 of the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan, the HPS Redevelopment Plan, the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plans, the Rincon Point-South Beach Redevelopment Plan, and the Bayview Industrial Triangle Redevelopment Plan.  These redevelopment plans and related documents are generally available at http://www.sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=3); and 





WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Dissolution Law provides, among other things, that successor agencies may enter into contracts for the purpose “winding down the redevelopment agency.”  Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34177.3 (b).  See also  Cal. Health & Safety Code § 34171 (d) (1) (F) (defining enforceable obligations to include “agreements necessary for the administration or operation of the successor agency”); and





WHEREAS, the OCII has a continuing need to review and approve development projects, including design and environmental review, as part of the wind down of redevelopment agencies and desires to use the services of the Planning Department for this purpose; and





WHEREAS, OCII has provided (and will continue to provide) for the expenditures anticipated under this MOU in its Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules (“ROPS”) that are required to be submitted semi-annually to the Oversight Board and the California Department of Finance (“DOF”) and in its annual budget that is approved by the Board of Supervisors; and





WHEREAS, OCII and the Planning Department entered into a MOU dated July 20, 2013 for design and environmental review services, as approved by the Commission of Community Investment and Infrastructure on August 20, 13 (Resolution No. 41-2013) (“Original MOU”); and,





WHEREAS,	Earlier this year, the Golden State Warriors (“GSW”) announced their intention to purchase Blocks 29 to 32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Mission Bay South”) for the development of approximately 1 million square feet of arena, office and retail uses (“GSW Pavilion Project”) and the GSW Pavilion Project will require design and environmental review that will exceed the scope of work and budget of the Original MOU, including preparation of an appropriate environmental review analyses and related documents, which will result in fulfillment of the requirements pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"); and,





WHEREAS,	The term of the Original MOU is for two years, of which the first year has finished and OCII desires to extend the term of the Original MOU to ensure adequate staffing from the Planning Department for the next two fiscal years for design and environmental review services for projects not related to the GSW Pavilion Project; and,





WHEREAS,	As a result, OCII and the Planning Department are proposing to amend and restate the previously approved Original MOU. The Amended MOU, if approved by the OCII Commission, would extend the term of the Amended MOU for Fiscal Year 2015-2016 by a not to exceed amount of $225,000, for total aggregate amount of $675,000, and would include additional scope of work for the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project; and,





WHEREAS,	The Planning Department and GSW will enter into a direct payment arrangement whereby the project proponent would directly reimburse the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project, for an estimated total amount of $480,000 ; and,





Now, THEREFORE, OCII and the Planning Department agree as follows:





1. SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED.





a. Environmental Review.  Upon the request of OCII, the Planning Department will conduct environmental evaluations for OCII projects under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., title 14, §§ 15000 et seq). At the Executive Director’s or designee’s request, prior to the commencement of work, the parties shall describe in writing the scope of service and an estimated budget for the particular matter for which the Executive Director (or designee) has requested environmental review services from the Planning Department.  The parties understand and agree that any such budget presented by the Planning Department reflects the Department’s belief that the estimated budget is realistic based on current information.  But, the parties further understand and agree that due to the uncertainties and complexities involved in the particular project, those estimates are necessarily only an approximation of potential costs, and that they do not constitute a minimum or a maximum fee quotation.  In particular, a change in the anticipated scope of work could result in an adjustment of costs.  The Planning Department will attempt to identify any critical assumptions in the scope of services and will apprise the OCII of any significant changes in its budget as environmental review progresses.  





The environmental review services for projects within the Major Approved Development Projects areas (Mission Bay, Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point Shipyard, and Zone 1 of Transbay) will be provided in accordance with § 21000-21189.3 of the Public Resources Code and Title 14, Chapter 3, § 150000-15387 of the California Code of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines).  While the Planning Department will be providing the environmental review services for these projects, the OCII will be the author and signatory of the environmental review documents.  The environmental review services for projects outside the Major Approved Development Projects areas will be provided in accordance with existing Planning Department policies and practices and consistent with the Environmental Review Guidelines, under the direction of the City’s Environmental Review Officer.  The scope of environmental services would include, but not be limited to, determinations as to what level of CEQA analysis is appropriate, preparation of exemptions and mitigated negative declarations, review of environmental impact reports, and review of technical background studies.  If an environmental impact report is necessary, it will be prepared by a CEQA consultant.  If a mitigated negative declaration is necessary, it could be prepared by either a CEQA consultant or Planning Department staff, at the discretion of the OCII.  





In order to facilitate execution of the environmental review services in a timely and organized fashion, the OCII commits to seeking early consultation from the Planning Department with respect to CEQA requirements and updating the City’s Environmental Review Officer on a quarterly basis, or more frequently if needed, as to what services may be required over the course of the next six months.  





b.  Design Review.  Upon the request of OCII, the Planning Department will provide professional architectural and urban design review of development proposals, assist in the development and interpretation of architectural and urban design guidelines, provide technical knowledge of building codes and building material and construction methodology and costs, participate in public presentations, and perform related tasks.  Design Review effort dedicated to OCII properties is anticipated not to exceed one thousand (1,000) hours on an annual basis.  Should efforts result in substantially greater Planning Department staff time, provided by the 2 FTE Design Review planners (.5 of which is being supported by this MOU), terms of this MOU associated with this position support may require modification.





The designated position will be supervised within the Planning Department.  However, the shared purpose will benefit both agencies, and may require physical accommodation and regular hours at OCII.  Such arrangements will be defined by agreement at a later time.  Until such time, the position will be located in the Planning Department and supervised from there accordingly.





c. GSW Pavilion Project.  The Planning Department anticipates design and environmental review process will cost $480,326. The eventual amount will be based on a time and material basis and may exceed the estimated amount. 





i. Environmental Review. The Planning Department will provide an environmental review services for the GSW Pavilion Project as outlined in Attachment A of this Amended MOU. Attachment A also outlines the roles of the OCII and the Planning Department for purposes of the environmental review of the GSW Pavilion Project.  The Planning Department anticipates environmental review process will cost $420,086.





ii. Design Review. The Planning Department will provide professional architectural and urban design review of the GSW Pavilion Project as outlined in Attachment A. Professional architectural and urban design review services provided by the Planning Department for the GSW Pavilion Project will be consistent with the scope of work described above in Section 1.b of this Amended MOU. The Planning Department anticipates design review process will cost $60,240. Staffing and budget for the GSW Pavilion Project for the environmental and design review services will be provided as outlined in Attachment A this this Amended MOU.








2. BUDGET AMOUNT.





a. Budget Components on annual basis.  





			Budget





			TASKS


			Fiscal Year 2013-2014


			Fiscal Year 2014-2016


			Fiscal Year 2015-2016





			Section 1.a – Environmental Review 


			$150,000 


			$150,000 


			$150,000 





			Section 1.b – Design Review


			$75,000 


			$75,000 


			$75,000 





			TOTAL/Fiscal year (Section 1.a and b)


			$225,000 


			$225,000 


			$225,000 



































b. Changes in Budget.  Unless OCII and the Planning Department agree by written amendment to this MOU, the budget for services to be provided under this MOU shall not exceed the amounts stated in this Section 2.





c. Unbudgeted Expenditures.  The Planning Department must obtain written approval from OCII for any unbudgeted expenditures and services.  OCII will not reimburse the Planning Department for unbudgeted expenditures and services incurred without prior written approval.





d. Budget Shortfalls.  The Planning Department will notify OCII as soon as possible if the amounts budgeted in this MOU are insufficient to provide the agreed-upon services.





3. ASSIGNED STAFF TO OCII.  The Planning Department will assign staff equivalent to .5 FTE to work on Design Review services described in Section 1.b will assign staff on an as-needed basis to provide Environmental Review services described in Section 1.a, and will assign staff for the GSW Pavilion Project per Attachment A to this Amended MOU.  The Planning Department staff assigned to Design Review and Environmental Review services will work at the following location: San Francisco Planning Department Offices at 1650 Mission Street.





4. DOCUMENTATION VERIFYING ACTUAL COSTS OF DIRECT SERVICES.





a. The Planning Department will document its personnel costs for services provided under this MOU in the following way:


i. Hourly rate = salary + mandatory fringe benefits.  Actual labor charges submitted as part of the Performing Department’s billing must be supported by a City LDR or similar payroll report to verify the actual cost of employee salary and fringe benefits.  Labor charges submitted must not be based on estimated FTE, a budgeted amount, or a percentage allocation that is not reviewed and approved in advance by the OCII as part of a Citywide cost allocation plan.


ii. Hours worked on OCII tasks.


iii. Classification number of position and title.


iv. Identify tasks.


v. Location of staff.





5. BILLING PROCEDURES.





a. Non-GSW Billing





i. The Planning Department shall submit an invoice to OCII on a quarterly basis within 30 days of the end of the quarter (e.g., October 30, 2013 for Q1, January 30, 2014 for Q2, April 30, 2014 for Q3, July 30, 2014 for Q4. etc)  not to exceed the budgeted amount for the fiscal year. The invoice shall describe the services provided and include sufficient information to determine the methodology used to determine the costs.  





ii. For any given six-month period, OCII can only pay amounts approved by its Oversight Board and DOF on a ROPS for that fiscal period. OCII shall endeavor to budget and obtain DOF approval for amounts sufficient to pay the Planning Department in full within a timely fashion after the services are rendered and billed. To the extent OCII has insufficient authorization to pay a bill in full, OCII will endeavor to place any amount still owed on a future ROPS and to pay that amount when budget authority is available. 





iii. The OCII will pay invoices or notify the Planning Department of any questions regarding the invoice within 30 days of receipt.





iv. The Planning Department hourly rates billed to OCII for services provided for non-GSW billing will be based on salary + mandatory fringe benefits.  Actual labor charges submitted as part of the Planning Department’s billing must be supported by a City LDR or similar payroll report to verify the actual cost of employee salary and fringe benefits.  Labor charges submitted must not be based on estimated FTE, a budgeted amount, or a percentage allocation that is not reviewed and approved in advance by the OCII as part of a Citywide cost allocation plan.





b. GSW Billing 





i. The Planning Department and GSW shall execute a direct payment arrangement whereby Golden State Warriors will directly reimburse the Planning Department for environmental and design review for the GSW Pavilion Project, for an estimated amount of $480,326. The eventual amount will be based on a time and material bases and may exceed the estimated amount.





ii. The Planning Department shall provide a quarterly time and materials invoice to GSW. The invoice shall request payment in full within 30 business days. If payment is not received by the Planning Department within 30 business days from the date of the invoice, the Planning Department will send a notice to GSW and may initiate its standard Collections process to seek payment. The Planning Department may halt any further work on the project until payment of any outstanding balance is received in full.





iii. [bookmark: _GoBack]The Planning Department hourly rates billed to GSW for services provided for GSW billing will be based on salary + mandatory fringe benefits + standard overhead.





iv. The Planning Department shall submit an invoice to OCII on a quarterly basis within 30 days of the end of the quarter (e.g., October 30, 2013 for Q1, January 30, 2014 for Q2, April 30, 2014 for Q3, July 30, 2014 for Q4. etc)  not to exceed the budgeted amount for the fiscal year. The invoice shall describe the services provided and include sufficient information to determine the methodology used to determine the costs.  





v. The OCII will pass invoices to GSW or notify the Planning Department of any questions regarding the invoice within 30 days of receipt.





6.  AMENDMENTS OR TERMINATION.  This MOU may be amended by mutual agreement of both parties.  This MOU may be terminated by either party with 30 days notice, subject to OCII payment of applicable costs incurred through the termination date. 





7. DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCEDURES.  If the Planning Department has a billing dispute with the OCII, it must attempt to resolve it with the responsible OCII Manager.  If the parties are unable to reach agreement, the dispute will be resolved with the OCII’s Finance and Administration Deputy Director.  If an agreement still cannot be reached, the Planning Department and the OCII Finance and Administration Deputy Director will meet with the Deputy Controller to finally resolve the matter.








This MOU has been entered into on the date(s) below.








_______________________					__________________


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure			Date


Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director	








_____________________					__________________


John Rahaim								Date


Planning Director				
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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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
 
I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
Hi Viktoriya,



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org





 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com);


Karl  Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:36:03 AM


I agree that we talked about the main analysis in the EIR starting with today as the baseline. 
However, as part of the Initial Study, I thought that there was going to be some scoping out of topics
based on what was analyzed in the 1998 EIR, and to do so, you needed to know what was assumed
for the site (and similarly once you get the 2014 impacts in the new EIR to be able to compare with
the 1998 EIR to determine if the impacts were identified already).  Jose was going to help figuring
out what was assumed for traffic and OCII was going to help with the remaining study areas.
 
Looking at it, I think that the traffic/air/noise are the only ones that really need to be dug into form
the 1998 EIR to determine what intensity of development was assumed (ie, how much SF of
development was assumed to generate the trips) – ie, does the new project generate
more/different transportation impacts/air/noise. 
 
I think for the rest, we can say that the 1998 EIR (and subsequent addendums) had cleared the
Design for Development (is, massing, construction area, etc.), and therefore any changes that need
to be analyzed are tied to any proposed changes to the DforD needed to allow the project to go
forward (ie, if the DforD wasn’t being amended, then for the non-transportation based sections,
there wouldn’t be any new analysis needed).  This focuses the analysis at the programmatic level,
consistent with the original EIR.  So, for example, the DforD would need to be amended to allow
heights over 90 feet on the east side of the parcel (which is the limit in the DforD), therefore, the
potential impacts related to that would need to be analyzed.  However, under the DforD the entire
site was anticipated to be graded for some sort of development (building, street, park, etc.), so
something like cultural wouldn’t be different between the 1998 proposal and the GSW proposal.
 
I would say that we should just discuss on Wednesday since I may not be presenting this as clearly as
I could.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:56 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell
(pmitchell@esassoc.com); Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Subject: Re: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
The scope of work that we sent to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor on Weds is consistent with what
Chris states, that the baseline for the impact analysis in both the IS and SEIR is assumed to be 2014.
We will need official approval of the scope of work once it is finalized.


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 8/22/2014 1:40 PM, Kern, Chris (CPC) wrote:


I thought we had resolved during our meeting on July 30th that the baseline for the
impact analysis is existing conditions (today), and that we will compare the resulting
significance determinations to the determinations reached in the 1998 SEIR. I’d rather
we not reopen that painful discussion…
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:24 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
We can talk about the base line as well. Sincd that always seems to take awhile
maybe 1.5 hr meeting. Going off the grid. Chat Tuesday.
 
Thanks for sending out the changes.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)"
Date:08/22/2014 1:16 PM (GMT-08:00)



mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com





To: "Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)" ,"Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com)" ,"Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)"
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Subject: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
Are there any other topics to discuss besides the project schedule for next week?
Maybe project description update since that is the main driver of the schedule
currently. If no other topics, we will keep the meeting to an hour with the first 30
minutes (1-1:30pm) for EP, OCII, ESA, and LCW/Adavant to discuss schedule and the
last 30 minutes (1:30-2pm) for a discussion with GSW about project schedule.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Clarke Miller"; Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 12:19:00 PM


Jesse – Let us know what time is best for you before 3PM.  Let’s hold 2PM in the meantime in case
Jesse isn’t available for any of that time and the three of us can check in.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:59 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Likewise, before 3pm works for me too.
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) [mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:56 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Before 3 works for me. 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 11:46 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Sorry, make that open until 3 and after 5.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
We didn't chat but should. I am available. What works for others? 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 10:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hey all – sorry, I was stuck in a briefing and may have missed the check in
call.  Apologies if you already chatted.  If not, let me know if everyone
wants to check in. 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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller
(cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:30 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific
Time (US & Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code: 955112; Host Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was missing from your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: Design Meeting
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 10:27:15 AM


Thanks for understanding.  Been an interesting couple days on this one.  Will give
you the download next week. Have a great weekend 


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Albert, Peter"
Date:08/29/2014 10:18 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)"
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Subject: Re: Design Meeting


I second Erin's thanks.  We realize we can't be in every meeting you'll have... but
also appreciate the conscientious efforts to loop SFMTA in when you can.


Peter Albert
Manager, SFMTA Urban Planning Initiatives
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA. 94103
415.701.4328


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 29, 2014, at 8:55 AM, "Miller, Erin" <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


Thanks Catherine. 


Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, 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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [catherine.reilly@sfgov.org]
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:07 AM
To: Miller, Erin; Albert, Peter
Subject: Design Meeting


Erin/Peter – I just wanted to let you know that there was a last minute design review
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go to meeting with John Rahaim on the GSW design.  It came together oddly and was
focused on getting John up to speed, so didn’t have the opportunity to loop you two in,
but I don’t think there was any big changes from what was shown last Friday (though
there were some refinements based on your comments).  I’m going to try and get back
on a schedule where we use standing times to try and avoid this last minute pop ups,
but we’ll that may be my dream.  Did want you two to know so you knew it occurred.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:59:23 AM


Likewise, before 3pm works for me too.
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) [mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:56 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Before 3 works for me. 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 11:46 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Sorry, make that open until 3 and after 5.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
We didn't chat but should. I am available. What works for others? 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 10:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hey all – sorry, I was stuck in a briefing and may have missed the check in
call.  Apologies if you already chatted.  If not, let me know if everyone
wants to check in. 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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller
(cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:30 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific
Time (US & Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code: 955112; Host Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was missing from your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Joyce; Karl  Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
Date: Monday, August 25, 2014 12:45:18 PM


Will do.
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 12:41 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
Brett:
 
You can include SEIR Scope of Work, including Optional Tasks, to the agenda.
 
FYI, Environ will be submitting their AQ scope of work today.
 
Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:16 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
Are there any other topics to discuss besides the project schedule for next week? Maybe project
description update since that is the main driver of the schedule currently. If no other topics, we will
keep the meeting to an hour with the first 30 minutes (1-1:30pm) for EP, OCII, ESA, and
LCW/Adavant to discuss schedule and the last 30 minutes (1:30-2pm) for a discussion with GSW
about project schedule.
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Albert, Peter (MTA)
Subject: RE: Design Meeting
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:55:29 AM


Thanks Catherine. 


Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, 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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [catherine.reilly@sfgov.org]
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:07 AM
To: Miller, Erin; Albert, Peter
Subject: Design Meeting


Erin/Peter – I just wanted to let you know that there was a last minute design review go to meeting
with John Rahaim on the GSW design.  It came together oddly and was focused on getting John up
to speed, so didn’t have the opportunity to loop you two in, but I don’t think there was any big
changes from what was shown last Friday (though there were some refinements based on your
comments).  I’m going to try and get back on a schedule where we use standing times to try and
avoid this last minute pop ups, but we’ll that may be my dream.  Did want you two to know so you
knew it occurred.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Leah DiCarlo
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: GSW Major Phase Terminology
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 2:08:21 PM


Hi Catherine.  We are working on our documentation for the Major Phase Application, and I received
a comment back from Clarke that requires your input.  I am pasting the excerpt contains Clarke’s
comment below:
 


“Global comments are that we need consistency of how we’re treating street names (i.e., 3rd St. vs.


Third St. – the D4D shows these as ‘Third St.’ and 16th St.’, but please confirm with Catherine Reilly
before making changes).”
 
Please confirm how we should show the street names in the text and diagrams.  Changing the
diagrams is more time consuming than changing text, so if the diagrams can stick that would be
preferable, but let me know either way.  Thanks Catherine!
 
 
Leah DiCarlo
 


M A N I C A
a r c h i t e c t u r e
1811 WALNUT    STE 140
KANSAS CITY  MO   64108
 


M    +1 816 810 5815
manicaarchitecture.com
 



mailto:ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

http://www.mapquest.com/maps?city=Kansas+City&state=MO&address=1811+Walnut&zipcode=64108

http://www.mapquest.com/maps?city=Kansas+City&state=MO&address=1811+Walnut&zipcode=64108

http://www.manicaarchitecture.com/






From: Paul Mitchell
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Joyce; Karl  Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
Date: Monday, August 25, 2014 12:42:31 PM


Brett:
 
You can include SEIR Scope of Work, including Optional Tasks, to the agenda.
 
FYI, Environ will be submitting their AQ scope of work today.
 
Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:16 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
Are there any other topics to discuss besides the project schedule for next week? Maybe project
description update since that is the main driver of the schedule currently. If no other topics, we will
keep the meeting to an hour with the first 30 minutes (1-1:30pm) for EP, OCII, ESA, and
LCW/Adavant to discuss schedule and the last 30 minutes (1:30-2pm) for a discussion with GSW
about project schedule.
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From: Karl Heisler
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,


Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com; David Kelly
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:22:00 PM
Attachments: GSW_14-0828_Full_Short_C&R.pdf


GSW_14-0828_Tasks-only_Short_C&R.pdf


Please see the attached.  I shortened most of the C&R tasks (indicated in red in the duration box)
and also moved the EIR certification date from a Thursday (Planning Commission meeting day) to a
Tuesday (OCII meeting day).
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:07 AM
To: Karl Heisler; Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,
Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
Thank you, Karl – very helpful.  Would it be possible to change the FEIR timeframe to be 4 months
(can include a big caveat on the bottom that 4 months is a best case scenario and it may vary
depending on the comments received).  I just want to make sure that if we forward the schedules
around that we are consistent with the 4 month discussion we had yesterday.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Karl Heisler [mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32



35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32



38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37



39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38



40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39



41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41



43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42
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Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 28, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0828
Date: Thu 8/28/14













 ID  Task Name  Duration  Start  Finish  Predecessors
 1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14
2 CEQA Process Kick‐off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14
3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2
4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2
5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS‐1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4
6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5
7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6
8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7
9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8
10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9
11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays
12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15
14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14
16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16
18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks
19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk
20 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17
21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 



Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)
6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21
23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24
26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days
27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26
28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27
29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days
30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays
32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays
33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32
35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32
38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37
39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38
40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39
41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41
43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42



GSW_14‐0828



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 28, 2014)












including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:46:00 AM


Sorry, make that open until 3 and after 5.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
We didn't chat but should. I am available. What works for others? 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 10:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Hey all – sorry, I was stuck in a briefing and may have missed the check in call. 
Apologies if you already chatted.  If not, let me know if everyone wants to check in.
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
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To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com);
Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:30 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US &
Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code: 955112; Host Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was missing from your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: HEISLER, KARL (DPW); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,


Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:06:00 AM


Thank you, Karl – very helpful.  Would it be possible to change the FEIR timeframe to be 4 months
(can include a big caveat on the bottom that 4 months is a best case scenario and it may vary
depending on the comments received).  I just want to make sure that if we forward the schedules
around that we are consistent with the 4 month discussion we had yesterday.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Karl Heisler [mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:45:00 AM


I am open until 2 and after 4 (with the caveat I am going to sneak out and grab lunch, but will be
back around 12.15).
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
We didn't chat but should. I am available. What works for others? 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 10:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Hey all – sorry, I was stuck in a briefing and may have missed the check in call. 
Apologies if you already chatted.  If not, let me know if everyone wants to check in.
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com);
Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:30 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US &
Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code: 955112; Host Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was missing from your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work? Thanks (end)
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 11:01:00 AM


Sounds good.  Am waiting to check in with Tiffany, but don’t think she will have a problem.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 9:37 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work? Thanks (end)
 
We should check in regarding UCSF and establishing a single working group where we discuss the
arena project and it's impacts. I think it would be great if we could discuss with Tiffany and send out
an email to UCSF and Warriors this week, inviting both entities to use our proposed structure as the
place to discuss project impacts, especially transporation. Mayor is on board. 


On Aug 26, 2014, at 12:59 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Sorry – I am having some trouble with one of my appointments (keeps disappearing). 
The only time I have tomorrow is before 9AM and from 9.30-10 and 4-4.30.  We may
not need to check in since we’ll see each other at the CEQA meeting. Let me know.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:40 AM
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To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work? Thanks (end)
 
Sounds good.  Pretty open except for the afternoon CEQA meeting and also booked
from 9.30-10
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:38 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work? Thanks (end)
 
I can't today. Tomorrow? 


On Aug 26, 2014, at 11:20 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao


(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Karl  Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:40:36 PM


I thought we had resolved during our meeting on July 30th that the baseline for the impact analysis
is existing conditions (today), and that we will compare the resulting significance determinations to
the determinations reached in the 1998 SEIR. I’d rather we not reopen that painful discussion…
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:24 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
We can talk about the base line as well. Sincd that always seems to take awhile maybe 1.5 hr
meeting. Going off the grid. Chat Tuesday.
 
Thanks for sending out the changes.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)"
Date:08/22/2014 1:16 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)" ,"Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com)" ,"Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)"
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Subject: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
Are there any other topics to discuss besides the project schedule for next week? Maybe project
description update since that is the main driver of the schedule currently. If no other topics, we will
keep the meeting to an hour with the first 30 minutes (1-1:30pm) for EP, OCII, ESA, and
LCW/Adavant to discuss schedule and the last 30 minutes (1:30-2pm) for a discussion with GSW
about project schedule.
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From: Theo Ellington
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: P-22 Follow-up
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 4:42:18 PM


Okay,
 
Let’s do 4:00
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 7:57 AM
To: Theo Ellington
Subject: RE: P-22 Follow-up
 
Sure, but Tuesday would be best.  I’m open 12-2 and 4-5.30.  Will send Adam’s and John’s contact
info in a separate email.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Theo Ellington [mailto:TEllington@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 1:34 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: P-22 Follow-up
 
Hey Catherine- 
Hope all is well! 
 
Do you have time early next week (Tuesday) or even today to chat briefly re: P-22.
 
I have a few follow up questions.
 
Thanks, 
TE 
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Karl


Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:23:40 PM


We can talk about the base line as well. Sincd that always seems to take awhile
maybe 1.5 hr meeting. Going off the grid. Chat Tuesday.


Thanks for sending out the changes.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)"
Date:08/22/2014 1:16 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)" ,"Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com)" ,"Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)"
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Subject: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda


Are there any other topics to discuss besides the project schedule for next week? Maybe project
description update since that is the main driver of the schedule currently. If no other topics, we will
keep the meeting to an hour with the first 30 minutes (1-1:30pm) for EP, OCII, ESA, and
LCW/Adavant to discuss schedule and the last 30 minutes (1:30-2pm) for a discussion with GSW
about project schedule.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work? Thanks (end)
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 4:09:30 PM


Yes. Just about to give tiffany an update and then will call you.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:08/27/2014 4:06 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Subject: Re: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work? Thanks
(end)


Warriors are spinning! Can we talk before the end of the day? 


On Aug 27, 2014, at 11:01 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Sounds good.  Am waiting to check in with Tiffany, but don’t think she will have a
problem.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 9:37 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work? Thanks (end)
 
We should check in regarding UCSF and establishing a single working group where we
discuss the arena project and it's impacts. I think it would be great if we could discuss
with Tiffany and send out an email to UCSF and Warriors this week, inviting both
entities to use our proposed structure as the place to discuss project impacts,
especially transporation. Mayor is on board. 
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On Aug 26, 2014, at 12:59 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Sorry – I am having some trouble with one of my appointments (keeps
disappearing).  The only time I have tomorrow is before 9AM and from
9.30-10 and 4-4.30.  We may not need to check in since we’ll see each
other at the CEQA meeting. Let me know.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:40 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work?
Thanks (end)
 
Sounds good.  Pretty open except for the afternoon CEQA meeting and
also booked from 9.30-10
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:38 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Did you still want to check in today? If so, does 12 still work?
Thanks (end)
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I can't today. Tomorrow? 


On Aug 26, 2014, at 11:20 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
 
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
SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:49:00 AM


Hey all – sorry, I was stuck in a briefing and may have missed the check in call.  Apologies if
you already chatted.  If not, let me know if everyone wants to check in. 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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd


-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:30 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code: 955112; Host Code: 748198


Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was missing from your calendar.


  _____  


Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:41:00 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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Karl Heisler [mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:21 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com; David Kelly
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
Please see the attached.  I shortened most of the C&R tasks (indicated in red in the duration box)
and also moved the EIR certification date from a Thursday (Planning Commission meeting day) to a
Tuesday (OCII meeting day).
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:07 AM
To: Karl Heisler; Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,
Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
Thank you, Karl – very helpful.  Would it be possible to change the FEIR timeframe to be 4 months
(can include a big caveat on the bottom that 4 months is a best case scenario and it may vary
depending on the comments received).  I just want to make sure that if we forward the schedules
around that we are consistent with the 4 month discussion we had yesterday.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
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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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Karl Heisler [mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Theo Ellington"
Subject: RE: P-22 Follow-up
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 7:57:00 AM


Sure, but Tuesday would be best.  I’m open 12-2 and 4-5.30.  Will send Adam’s and John’s contact
info in a separate email.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Theo Ellington [mailto:TEllington@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 1:34 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: P-22 Follow-up
 
Hey Catherine- 
Hope all is well! 
 
Do you have time early next week (Tuesday) or even today to chat briefly re: P-22.
 
I have a few follow up questions.
 
Thanks, 
TE 
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: CEQA Schedule
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 12:59:51 PM


Sounds good. Wpuld you mind letting folks know?  Clarke already knows this is a
possibility.  Thanks


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
Date:08/22/2014 12:52 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)" ,"Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)"
Subject: RE: CEQA Schedule


Hi Catherine,
I like the idea of using the first ½ hour of our Wednesday meeting for this – seems easier than trying
to find another time when everyone’s available. In addition to ESA, we should include Jose and Luba
as the schedule is driven largely by the transportation analysis.
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:29 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: CEQA Schedule
 
Chris – could we set up a time to talk with Planning and the CEQA team on the proposed schedule. 
The GSW would like to tighten up the schedule, so we wanted to talk prior to Wednesday’s meeting
to get the City/ESA on the same page.  I am out tomorrow and Monday, but can talk Tuesday, or we
can have the GSW come in ½ hour later on Wednesday and use the first part to talk internally before
they come in.
 
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



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=b2161cda984e436b919fd2b738c5e13d-Jennifer Entine Matz

mailto:brett.bollinger@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/





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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Do either of you have 1 hour to volunteer for a GSW project? thanks (end)
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 11:50:00 AM


I think Pedro is going to try and do 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 OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 11:48 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Do either of you have 1 hour to volunteer for a GSW project? thanks (end)
 
For when? I’m free in the afternoon after our GSW meeting.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 8:30 AM
To: Arce, Pedro (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Do either of you have 1 hour to volunteer for a GSW project? thanks (end)
 
 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com);


Karl  Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:36:03 AM


I agree that we talked about the main analysis in the EIR starting with today as the baseline. 
However, as part of the Initial Study, I thought that there was going to be some scoping out of topics
based on what was analyzed in the 1998 EIR, and to do so, you needed to know what was assumed
for the site (and similarly once you get the 2014 impacts in the new EIR to be able to compare with
the 1998 EIR to determine if the impacts were identified already).  Jose was going to help figuring
out what was assumed for traffic and OCII was going to help with the remaining study areas.
 
Looking at it, I think that the traffic/air/noise are the only ones that really need to be dug into form
the 1998 EIR to determine what intensity of development was assumed (ie, how much SF of
development was assumed to generate the trips) – ie, does the new project generate
more/different transportation impacts/air/noise. 
 
I think for the rest, we can say that the 1998 EIR (and subsequent addendums) had cleared the
Design for Development (is, massing, construction area, etc.), and therefore any changes that need
to be analyzed are tied to any proposed changes to the DforD needed to allow the project to go
forward (ie, if the DforD wasn’t being amended, then for the non-transportation based sections,
there wouldn’t be any new analysis needed).  This focuses the analysis at the programmatic level,
consistent with the original EIR.  So, for example, the DforD would need to be amended to allow
heights over 90 feet on the east side of the parcel (which is the limit in the DforD), therefore, the
potential impacts related to that would need to be analyzed.  However, under the DforD the entire
site was anticipated to be graded for some sort of development (building, street, park, etc.), so
something like cultural wouldn’t be different between the 1998 proposal and the GSW proposal.
 
I would say that we should just discuss on Wednesday since I may not be presenting this as clearly as
I could.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:56 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell
(pmitchell@esassoc.com); Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Subject: Re: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
The scope of work that we sent to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor on Weds is consistent with what
Chris states, that the baseline for the impact analysis in both the IS and SEIR is assumed to be 2014.
We will need official approval of the scope of work once it is finalized.


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 8/22/2014 1:40 PM, Kern, Chris (CPC) wrote:


I thought we had resolved during our meeting on July 30th that the baseline for the
impact analysis is existing conditions (today), and that we will compare the resulting
significance determinations to the determinations reached in the 1998 SEIR. I’d rather
we not reopen that painful discussion…
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:24 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
We can talk about the base line as well. Sincd that always seems to take awhile
maybe 1.5 hr meeting. Going off the grid. Chat Tuesday.
 
Thanks for sending out the changes.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)"
Date:08/22/2014 1:16 PM (GMT-08:00)



mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com





To: "Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)" ,"Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com)" ,"Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)"
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Subject: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
Are there any other topics to discuss besides the project schedule for next week?
Maybe project description update since that is the main driver of the schedule
currently. If no other topics, we will keep the meeting to an hour with the first 30
minutes (1-1:30pm) for EP, OCII, ESA, and LCW/Adavant to discuss schedule and the
last 30 minutes (1:30-2pm) for a discussion with GSW about project schedule.
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From: Karl Heisler
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,


Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com; David Kelly
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:22:00 PM
Attachments: GSW_14-0828_Full_Short_C&R.pdf


GSW_14-0828_Tasks-only_Short_C&R.pdf


Please see the attached.  I shortened most of the C&R tasks (indicated in red in the duration box)
and also moved the EIR certification date from a Thursday (Planning Commission meeting day) to a
Tuesday (OCII meeting day).
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:07 AM
To: Karl Heisler; Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,
Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
Thank you, Karl – very helpful.  Would it be possible to change the FEIR timeframe to be 4 months
(can include a big caveat on the bottom that 4 months is a best case scenario and it may vary
depending on the comments received).  I just want to make sure that if we forward the schedules
around that we are consistent with the 4 month discussion we had yesterday.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Karl Heisler [mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32



35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32



38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37



39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38



40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39



41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41



43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42
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Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 28, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0828
Date: Thu 8/28/14













 ID  Task Name  Duration  Start  Finish  Predecessors
 1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14
2 CEQA Process Kick‐off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14
3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2
4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2
5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS‐1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4
6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5
7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6
8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7
9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8
10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9
11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays
12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15
14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14
16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16
18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks
19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk
20 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17
21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 



Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)
6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21
23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24
26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days
27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26
28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27
29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days
30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays
32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays
33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32
35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32
38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37
39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38
40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39
41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41
43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42



GSW_14‐0828



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 28, 2014)












including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Beauchamp, Kevin"
Subject: RE: Warriors/City/UCSF Meetings
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 8:29:00 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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Beauchamp, Kevin [mailto:KBeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 7:12 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Warriors/City/UCSF Meetings
 
Catherine—
 
The UCSF participants for the joint Warriors/City/UCSF meetings will be me, Lori, Paul Takayama and
Kam Subbarayan. 
 
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: Jesse Blout
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 4:38:43 PM


Yes.  Jennifer is getting on to host right now
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 4:33 PM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Will we be using this number for the 4.30 call?  I’m on line now. 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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 21, 2014 10:30 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code: 955112; Host Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was missing from your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Joyce; Karl  Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
Date: Monday, August 25, 2014 12:45:16 PM


Will do.
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 12:41 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
Brett:
 
You can include SEIR Scope of Work, including Optional Tasks, to the agenda.
 
FYI, Environ will be submitting their AQ scope of work today.
 
Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:16 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
Are there any other topics to discuss besides the project schedule for next week? Maybe project
description update since that is the main driver of the schedule currently. If no other topics, we will
keep the meeting to an hour with the first 30 minutes (1-1:30pm) for EP, OCII, ESA, and
LCW/Adavant to discuss schedule and the last 30 minutes (1:30-2pm) for a discussion with GSW
about project schedule.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 4:33:00 PM


Will we be using this number for the 4.30 call?  I’m on line now. 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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST


25th


-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 21, 2014 10:30 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code: 955112; Host Code: 748198


Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was missing from your calendar.


  _____  


Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
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From: Karl Heisler
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,


Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com; David Kelly
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:22:04 PM
Attachments: GSW_14-0828_Full_Short_C&R.pdf


GSW_14-0828_Tasks-only_Short_C&R.pdf


Please see the attached.  I shortened most of the C&R tasks (indicated in red in the duration box)
and also moved the EIR certification date from a Thursday (Planning Commission meeting day) to a
Tuesday (OCII meeting day).
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:07 AM
To: Karl Heisler; Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,
Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
Thank you, Karl – very helpful.  Would it be possible to change the FEIR timeframe to be 4 months
(can include a big caveat on the bottom that 4 months is a best case scenario and it may vary
depending on the comments received).  I just want to make sure that if we forward the schedules
around that we are consistent with the 4 month discussion we had yesterday.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Karl Heisler [mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32



35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32



38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37



39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38



40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39



41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41



43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42
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Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 28, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0828
Date: Thu 8/28/14













 ID  Task Name  Duration  Start  Finish  Predecessors
 1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14
2 CEQA Process Kick‐off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14
3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2
4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2
5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS‐1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4
6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5
7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6
8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7
9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8
10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9
11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays
12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15
14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14
16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16
18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks
19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk
20 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17
21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 



Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)
6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21
23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24
26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days
27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26
28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27
29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days
30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays
32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays
33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32
35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32
38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37
39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38
40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39
41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41
43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42



GSW_14‐0828



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 28, 2014)












including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 








From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Do either of you have 1 hour to volunteer for a GSW project? thanks (end)
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 11:48:32 AM


For when? I’m free in the afternoon after our GSW meeting.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 8:30 AM
To: Arce, Pedro (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Do either of you have 1 hour to volunteer for a GSW project? thanks (end)
 
 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: CEQA Schedule
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 12:52:51 PM


Hi Catherine,
I like the idea of using the first ½ hour of our Wednesday meeting for this – seems easier than trying
to find another time when everyone’s available. In addition to ESA, we should include Jose and Luba
as the schedule is driven largely by the transportation analysis.
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:29 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: CEQA Schedule
 
Chris – could we set up a time to talk with Planning and the CEQA team on the proposed schedule. 
The GSW would like to tighten up the schedule, so we wanted to talk prior to Wednesday’s meeting
to get the City/ESA on the same page.  I am out tomorrow and Monday, but can talk Tuesday, or we
can have the GSW come in ½ hour later on Wednesday and use the first part to talk internally before
they come in.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Arce, Pedro (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Do either of you have 1 hour to volunteer for a GSW project? thanks (end)
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 9:26:36 AM


When, if today after 12 I can.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 8:30 AM
To: Arce, Pedro (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Do either of you have 1 hour to volunteer for a GSW project? thanks (end)
 
 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: HEISLER, KARL (DPW); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,


Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:06:53 AM


Thank you, Karl – very helpful.  Would it be possible to change the FEIR timeframe to be 4 months
(can include a big caveat on the bottom that 4 months is a best case scenario and it may vary
depending on the comments received).  I just want to make sure that if we forward the schedules
around that we are consistent with the 4 month discussion we had yesterday.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Karl Heisler [mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Subject: RE: Permit Processing Times
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 1:55:46 PM


Thank you! Have a great weekend.


Ps Thank you to Gary for calling on his vacation. I won't bother you by calling but
wanted to recognize the call.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Sweeney, Edward (DBI)"
Date:08/29/2014 11:04 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Ho, Gary (DBI)"
Cc: "Hui, Tom (DBI)"
Subject: RE: Permit Processing Times


Catherine,


I have the Warriors for Tuesday at 4 pm. See you then at my office in room 2004 2nd floor, 1660
Mission Street.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 10:29 AM
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Subject: RE: Permit Processing Times
 
Thanks, Ed. Tuesday afternoon would be great. I am open from 12 to 2 or after 4. Let me
know if any of those times would work for you and I can head your way.
 
Catherine 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Sweeney, Edward (DBI)"
Date:08/29/2014 10:11 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Ho, Gary (DBI)"
Cc: "Hui, Tom (DBI)"
Subject: RE: Permit Processing Times
 
Catherine,
 
DBI looks forward to meeting with you regarding this important project . Do you have time to meet
to talk about the Warriors on Tuesday afternoon or is Thursday morning more convenient for you
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and your team ?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:57 AM
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Subject: Permit Processing Times
 
Hello Ed and Gary – I left you all voice mails, but wanted to follow up with an email since I will be
leaving around 10AM for the weekend, but back in Tuesday.  We are going to be meeting with Steve
Kava next week (probably Thursday) to brief him on the various factors that feed into the Warriors
schedule. I know that Tiffany has talked with Tom in passing about the time it would take to process
the permits for a project as complicated as this, but I would like to talk through the process and
typical vs. aggressive timelines that would apply in this case so I better understand. 
 
Let me know when would be a good time to talk early next week so that I better understand the
process and key milestones.


Thank you and if we don’t talk before the weekend, have a great one!
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 2:30:43 PM


Hi Catherine,


During our July 30th meeting, we had agreed to use existing conditions as the CEQA baseline to
assess the impacts of the proposed project for all topics in both the initial study and EIR. The IS will
determine whether the project could result in new or substantially more severe impacts than were
disclosed in the 1998 SEIR. This will allow us to scope most topics out in the IS. The EIR will only
address topics where the IS either determines the project would result in new or more severe
impacts or where more information or analysis is needed to make this determination.
 
After our lengthy and painful discussion, we reached consensus that using existing conditions for the
CEQA baseline is the only practical approach for a whole variety of reasons (e.g. the 1998 baseline is
out of date for most topics, doesn’t serve current analytical methods, practices and regulations, isn’t
well documented for some topics, etc.).
 
This approach is presented in the Cultural Resources IS section that ESA submitted for review. EP
and GSW have reviewed and commented on this sample section and are satisfied that this approach
will meet CEQA requirements and streamline review by focusing the EIR on significant impacts of
the proposed project that were not disclosed in the 1998 SEIR.
 


Comments on the sample IS section were due to EP on August 15th. Given the very aggressive
schedule for this project, we need any to resolve any comments/concerns that you have on this


approach ASAP. The first admin draft of the IS is due in three week (September 15th)…
 
Please give me a call to discuss when you have a minute.
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
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:36 AM
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell
(pmitchell@esassoc.com); Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
I agree that we talked about the main analysis in the EIR starting with today as the baseline. 
However, as part of the Initial Study, I thought that there was going to be some scoping out of topics
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based on what was analyzed in the 1998 EIR, and to do so, you needed to know what was assumed
for the site (and similarly once you get the 2014 impacts in the new EIR to be able to compare with
the 1998 EIR to determine if the impacts were identified already).  Jose was going to help figuring
out what was assumed for traffic and OCII was going to help with the remaining study areas.
 
Looking at it, I think that the traffic/air/noise are the only ones that really need to be dug into form
the 1998 EIR to determine what intensity of development was assumed (ie, how much SF of
development was assumed to generate the trips) – ie, does the new project generate
more/different transportation impacts/air/noise. 
 
I think for the rest, we can say that the 1998 EIR (and subsequent addendums) had cleared the
Design for Development (is, massing, construction area, etc.), and therefore any changes that need
to be analyzed are tied to any proposed changes to the DforD needed to allow the project to go
forward (ie, if the DforD wasn’t being amended, then for the non-transportation based sections,
there wouldn’t be any new analysis needed).  This focuses the analysis at the programmatic level,
consistent with the original EIR.  So, for example, the DforD would need to be amended to allow
heights over 90 feet on the east side of the parcel (which is the limit in the DforD), therefore, the
potential impacts related to that would need to be analyzed.  However, under the DforD the entire
site was anticipated to be graded for some sort of development (building, street, park, etc.), so
something like cultural wouldn’t be different between the 1998 proposal and the GSW proposal.
 
I would say that we should just discuss on Wednesday since I may not be presenting this as clearly as
I could.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:56 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell
(pmitchell@esassoc.com); Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Subject: Re: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
The scope of work that we sent to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor on Weds is consistent with what
Chris states, that the baseline for the impact analysis in both the IS and SEIR is assumed to be 2014.
We will need official approval of the scope of work once it is finalized.
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Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 8/22/2014 1:40 PM, Kern, Chris (CPC) wrote:


I thought we had resolved during our meeting on July 30th that the baseline for the
impact analysis is existing conditions (today), and that we will compare the resulting
significance determinations to the determinations reached in the 1998 SEIR. I’d rather
we not reopen that painful discussion…
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:24 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
We can talk about the base line as well. Sincd that always seems to take awhile
maybe 1.5 hr meeting. Going off the grid. Chat Tuesday.
 
Thanks for sending out the changes.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)"
Date:08/22/2014 1:16 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)" ,"Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com)" ,"Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)"
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Subject: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
Are there any other topics to discuss besides the project schedule for next week?
Maybe project description update since that is the main driver of the schedule
currently. If no other topics, we will keep the meeting to an hour with the first 30
minutes (1-1:30pm) for EP, OCII, ESA, and LCW/Adavant to discuss schedule and the
last 30 minutes (1:30-2pm) for a discussion with GSW about project schedule.
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: CEQA Schedule
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:16:44 PM


Brett will update the Outlook meeting invitation.
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:00 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: CEQA Schedule
 
Sounds good. Wpuld you mind letting folks know?  Clarke already knows this is a
possibility.  Thanks
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Kern, Chris (CPC)"
Date:08/22/2014 12:52 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)" ,"Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)"
Subject: RE: CEQA Schedule
 
Hi Catherine,
I like the idea of using the first ½ hour of our Wednesday meeting for this – seems easier than trying
to find another time when everyone’s available. In addition to ESA, we should include Jose and Luba
as the schedule is driven largely by the transportation analysis.
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:29 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DE60665E3EBB43CF95F7AEC0F6E03AA8-CHRIS KERN

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=b2161cda984e436b919fd2b738c5e13d-Jennifer Entine Matz

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/





Subject: CEQA Schedule
 
Chris – could we set up a time to talk with Planning and the CEQA team on the proposed schedule. 
The GSW would like to tighten up the schedule, so we wanted to talk prior to Wednesday’s meeting
to get the City/ESA on the same page.  I am out tomorrow and Monday, but can talk Tuesday, or we
can have the GSW come in ½ hour later on Wednesday and use the first part to talk internally before
they come in.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Do either of you have 1 hour to volunteer for a GSW project? thanks (end)
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 11:51:05 AM


I think Pedro is going to try and do 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 OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 11:48 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Do either of you have 1 hour to volunteer for a GSW project? thanks (end)
 
For when? I’m free in the afternoon after our GSW meeting.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 8:30 AM
To: Arce, Pedro (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Do either of you have 1 hour to volunteer for a GSW project? thanks (end)
 
 
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 



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

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 2:30:41 PM


Hi Catherine,


During our July 30th meeting, we had agreed to use existing conditions as the CEQA baseline to
assess the impacts of the proposed project for all topics in both the initial study and EIR. The IS will
determine whether the project could result in new or substantially more severe impacts than were
disclosed in the 1998 SEIR. This will allow us to scope most topics out in the IS. The EIR will only
address topics where the IS either determines the project would result in new or more severe
impacts or where more information or analysis is needed to make this determination.
 
After our lengthy and painful discussion, we reached consensus that using existing conditions for the
CEQA baseline is the only practical approach for a whole variety of reasons (e.g. the 1998 baseline is
out of date for most topics, doesn’t serve current analytical methods, practices and regulations, isn’t
well documented for some topics, etc.).
 
This approach is presented in the Cultural Resources IS section that ESA submitted for review. EP
and GSW have reviewed and commented on this sample section and are satisfied that this approach
will meet CEQA requirements and streamline review by focusing the EIR on significant impacts of
the proposed project that were not disclosed in the 1998 SEIR.
 


Comments on the sample IS section were due to EP on August 15th. Given the very aggressive
schedule for this project, we need any to resolve any comments/concerns that you have on this


approach ASAP. The first admin draft of the IS is due in three week (September 15th)…
 
Please give me a call to discuss when you have a minute.
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
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:36 AM
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell
(pmitchell@esassoc.com); Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
I agree that we talked about the main analysis in the EIR starting with today as the baseline. 
However, as part of the Initial Study, I thought that there was going to be some scoping out of topics



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DE60665E3EBB43CF95F7AEC0F6E03AA8-CHRIS KERN

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@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/





based on what was analyzed in the 1998 EIR, and to do so, you needed to know what was assumed
for the site (and similarly once you get the 2014 impacts in the new EIR to be able to compare with
the 1998 EIR to determine if the impacts were identified already).  Jose was going to help figuring
out what was assumed for traffic and OCII was going to help with the remaining study areas.
 
Looking at it, I think that the traffic/air/noise are the only ones that really need to be dug into form
the 1998 EIR to determine what intensity of development was assumed (ie, how much SF of
development was assumed to generate the trips) – ie, does the new project generate
more/different transportation impacts/air/noise. 
 
I think for the rest, we can say that the 1998 EIR (and subsequent addendums) had cleared the
Design for Development (is, massing, construction area, etc.), and therefore any changes that need
to be analyzed are tied to any proposed changes to the DforD needed to allow the project to go
forward (ie, if the DforD wasn’t being amended, then for the non-transportation based sections,
there wouldn’t be any new analysis needed).  This focuses the analysis at the programmatic level,
consistent with the original EIR.  So, for example, the DforD would need to be amended to allow
heights over 90 feet on the east side of the parcel (which is the limit in the DforD), therefore, the
potential impacts related to that would need to be analyzed.  However, under the DforD the entire
site was anticipated to be graded for some sort of development (building, street, park, etc.), so
something like cultural wouldn’t be different between the 1998 proposal and the GSW proposal.
 
I would say that we should just discuss on Wednesday since I may not be presenting this as clearly as
I could.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:56 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell
(pmitchell@esassoc.com); Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Subject: Re: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
The scope of work that we sent to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor on Weds is consistent with what
Chris states, that the baseline for the impact analysis in both the IS and SEIR is assumed to be 2014.
We will need official approval of the scope of work once it is finalized.
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Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 8/22/2014 1:40 PM, Kern, Chris (CPC) wrote:


I thought we had resolved during our meeting on July 30th that the baseline for the
impact analysis is existing conditions (today), and that we will compare the resulting
significance determinations to the determinations reached in the 1998 SEIR. I’d rather
we not reopen that painful discussion…
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 1:24 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
We can talk about the base line as well. Sincd that always seems to take awhile
maybe 1.5 hr meeting. Going off the grid. Chat Tuesday.
 
Thanks for sending out the changes.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)"
Date:08/22/2014 1:16 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)" ,"Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com)" ,"Karl Heisler (KHeisler@esassoc.com)"
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Subject: GSW 8/27 Meeting Agenda
 
Are there any other topics to discuss besides the project schedule for next week?
Maybe project description update since that is the main driver of the schedule
currently. If no other topics, we will keep the meeting to an hour with the first 30
minutes (1-1:30pm) for EP, OCII, ESA, and LCW/Adavant to discuss schedule and the
last 30 minutes (1:30-2pm) for a discussion with GSW about project schedule.
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From: Sweeney, Edward (DBI)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Subject: RE: Permit Processing Times
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 11:04:19 AM


Catherine,


I have the Warriors for Tuesday at 4 pm. See you then at my office in room 2004 2nd floor, 1660
Mission Street.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 10:29 AM
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Subject: RE: Permit Processing Times
 
Thanks, Ed. Tuesday afternoon would be great. I am open from 12 to 2 or after 4. Let me
know if any of those times would work for you and I can head your way.
 
Catherine 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Sweeney, Edward (DBI)"
Date:08/29/2014 10:11 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Ho, Gary (DBI)"
Cc: "Hui, Tom (DBI)"
Subject: RE: Permit Processing Times
 
Catherine,
 
DBI looks forward to meeting with you regarding this important project . Do you have time to meet
to talk about the Warriors on Tuesday afternoon or is Thursday morning more convenient for you
and your team ?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:57 AM
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Subject: Permit Processing Times
 
Hello Ed and Gary – I left you all voice mails, but wanted to follow up with an email since I will be
leaving around 10AM for the weekend, but back in Tuesday.  We are going to be meeting with Steve
Kava next week (probably Thursday) to brief him on the various factors that feed into the Warriors
schedule. I know that Tiffany has talked with Tom in passing about the time it would take to process
the permits for a project as complicated as this, but I would like to talk through the process and
typical vs. aggressive timelines that would apply in this case so I better understand. 
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Let me know when would be a good time to talk early next week so that I better understand the
process and key milestones.


Thank you and if we don’t talk before the weekend, have a great one!
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Karl Heisler
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,


Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com; David Kelly
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:21:59 PM
Attachments: GSW_14-0828_Full_Short_C&R.pdf


GSW_14-0828_Tasks-only_Short_C&R.pdf


Please see the attached.  I shortened most of the C&R tasks (indicated in red in the duration box)
and also moved the EIR certification date from a Thursday (Planning Commission meeting day) to a
Tuesday (OCII meeting day).
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:07 AM
To: Karl Heisler; Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,
Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
Thank you, Karl – very helpful.  Would it be possible to change the FEIR timeframe to be 4 months
(can include a big caveat on the bottom that 4 months is a best case scenario and it may vary
depending on the comments received).  I just want to make sure that if we forward the schedules
around that we are consistent with the 4 month discussion we had yesterday.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Karl Heisler [mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32



35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32



38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37



39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38



40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39



41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41



43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42
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Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 28, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0828
Date: Thu 8/28/14













 ID  Task Name  Duration  Start  Finish  Predecessors
 1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14
2 CEQA Process Kick‐off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14
3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2
4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2
5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS‐1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4
6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5
7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6
8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7
9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8
10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9
11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays
12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15
14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14
16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16
18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks
19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk
20 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17
21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 



Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)
6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21
23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24
26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days
27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26
28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27
29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days
30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays
32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays
33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32
35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32
38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37
39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38
40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39
41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41
43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42
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including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 2:44:10 PM
Attachments: Proposed SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_082014_without Cost Estimate.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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:47 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
 
Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
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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August 20, 2014 
 
 
To: Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080 
San Francisco, CA 94105 



 
Cc: (without cost estimate)  
 Catherine Reilly, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
 Chris Kern, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event 



Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
 



Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a scope of work for environmental review services for 
the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center and mixed-use development in Mission Bay at Blocks 
29-32 (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 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(Subsequent EIR) is required, and that the SEIR will be tiered from the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR 
(Mission Bay FSEIR). 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. OCII and EP have reviewed and approved a preliminary version of 
this scope of work, and this scope of work incorporates all of their comments as well as further details that were 
discussed at the July 30, 2014 meeting at the Planning Department; this scope of work also incorporates previous 
input provided by the Project Sponsor.  
 
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 about 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, 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. 



Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed tasks, major deliverables and associated costs to conduct the 
environmental services for the project. A proposed budget summary for the services, broken down by firm and 
task, is presented in Attachment C, as is a detailed breakdown by individual staff.1  Key CEQA work 
assumptions used to develop the scope of work are included in Attachment D. A preliminary proposed schedule  



                                                      
1  Please note the cost estimate for the transportation subconsultants includes certain incurred and already invoiced charges from Fehr and 



Peers, as well as other incurred but not-yet-invoiced charges from Fehr and Peers, Adavant and LCW. 
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Event Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 
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showing all key milestones through the publication of the Draft SEIR is included in Attachment E.  The 
proposed schedule reflects “standard” review times for City staff. 



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 and be actively involved during the entirety of the EIR 
process. 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, Gary, and/or Paul will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project as directed by 
OCII or EP. 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 within their particular specialty and experience, 
appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SEIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, 
Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise 
(LBE)-certified by the City’s Contract Monitoring Division. 



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 the Mission Bay development 
program. 
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The proposed event center 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 Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors 
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 



5 



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. The project 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 currently operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, 
respectively).  



The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 747,000 
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 for use during 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. OCII indicates modifications to 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 
Subsequent 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. Section 15168(c)(1) 
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) of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that 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 











 



Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors 
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 



6 



before. Thus, for the GSW project, ESA proposes to prepare an Initial Study, which will focus the EIR, and a 
Subsequent EIR that tiers off of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  



Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Subsequent EIR for the GSW project 
in Mission Bay will focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: 
Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues 
associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding); in addition, the SEIR could potentially include detailed 
analyses of Utilities (water and wastewater) and 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(d), 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 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 Attend 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. ESA will prepare an administrative draft NOP for review and comment by OCII, 
EP, and the project sponsor; and will then respond to and incorporate all comments into a screencheck draft NOP 
for a second round of review, prior to finalizing the NOP for publication. The City has also requested preparation 
of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study under Task 2, below. 



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 and Initial Study as requested by the City EP 
and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute up to 250 copies of the NOP, and up to 30 copies of the 
NOP/IS, plus up to 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 and help facilitate 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 Initial Study, and provide this summary to the City. 



Task 2. Prepare Initial Study 



The City has requested preparation of an 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 











 



Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors 
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 



7 



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 Section 15162; 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 
 Aesthetics 
 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 



 
ESA will prepare an Initial Study on the new event center, using current significance criteria and the existing 
conditions (2014) as the baseline, but using the modified checklist and answering questions asking whether the 
event center would have new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The Initial Study will first summarize how each of the topics listed 
above (with the exception of Aesthetics) were addressed for the Mission Bay plan as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 
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 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. Topics for which no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts are identified do not need to be studied in the Subsequent EIR—presumably, those resource areas listed 
above. 



With respect to Aesthetics, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. 
The eligibility of the proposed project under SB 743 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 Initial Study or the SEIR, but the Initial Study 
will provide the rationale for focusing this issue out. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or 
inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or the SEIR. 



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, 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. Rather, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be 
addressed in full detail in the SEIR. 



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 might merit a 
more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be 
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addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, some of 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 Subsequent EIR #1 



ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft Subsequent 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 Subsequent EIR.  



The SEIR will use the same approach to the impact analysis as the Initial Study, i.e., using current significance 
criteria and the existing conditions as the baseline. The SEIR will also summarize how each of the topics 
requiring further analysis were addressed for the Mission Bay project as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 in the 
Mission Bay FSEIR, describe any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and identify 
conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The SEIR will then provide a qualitative comparison of the 
conclusions of the current impact analysis against conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The analysis will 
identify any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as well as 
any new or substantially different mitigation measures from those previously analyzed, as appropriate.  



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 analysis (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 SEIR sections. Nevertheless, 
working together with the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s in-house technical experts will prepare the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SEIR, while the sponsor's consultants will provide the 
technical supporting documentation for use in the EIR appendices as appropriate. 



The key topics to be covered in the SEIR and their associated scope are summarized below: 
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 Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SEIR and how it 
relates to the Mission Bay FSEIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments 
received during the scoping period. The Introduction will also include a summary of the Mission Bay 
redevelopment project and development program analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it relates to the 
proposed GSW project on Blocks 29 to 32.  



 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 SEIR 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 as provided by the Project Sponsor. As described above, the project description will not include any 
visual simulations of the project. 



ESA will prepare and submit a preliminary draft project description for review and comment prior to ADSEIR 
#1 to ensure that the impact analysis in ADSEIR #1 is based on consistent and approved project description 
assumptions. Upon receipt and resolution of comments received on the preliminary draft project description, it 
is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description. ESA will then revise 
the project description based on this first round of review, and submit the revised project description as part of 
ADSEIR #1. 



 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, and other 
applicable plans (e.g., 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 be 
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). 



 Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work for Adavant 
Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Fehr and Peers. As indicated in Attachment C, the City has formally 
approved this scope of work.  ESA’s in-house transportation analyst would conduct a QA/QC as part of a 
focused review of all transportation deliverables.  



 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 pile-driving 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 at Blocks 29 to 32. 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; 
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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, such as the Mission Bay 
Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement. 



 Air Quality (including potential Health Risk Assessment option) — 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, 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 section of the Subsequent EIR. 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. 



Optional Task: Support Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Prepare Impact Discussion. Because the 
project site is not located in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, it is currently assumed that a project 
specific health risk assessment (HRA) will not be needed for the Subsequent EIR. However, in the event 
that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part 
of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work, and it would include 
coordination with the project sponsor and Environ—who would conduct the HRA and provide results to 
ESA—for consistency in project understanding and analysis methodology as well as preparation of the air 
quality impact sections related to health risks. 



 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 greenhouse gas emissions, and 
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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 SB 743. 



 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 
collaborate with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, 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, rather than 
conduct a peer review, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR Wind 
section using 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 in 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 
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rise inundation maps available for the project area, including the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission's (SFPUC) recently published sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay 
shoreline. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design flood level for the project site taking into 
consideration 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 flood 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 flood impacts. 



 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 project-specific 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. This scope of work assumes that 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. 



 Alternatives — The SEIR will tier off the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as 
analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the SEIR. This scope of work assumes the SEIR 
alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently, approved development on Blocks 
29 to 32) and one other alternative (likely to be a reduced intensity alternative); these alternatives will be 
analyzed qualitatively. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail, although alternative locations 
considered and rejected (such as Piers 30-32) will be discussed.  



Optional Task: Quantitative Analysis of Alternatives. If directed by OCII and EP, ESA will conduct a 
quantitative for one or more EIR topics, including but not limited, to, transportation, air quality, and/or noise. 



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. 
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ESA will submit ADSEIR #1 to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor for review and comment in electronic format 
only. It is assumed that EP will then provide a consolidated set of non-conflicting comments in electronic format 
to ESA for use in preparing ADSEIR #2. 



Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft Subsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft Subsequent EIR  



This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative 
Draft Subsequent 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. ADSEIR #2 will also include the first draft of the Summary chapter of the SEIR. 



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. ESA will submit ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR in 
electronic format only. 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 up to 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus up to 200 CDs and up to 
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 











 



Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors 
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 



14 



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, Notice of Determination, and Consolidated Final SEIR 



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. It is also assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees. 



Following certification of the Final SEIR, ESA will prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD), and it is 
assumed the City will file the NOD. Following the 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. ESA will print 10 hard copies 
of the consolidated Final SEIR and 20 CDs. 



Optional Task: Appeal Support. ESA will provide support services to OCII and EP in the event of an appeal of 
the SEIR certification. ESA would 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.  



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 as needed, but not more frequently than 
monthly, and will update milestone status at each regular weekly CEQA team meeting.  



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 
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(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 
review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. Further, 
it is assumed that ESA will be responsible for assembling and organizing the references and materials developed 
specifically for the SEIR, but that if required, the City would be responsible for providing the administrative 
record associated with the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR (including associated addenda) and/or the 1990 Mission Bay 
Final Environmental Impact Report in the appropriate format suitable for posting.  



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 
developed specifically for the SEIR 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. 



Conclusion 



In summary, the ESA team appreciates the opportunity to participate in this critically important project on behalf 
of GSW and the City. We appreciate your expeditious response to this request, as we continue working with you 
and the City on a fast-track schedule with the objective of publishing the Draft SEIR in March of 2015 (see 
Attachment E for a preliminary schedule). Please don’t hesitate to contact me, Karl Heisler, or Paul Mitchell if 
you have any questions or require any further information on this contract modification request.  
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Sincerely, 



 
Gary W. Oates 
President 
 
 
 
 
Attachment A:  Transportation Scope of Work and Budget 
Attachment B:  Administrative Record and SB 743 Compliance Support 
Attachment C:  Proposed Budget Summary, by Consultant and Task 
Attachment D:  Assumptions for Environmental Services for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



Project in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
Attachment E:  Preliminary Schedule 
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ADAVANT / LCW / FEHR & PEERS  
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



www.sfplanning.org  
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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  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         



Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1     



 1 
 



2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



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 24 



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 
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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 
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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. 



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. 
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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  



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. 



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: 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
Event Center at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32  August 13, 2014 
2012.0718E – Final Transportation Scope of Work Page 7 



 



• 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 
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• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  
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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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  
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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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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. 



It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project will begin with the GSW's submittal of the Environmental 
Evaluation (EE) Application or equivalent form 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. 
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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 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)). 
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 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)). 











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



A B C D E F G H I J K L



Topic Category Date Received/Sent Document Date Recipient(s)/ Affiliation
Author/ 
Affiliation



Document Name Document Subject Number of Pages
Document/ 
Media Type



Bates 
Numbers



Digital File 
Name



Other 
Notes



PDF Emails and documents are categorized by topic.  This column identifies the 
date the document was 
received or sent.



This is the date 
shown on the 
document.



This identifies the recipient 
of the document.



This identifies the 
author of the 
document.



This column identifies the title of the 
document or PDF Email attachment. If 
an PDF Email does not include an 
attachment, the entry will be blank.



This column identifies 
the subject(s) of the 
document using key 
words



This identifies the 
number of pages in the 
document.



This identifies the 
entry's document 
type or media 
format.



A unique bates 
range will identify 
each entry



This identifies name 
of the digital file 
associated with the 
entry.  All 
documents saved in 
pdf format



     e.g., Notice of Preparation, Draft SEIR, Responses to Comments, Notice of Determination, CEQA Findings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, etc.



    e.g., Applicable memos, correspondence and other miscellaneous information related to application (such as technical reports related to GHG analysis, correspondence with CARB, approval from Governor's Office, etc.)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with  NOP (through publication)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with non‐technical SEIR sections (e.g., Introduction, etc.)



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Project Description



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Plans and Policies



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Land Use



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Population and Housing



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Cultural and Paleontological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Transportation and Circulation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Noise and Vibration



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Air Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Greenhouse Gases



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Wind and Shadow



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Recreation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Utilties and Service Systems



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Biological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Geology and Soils



15   IS/SEIR ‐ Utilities and Service Systems (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



16  IS/SEIR ‐ Biological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



17  IS/SEIR  ‐ Geology and Soils (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



10   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Noise and Vibration (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



11   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Air Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



12   IS/SEIR ‐ Greenhouse Gases (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



13   IS/SEIR ‐ Wind and Shadow (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



14   IS/SEIR  ‐ Recreation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



00  Final Key Documents



01   SB 743



02  Notice of Preparation (NOP) 



03   SEIR ‐ General (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



04   IS/SEIR ‐ Project Description (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



05   SEIR ‐ Plans and Policies (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



06   IS/EIR ‐ Land Use (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



07   IS/EIR ‐ Population and Housing (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



08  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



09  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Transportation and Circulation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIRHydrology and Water Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Mineral and Energy Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Agriculture Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with Other CEQA Issues (Growth Inducement, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Significant and Irreversible Changes, and Areas of Known Controversy



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with EIR Alternatives



    Agency, Public and Organization Scoping Comments Received in Response to NOP



    Agency, Public and Organization Comments on Draft EIR



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with multiple EIR topics 



    e.g., Agenda, Minutes, from Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with potential EIR appeal, and appeal response



32    Permits 



20   IS/EIR‐ Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



21   IS/SEIR  ‐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



22   IS/SEIR ‐ Mineral and Energy Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



23   IS/SEIR‐ Agriculture and Forest Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



25   SEIR ‐ Alternatives (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



24   SEIR EIR ‐ Other CEQA Issues (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



30  SEIR Appeal



28   Correspondence ‐ General 



26   NOP Scoping Comments



27   Comments on Draft SEIR 



29   Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings
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ATTACHMENT D 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FOR THE  



EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN  
MISSION BAY AT BLOCKS 29-32 



Key CEQA Work Scope Assumptions 



There shall be a presumption against the need for change orders requested by ESA during preparation of the 
SEIR. ESA and its team members acknowledge that certain details and features of the project are still being 
resolved and refined but agree that such changes will not constitute the need for change orders unless such 
changes constitute a fundamental change in the overall scope and character of the project and associated CEQA 
services. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “fundamental changes” means changes of at least the 
following scope and magnitude: 
 
 The schedule for SEIR completion and certification changes significantly (i.e., more than one month from 



any of the key milestone dates) and for reasons outside ESA’s control from that set forth in the schedule. 



 Directives from the OCII and/or the San Francisco Planning Department for expanded and/or additional 
analyses clearly beyond that specified in this Scope of Services. This would include but not be limited to, 
potential detailed or quantitative analysis for any environmental topics originally assumed to addressed in 
lesser detail, or expanded or new analysis, whether quantitative or otherwise, for environmental topics being 
qualitatively analyzed. 



 Requirement to conduct any of the Optional Tasks described in the Scope of Work but not authorized under 
the Agreement. Addition of any of the Optional Tasks may be subject to further scope and budget 
refinement. 



 Substantial modification of the currently proposed project site development plan from that set forth in the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 



 Substantial additional issues requiring new analysis as a result of public scoping and/or presentations to 
City agencies and as directed by OCII or the San Francisco Planning Department. 



 More detailed alternatives analysis in the SEIR including but not limited to: (1) need for quantitative impact 
analysis for any resource topics; (2) one or more additional alternatives requiring detailed analysis (beyond 
the No Project alternative and one reduced intensity alternative): (3) addition of an off-site alternative for 
detailed analysis. 



 The inclusion in the SEIR of one or more project variants requiring analysis at an equal level of detail as the 
proposed project.  



 Substantial changes in the project, circumstances under which the project is to be undertaken, and/or new 
information of substantial importance to the project which arises following publication of the Draft SEIR 
necessitating a recirculation of the Draft SEIR as determined by the OCII, EP and the City. 
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 Responses to public comments received on the Draft SEIR require major new analysis, including field 
measurement or any kind of modeling. 



 Recirculation of the SEIR is required by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as a result of an appeal of 
SEIR certification and the certification determination is not upheld. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE 



 











ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 148 days Tue 7/8/14 Thu 1/29/15



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 6 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/27/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 2 wks Tue 10/28/14 Mon 11/10/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 4 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/8/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 4 days Tue 12/9/14 Fri 12/12/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Mon 12/15/14 Mon 12/15/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period (extended due to holidays) 45 edays Mon 12/15/14 Thu 1/29/15 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Wed 1/14/15 Wed 1/14/15 8FF+23 days



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 4 wks Tue 10/21/14 Mon 11/17/14 18



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays
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Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 20, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0819
Date: Wed 8/20/14








			MB Blocks 29-32 Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.pdf


			Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR


			Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


			Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


			Task 3 – Data Collection


			Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


			Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


			Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


			Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


			Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


			Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


			Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


			Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


			Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


			Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


			Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts





			Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


			Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


			Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


			Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


			Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


			Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments



















From: Karl Heisler
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,


Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com; David Kelly
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:22:02 PM
Attachments: GSW_14-0828_Full_Short_C&R.pdf


GSW_14-0828_Tasks-only_Short_C&R.pdf


Please see the attached.  I shortened most of the C&R tasks (indicated in red in the duration box)
and also moved the EIR certification date from a Thursday (Planning Commission meeting day) to a
Tuesday (OCII meeting day).
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:07 AM
To: Karl Heisler; Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,
Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
Thank you, Karl – very helpful.  Would it be possible to change the FEIR timeframe to be 4 months
(can include a big caveat on the bottom that 4 months is a best case scenario and it may vary
depending on the comments received).  I just want to make sure that if we forward the schedules
around that we are consistent with the 4 month discussion we had yesterday.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Karl Heisler [mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32



35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32



38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37



39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38



40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39



41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41



43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42
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Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 28, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0828
Date: Thu 8/28/14













 ID  Task Name  Duration  Start  Finish  Predecessors
 1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14
2 CEQA Process Kick‐off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14
3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2
4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2
5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS‐1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4
6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5
7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6
8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7
9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8
10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9
11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays
12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15
14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14
16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16
18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks
19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk
20 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17
21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 



Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)
6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21
23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24
26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days
27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26
28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27
29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days
30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays
32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays
33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32
35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32
38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37
39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38
40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39
41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41
43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42



GSW_14‐0828



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 28, 2014)












including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Subject: RE: Permit Processing Times
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 10:29:30 AM


Thanks, Ed. Tuesday afternoon would be great. I am open from 12 to 2 or after 4.
Let me know if any of those times would work for you and I can head your way.


Catherine 


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Sweeney, Edward (DBI)"
Date:08/29/2014 10:11 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Ho, Gary (DBI)"
Cc: "Hui, Tom (DBI)"
Subject: RE: Permit Processing Times


Catherine,
 
DBI looks forward to meeting with you regarding this important project . Do you have time to meet
to talk about the Warriors on Tuesday afternoon or is Thursday morning more convenient for you
and your team ?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:57 AM
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Subject: Permit Processing Times
 
Hello Ed and Gary – I left you all voice mails, but wanted to follow up with an email since I will be
leaving around 10AM for the weekend, but back in Tuesday.  We are going to be meeting with Steve
Kava next week (probably Thursday) to brief him on the various factors that feed into the Warriors
schedule. I know that Tiffany has talked with Tom in passing about the time it would take to process
the permits for a project as complicated as this, but I would like to talk through the process and
typical vs. aggressive timelines that would apply in this case so I better understand. 
 
Let me know when would be a good time to talk early next week so that I better understand the
process and key milestones.


Thank you and if we don’t talk before the weekend, have a great one!
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: 4:45 call
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 4:34:37 PM


John and Catherine: can you call 605-475-4700; 824916# at 4:45 so we can discuss Warriors CEQA
schedule for 15 minutes before we convene for Warriors design meeting.
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From: Sweeney, Edward (DBI)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Subject: RE: Permit Processing Times
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 10:11:52 AM


Catherine,
 
DBI looks forward to meeting with you regarding this important project . Do you have time to meet
to talk about the Warriors on Tuesday afternoon or is Thursday morning more convenient for you
and your team ?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:57 AM
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Subject: Permit Processing Times
 
Hello Ed and Gary – I left you all voice mails, but wanted to follow up with an email since I will be
leaving around 10AM for the weekend, but back in Tuesday.  We are going to be meeting with Steve
Kava next week (probably Thursday) to brief him on the various factors that feed into the Warriors
schedule. I know that Tiffany has talked with Tom in passing about the time it would take to process
the permits for a project as complicated as this, but I would like to talk through the process and
typical vs. aggressive timelines that would apply in this case so I better understand. 
 
Let me know when would be a good time to talk early next week so that I better understand the
process and key milestones.


Thank you and if we don’t talk before the weekend, have a great one!
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Richard Frainier
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee web information
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 10:59:12 AM
Attachments: image002.png


John,
Thanks for the response and the link.


Happy honeymoon!
-Rich
PS
Catherine - nice to (virtually) meet you!


On Mon, Aug 25, 2014 at 5:25 PM, Gavin, John (MYR) <john.gavin@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Hi Richard,


 


I’m going to be out of the office for the next several weeks (honeymoon), however you can mark


your calendar for Thursday, September 18th and attend the next Mission Bay CAC meeting to get
more information about Mission Bay in general and the Warriors project specifically.   Also you
may contact Catherine Reilly (cc:ed here) who is also working on the project.


 


I’m not sure why the link isn’t currently working from the Mission Bay webpage.  It might be
because we are revamping our website.  This link seems to work: http://sfocii.org/index.aspx?
page=61


 


Cheers,


John


 


Mission Bay Citizen Advisory Committee 


The Mission Bay Community Advisory Committee (CAC) meets on the second Thursday of every month at
5.00 PM.  Please see the agenda for meeting details and location. 


 


John L. Gavin



mailto:richard.frainier@gmail.com
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Project Manager


Office of Economic and Workforce Development


City Hall Room 448


San Francisco, CA 94102


John.Gavin@sfgov.org


415.554.6122


 


From: Richard Frainier [mailto:richard.frainier@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, August 23, 2014 9:49 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee web information


 


John,


I am under contract to purchase an under-construction condo in Mission Bay.


 


I noticed a page <http://sfgov.org/piers3032/get-involved> for the Mission Bay
Citizens Advisory Committee. Most of the links on that page are broken.


 


How can I access current & past information?


 


-Rich



http://www.oewd.org/Development-Projects-Waterfront-Development-Projects.aspx
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: "Jeffrey.Flynn@sfmta.com"; Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Luba C. Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); José I.


Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com)
Subject: GSW Travel Demand Memo Review
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 8:18:58 AM
Attachments: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.docx


Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.pdf


Attached is the travel demand memo for the GSW project in Mission Bay. Please forward to anyone


else at MTA not on this email. Forward all comments from MTA to me by COB September 3rd. All
comments will be discussed at the regularly scheduled project meeting on Wednesday September


10th from 1-3pm.
 
Jeff: I wanted to let you know directly that the transportation consultants for the project (Luba and
Jose) will be contacting you directly to obtain necessary information to conduct the analysis for the
project.
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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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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. 
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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. 
 
 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS  August 8, 2014 
P14002  Page 21 



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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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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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 
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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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NO EVENT SUMMARY 
WEEKDAY: 4 PM TO 6 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 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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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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)
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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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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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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 
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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.   



A-73











Ms. Pat Siefers 
October 18, 2007 
CityPlace Cross Shopping Survey Results 
Page 3 



Figure 1: Survey Results 
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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%
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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.
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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)
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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
ARENA



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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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 9:50:17 AM
Attachments: Proposed SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_082014_without Cost Estimate.pdf


Is it usual that we don’t see the budget, but the applicant does?  Just curious…..
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:47 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
 
Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
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:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com
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August 20, 2014 
 
 
To: Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080 
San Francisco, CA 94105 



 
Cc: (without cost estimate)  
 Catherine Reilly, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
 Chris Kern, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event 



Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
 



Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a scope of work for environmental review services for 
the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center and mixed-use development in Mission Bay at Blocks 
29-32 (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 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(Subsequent EIR) is required, and that the SEIR will be tiered from the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR 
(Mission Bay FSEIR). 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. OCII and EP have reviewed and approved a preliminary version of 
this scope of work, and this scope of work incorporates all of their comments as well as further details that were 
discussed at the July 30, 2014 meeting at the Planning Department; this scope of work also incorporates previous 
input provided by the Project Sponsor.  
 
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 about 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, 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. 



Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed tasks, major deliverables and associated costs to conduct the 
environmental services for the project. A proposed budget summary for the services, broken down by firm and 
task, is presented in Attachment C, as is a detailed breakdown by individual staff.1  Key CEQA work 
assumptions used to develop the scope of work are included in Attachment D. A preliminary proposed schedule  



                                                      
1  Please note the cost estimate for the transportation subconsultants includes certain incurred and already invoiced charges from Fehr and 



Peers, as well as other incurred but not-yet-invoiced charges from Fehr and Peers, Adavant and LCW. 
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showing all key milestones through the publication of the Draft SEIR is included in Attachment E.  The 
proposed schedule reflects “standard” review times for City staff. 



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 and be actively involved during the entirety of the EIR 
process. 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, Gary, and/or Paul will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project as directed by 
OCII or EP. 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 within their particular specialty and experience, 
appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SEIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, 
Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise 
(LBE)-certified by the City’s Contract Monitoring Division. 



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 the Mission Bay development 
program. 
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The proposed event center 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.  
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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. The project 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 currently operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, 
respectively).  



The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 747,000 
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 for use during 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. OCII indicates modifications to 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 
Subsequent 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. Section 15168(c)(1) 
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) of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that 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 
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before. Thus, for the GSW project, ESA proposes to prepare an Initial Study, which will focus the EIR, and a 
Subsequent EIR that tiers off of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  



Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Subsequent EIR for the GSW project 
in Mission Bay will focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: 
Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues 
associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding); in addition, the SEIR could potentially include detailed 
analyses of Utilities (water and wastewater) and 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(d), 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 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 Attend 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. ESA will prepare an administrative draft NOP for review and comment by OCII, 
EP, and the project sponsor; and will then respond to and incorporate all comments into a screencheck draft NOP 
for a second round of review, prior to finalizing the NOP for publication. The City has also requested preparation 
of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study under Task 2, below. 



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 and Initial Study as requested by the City EP 
and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute up to 250 copies of the NOP, and up to 30 copies of the 
NOP/IS, plus up to 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 and help facilitate 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 Initial Study, and provide this summary to the City. 



Task 2. Prepare Initial Study 



The City has requested preparation of an 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 
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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 Section 15162; 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 
 Aesthetics 
 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 



 
ESA will prepare an Initial Study on the new event center, using current significance criteria and the existing 
conditions (2014) as the baseline, but using the modified checklist and answering questions asking whether the 
event center would have new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The Initial Study will first summarize how each of the topics listed 
above (with the exception of Aesthetics) were addressed for the Mission Bay plan as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 
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 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. Topics for which no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts are identified do not need to be studied in the Subsequent EIR—presumably, those resource areas listed 
above. 



With respect to Aesthetics, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. 
The eligibility of the proposed project under SB 743 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 Initial Study or the SEIR, but the Initial Study 
will provide the rationale for focusing this issue out. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or 
inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or the SEIR. 



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, 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. Rather, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be 
addressed in full detail in the SEIR. 



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 might merit a 
more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be 
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addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, some of 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 Subsequent EIR #1 



ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft Subsequent 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 Subsequent EIR.  



The SEIR will use the same approach to the impact analysis as the Initial Study, i.e., using current significance 
criteria and the existing conditions as the baseline. The SEIR will also summarize how each of the topics 
requiring further analysis were addressed for the Mission Bay project as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 in the 
Mission Bay FSEIR, describe any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and identify 
conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The SEIR will then provide a qualitative comparison of the 
conclusions of the current impact analysis against conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The analysis will 
identify any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as well as 
any new or substantially different mitigation measures from those previously analyzed, as appropriate.  



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 analysis (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 SEIR sections. Nevertheless, 
working together with the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s in-house technical experts will prepare the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SEIR, while the sponsor's consultants will provide the 
technical supporting documentation for use in the EIR appendices as appropriate. 



The key topics to be covered in the SEIR and their associated scope are summarized below: 
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 Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SEIR and how it 
relates to the Mission Bay FSEIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments 
received during the scoping period. The Introduction will also include a summary of the Mission Bay 
redevelopment project and development program analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it relates to the 
proposed GSW project on Blocks 29 to 32.  



 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 SEIR 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 as provided by the Project Sponsor. As described above, the project description will not include any 
visual simulations of the project. 



ESA will prepare and submit a preliminary draft project description for review and comment prior to ADSEIR 
#1 to ensure that the impact analysis in ADSEIR #1 is based on consistent and approved project description 
assumptions. Upon receipt and resolution of comments received on the preliminary draft project description, it 
is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description. ESA will then revise 
the project description based on this first round of review, and submit the revised project description as part of 
ADSEIR #1. 



 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, and other 
applicable plans (e.g., 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 be 
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). 



 Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work for Adavant 
Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Fehr and Peers. As indicated in Attachment C, the City has formally 
approved this scope of work.  ESA’s in-house transportation analyst would conduct a QA/QC as part of a 
focused review of all transportation deliverables.  



 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 pile-driving 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 at Blocks 29 to 32. 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; 
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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, such as the Mission Bay 
Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement. 



 Air Quality (including potential Health Risk Assessment option) — 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, 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 section of the Subsequent EIR. 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. 



Optional Task: Support Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Prepare Impact Discussion. Because the 
project site is not located in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, it is currently assumed that a project 
specific health risk assessment (HRA) will not be needed for the Subsequent EIR. However, in the event 
that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part 
of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work, and it would include 
coordination with the project sponsor and Environ—who would conduct the HRA and provide results to 
ESA—for consistency in project understanding and analysis methodology as well as preparation of the air 
quality impact sections related to health risks. 



 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 greenhouse gas emissions, and 
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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 SB 743. 



 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 
collaborate with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, 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, rather than 
conduct a peer review, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR Wind 
section using 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 in 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 
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rise inundation maps available for the project area, including the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission's (SFPUC) recently published sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay 
shoreline. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design flood level for the project site taking into 
consideration 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 flood 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 flood impacts. 



 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 project-specific 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. This scope of work assumes that 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. 



 Alternatives — The SEIR will tier off the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as 
analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the SEIR. This scope of work assumes the SEIR 
alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently, approved development on Blocks 
29 to 32) and one other alternative (likely to be a reduced intensity alternative); these alternatives will be 
analyzed qualitatively. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail, although alternative locations 
considered and rejected (such as Piers 30-32) will be discussed.  



Optional Task: Quantitative Analysis of Alternatives. If directed by OCII and EP, ESA will conduct a 
quantitative for one or more EIR topics, including but not limited, to, transportation, air quality, and/or noise. 



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. 
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ESA will submit ADSEIR #1 to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor for review and comment in electronic format 
only. It is assumed that EP will then provide a consolidated set of non-conflicting comments in electronic format 
to ESA for use in preparing ADSEIR #2. 



Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft Subsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft Subsequent EIR  



This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative 
Draft Subsequent 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. ADSEIR #2 will also include the first draft of the Summary chapter of the SEIR. 



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. ESA will submit ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR in 
electronic format only. 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 up to 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus up to 200 CDs and up to 
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 
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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, Notice of Determination, and Consolidated Final SEIR 



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. It is also assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees. 



Following certification of the Final SEIR, ESA will prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD), and it is 
assumed the City will file the NOD. Following the 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. ESA will print 10 hard copies 
of the consolidated Final SEIR and 20 CDs. 



Optional Task: Appeal Support. ESA will provide support services to OCII and EP in the event of an appeal of 
the SEIR certification. ESA would 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.  



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 as needed, but not more frequently than 
monthly, and will update milestone status at each regular weekly CEQA team meeting.  



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 
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(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 
review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. Further, 
it is assumed that ESA will be responsible for assembling and organizing the references and materials developed 
specifically for the SEIR, but that if required, the City would be responsible for providing the administrative 
record associated with the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR (including associated addenda) and/or the 1990 Mission Bay 
Final Environmental Impact Report in the appropriate format suitable for posting.  



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 
developed specifically for the SEIR 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. 



Conclusion 



In summary, the ESA team appreciates the opportunity to participate in this critically important project on behalf 
of GSW and the City. We appreciate your expeditious response to this request, as we continue working with you 
and the City on a fast-track schedule with the objective of publishing the Draft SEIR in March of 2015 (see 
Attachment E for a preliminary schedule). Please don’t hesitate to contact me, Karl Heisler, or Paul Mitchell if 
you have any questions or require any further information on this contract modification request.  
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Sincerely, 



 
Gary W. Oates 
President 
 
 
 
 
Attachment A:  Transportation Scope of Work and Budget 
Attachment B:  Administrative Record and SB 743 Compliance Support 
Attachment C:  Proposed Budget Summary, by Consultant and Task 
Attachment D:  Assumptions for Environmental Services for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



Project in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
Attachment E:  Preliminary Schedule 











 



Preliminary Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed 
Golden State Warriors Event Center Development in Mission Bay 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 
Page A-1 



 



ATTACHMENT A 
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TRANSPORTATION SCOPE OF WORK AND BUDGET 











SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



www.sfplanning.org  
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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  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         



Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1     



 1 
 



2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



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 24 



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 
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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 
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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. 



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. 
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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  



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. 



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: 
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• 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 
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• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  
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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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  
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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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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. 



It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project will begin with the GSW's submittal of the Environmental 
Evaluation (EE) Application or equivalent form 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. 
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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 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)). 
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 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)). 











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



A B C D E F G H I J K L



Topic Category Date Received/Sent Document Date Recipient(s)/ Affiliation
Author/ 
Affiliation



Document Name Document Subject Number of Pages
Document/ 
Media Type



Bates 
Numbers



Digital File 
Name



Other 
Notes



PDF Emails and documents are categorized by topic.  This column identifies the 
date the document was 
received or sent.



This is the date 
shown on the 
document.



This identifies the recipient 
of the document.



This identifies the 
author of the 
document.



This column identifies the title of the 
document or PDF Email attachment. If 
an PDF Email does not include an 
attachment, the entry will be blank.



This column identifies 
the subject(s) of the 
document using key 
words



This identifies the 
number of pages in the 
document.



This identifies the 
entry's document 
type or media 
format.



A unique bates 
range will identify 
each entry



This identifies name 
of the digital file 
associated with the 
entry.  All 
documents saved in 
pdf format



     e.g., Notice of Preparation, Draft SEIR, Responses to Comments, Notice of Determination, CEQA Findings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, etc.



    e.g., Applicable memos, correspondence and other miscellaneous information related to application (such as technical reports related to GHG analysis, correspondence with CARB, approval from Governor's Office, etc.)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with  NOP (through publication)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with non‐technical SEIR sections (e.g., Introduction, etc.)



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Project Description



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Plans and Policies



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Land Use



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Population and Housing



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Cultural and Paleontological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Transportation and Circulation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Noise and Vibration



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Air Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Greenhouse Gases



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Wind and Shadow



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Recreation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Utilties and Service Systems



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Biological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Geology and Soils



15   IS/SEIR ‐ Utilities and Service Systems (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



16  IS/SEIR ‐ Biological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



17  IS/SEIR  ‐ Geology and Soils (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



10   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Noise and Vibration (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



11   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Air Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



12   IS/SEIR ‐ Greenhouse Gases (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



13   IS/SEIR ‐ Wind and Shadow (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



14   IS/SEIR  ‐ Recreation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



00  Final Key Documents



01   SB 743



02  Notice of Preparation (NOP) 



03   SEIR ‐ General (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



04   IS/SEIR ‐ Project Description (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



05   SEIR ‐ Plans and Policies (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



06   IS/EIR ‐ Land Use (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



07   IS/EIR ‐ Population and Housing (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



08  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



09  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Transportation and Circulation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)
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    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIRHydrology and Water Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Mineral and Energy Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Agriculture Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with Other CEQA Issues (Growth Inducement, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Significant and Irreversible Changes, and Areas of Known Controversy



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with EIR Alternatives



    Agency, Public and Organization Scoping Comments Received in Response to NOP



    Agency, Public and Organization Comments on Draft EIR



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with multiple EIR topics 



    e.g., Agenda, Minutes, from Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with potential EIR appeal, and appeal response



32    Permits 



20   IS/EIR‐ Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



21   IS/SEIR  ‐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



22   IS/SEIR ‐ Mineral and Energy Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



23   IS/SEIR‐ Agriculture and Forest Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



25   SEIR ‐ Alternatives (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



24   SEIR EIR ‐ Other CEQA Issues (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



30  SEIR Appeal



28   Correspondence ‐ General 



26   NOP Scoping Comments



27   Comments on Draft SEIR 



29   Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings
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ATTACHMENT D 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FOR THE  



EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN  
MISSION BAY AT BLOCKS 29-32 



Key CEQA Work Scope Assumptions 



There shall be a presumption against the need for change orders requested by ESA during preparation of the 
SEIR. ESA and its team members acknowledge that certain details and features of the project are still being 
resolved and refined but agree that such changes will not constitute the need for change orders unless such 
changes constitute a fundamental change in the overall scope and character of the project and associated CEQA 
services. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “fundamental changes” means changes of at least the 
following scope and magnitude: 
 
 The schedule for SEIR completion and certification changes significantly (i.e., more than one month from 



any of the key milestone dates) and for reasons outside ESA’s control from that set forth in the schedule. 



 Directives from the OCII and/or the San Francisco Planning Department for expanded and/or additional 
analyses clearly beyond that specified in this Scope of Services. This would include but not be limited to, 
potential detailed or quantitative analysis for any environmental topics originally assumed to addressed in 
lesser detail, or expanded or new analysis, whether quantitative or otherwise, for environmental topics being 
qualitatively analyzed. 



 Requirement to conduct any of the Optional Tasks described in the Scope of Work but not authorized under 
the Agreement. Addition of any of the Optional Tasks may be subject to further scope and budget 
refinement. 



 Substantial modification of the currently proposed project site development plan from that set forth in the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 



 Substantial additional issues requiring new analysis as a result of public scoping and/or presentations to 
City agencies and as directed by OCII or the San Francisco Planning Department. 



 More detailed alternatives analysis in the SEIR including but not limited to: (1) need for quantitative impact 
analysis for any resource topics; (2) one or more additional alternatives requiring detailed analysis (beyond 
the No Project alternative and one reduced intensity alternative): (3) addition of an off-site alternative for 
detailed analysis. 



 The inclusion in the SEIR of one or more project variants requiring analysis at an equal level of detail as the 
proposed project.  



 Substantial changes in the project, circumstances under which the project is to be undertaken, and/or new 
information of substantial importance to the project which arises following publication of the Draft SEIR 
necessitating a recirculation of the Draft SEIR as determined by the OCII, EP and the City. 
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 Responses to public comments received on the Draft SEIR require major new analysis, including field 
measurement or any kind of modeling. 



 Recirculation of the SEIR is required by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as a result of an appeal of 
SEIR certification and the certification determination is not upheld. 











 



Preliminary Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed 
Golden State Warriors Event Center Development in Mission Bay 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 
Page E-1 



 



ATTACHMENT E 
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE 



 











ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 148 days Tue 7/8/14 Thu 1/29/15



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 6 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/27/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 2 wks Tue 10/28/14 Mon 11/10/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 4 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/8/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 4 days Tue 12/9/14 Fri 12/12/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Mon 12/15/14 Mon 12/15/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period (extended due to holidays) 45 edays Mon 12/15/14 Thu 1/29/15 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Wed 1/14/15 Wed 1/14/15 8FF+23 days



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 4 wks Tue 10/21/14 Mon 11/17/14 18



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



7/8



12/15



1/14



3/25



4/30
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Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 20, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0819
Date: Wed 8/20/14








			MB Blocks 29-32 Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.pdf


			Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR


			Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


			Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


			Task 3 – Data Collection


			Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


			Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


			Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


			Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


			Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


			Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


			Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


			Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


			Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


			Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


			Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts





			Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


			Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


			Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


			Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


			Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


			Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments



















From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: "Jeffrey.Flynn@sfmta.com"; Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Luba C. Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); José I.


Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com)
Subject: GSW Travel Demand Memo Review
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 8:18:57 AM
Attachments: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.docx


Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.pdf


Attached is the travel demand memo for the GSW project in Mission Bay. Please forward to anyone


else at MTA not on this email. Forward all comments from MTA to me by COB September 3rd. All
comments will be discussed at the regularly scheduled project meeting on Wednesday September


10th from 1-3pm.
 
Jeff: I wanted to let you know directly that the transportation consultants for the project (Luba and
Jose) will be contacting you directly to obtain necessary information to conduct the analysis for the
project.
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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.











[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 18





PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS		August 8, 2014


P14002		Page 19


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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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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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) 



 
  



A-13











Adavant Consulting



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%
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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%



GS Warriors Trip Gen 2014 07 22 v17.xlsx Printed on 8/3/2014



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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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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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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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 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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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 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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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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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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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
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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%
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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.
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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 



20%
3%
30%
9%
5%



100%



15%
3%
15%
0%



A-92











TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS FOR THE 
MADISON SQUARE GARDEN RELOCATION AND EXPANSION 



A-93











A-94











 



Rev. 02 1



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
ARENA



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%



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 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).
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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
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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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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Subject: RE: Permit Processing Times
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 9:13:00 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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Hui, Tom (DBI) 
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 9:09 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI); Jayin, Carolyn (DBI)
Subject: Re: Permit Processing Times
 
Hi Catherine,
I would like inform you that Gary is on vacation until next Wednesday. I will ask Ed to reply to your
email today. Please, call me if you have any questions or email before
Have a wonderful weekend!
Tom


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 29, 2014, at 8:57 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hello Ed and Gary – I left you all voice mails, but wanted to follow up with an email
since I will be leaving around 10AM for the weekend, but back in Tuesday.  We are
going to be meeting with Steve Kava next week (probably Thursday) to brief him on the
various factors that feed into the Warriors schedule. I know that Tiffany has talked with
Tom in passing about the time it would take to process the permits for a project as
complicated as this, but I would like to talk through the process and typical vs.
aggressive timelines that would apply in this case so I better understand. 
 
Let me know when would be a good time to talk early next week so that I better
understand the process and key milestones.


Thank you and if we don’t talk before the weekend, have a great one!
 



mailto:tom.hui@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto: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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 2:43:00 PM
Attachments: Proposed SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_082014_without Cost Estimate.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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:47 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
 
Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
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:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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August 20, 2014 
 
 
To: Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080 
San Francisco, CA 94105 



 
Cc: (without cost estimate)  
 Catherine Reilly, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
 Chris Kern, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event 



Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
 



Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a scope of work for environmental review services for 
the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center and mixed-use development in Mission Bay at Blocks 
29-32 (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 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(Subsequent EIR) is required, and that the SEIR will be tiered from the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR 
(Mission Bay FSEIR). 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. OCII and EP have reviewed and approved a preliminary version of 
this scope of work, and this scope of work incorporates all of their comments as well as further details that were 
discussed at the July 30, 2014 meeting at the Planning Department; this scope of work also incorporates previous 
input provided by the Project Sponsor.  
 
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 about 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, 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. 



Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed tasks, major deliverables and associated costs to conduct the 
environmental services for the project. A proposed budget summary for the services, broken down by firm and 
task, is presented in Attachment C, as is a detailed breakdown by individual staff.1  Key CEQA work 
assumptions used to develop the scope of work are included in Attachment D. A preliminary proposed schedule  



                                                      
1  Please note the cost estimate for the transportation subconsultants includes certain incurred and already invoiced charges from Fehr and 



Peers, as well as other incurred but not-yet-invoiced charges from Fehr and Peers, Adavant and LCW. 
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showing all key milestones through the publication of the Draft SEIR is included in Attachment E.  The 
proposed schedule reflects “standard” review times for City staff. 



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 and be actively involved during the entirety of the EIR 
process. 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, Gary, and/or Paul will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project as directed by 
OCII or EP. 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 within their particular specialty and experience, 
appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SEIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, 
Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise 
(LBE)-certified by the City’s Contract Monitoring Division. 



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 the Mission Bay development 
program. 
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The proposed event center 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.  
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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. The project 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 currently operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, 
respectively).  



The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 747,000 
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 for use during 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. OCII indicates modifications to 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 
Subsequent 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. Section 15168(c)(1) 
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) of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that 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 
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before. Thus, for the GSW project, ESA proposes to prepare an Initial Study, which will focus the EIR, and a 
Subsequent EIR that tiers off of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  



Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Subsequent EIR for the GSW project 
in Mission Bay will focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: 
Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues 
associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding); in addition, the SEIR could potentially include detailed 
analyses of Utilities (water and wastewater) and 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(d), 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 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 Attend 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. ESA will prepare an administrative draft NOP for review and comment by OCII, 
EP, and the project sponsor; and will then respond to and incorporate all comments into a screencheck draft NOP 
for a second round of review, prior to finalizing the NOP for publication. The City has also requested preparation 
of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study under Task 2, below. 



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 and Initial Study as requested by the City EP 
and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute up to 250 copies of the NOP, and up to 30 copies of the 
NOP/IS, plus up to 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 and help facilitate 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 Initial Study, and provide this summary to the City. 



Task 2. Prepare Initial Study 



The City has requested preparation of an 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 
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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 Section 15162; 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 
 Aesthetics 
 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 



 
ESA will prepare an Initial Study on the new event center, using current significance criteria and the existing 
conditions (2014) as the baseline, but using the modified checklist and answering questions asking whether the 
event center would have new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The Initial Study will first summarize how each of the topics listed 
above (with the exception of Aesthetics) were addressed for the Mission Bay plan as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 
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 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. Topics for which no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts are identified do not need to be studied in the Subsequent EIR—presumably, those resource areas listed 
above. 



With respect to Aesthetics, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. 
The eligibility of the proposed project under SB 743 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 Initial Study or the SEIR, but the Initial Study 
will provide the rationale for focusing this issue out. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or 
inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or the SEIR. 



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, 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. Rather, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be 
addressed in full detail in the SEIR. 



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 might merit a 
more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be 
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addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, some of 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 Subsequent EIR #1 



ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft Subsequent 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 Subsequent EIR.  



The SEIR will use the same approach to the impact analysis as the Initial Study, i.e., using current significance 
criteria and the existing conditions as the baseline. The SEIR will also summarize how each of the topics 
requiring further analysis were addressed for the Mission Bay project as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 in the 
Mission Bay FSEIR, describe any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and identify 
conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The SEIR will then provide a qualitative comparison of the 
conclusions of the current impact analysis against conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The analysis will 
identify any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as well as 
any new or substantially different mitigation measures from those previously analyzed, as appropriate.  



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 analysis (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 SEIR sections. Nevertheless, 
working together with the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s in-house technical experts will prepare the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SEIR, while the sponsor's consultants will provide the 
technical supporting documentation for use in the EIR appendices as appropriate. 



The key topics to be covered in the SEIR and their associated scope are summarized below: 
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 Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SEIR and how it 
relates to the Mission Bay FSEIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments 
received during the scoping period. The Introduction will also include a summary of the Mission Bay 
redevelopment project and development program analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it relates to the 
proposed GSW project on Blocks 29 to 32.  



 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 SEIR 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 as provided by the Project Sponsor. As described above, the project description will not include any 
visual simulations of the project. 



ESA will prepare and submit a preliminary draft project description for review and comment prior to ADSEIR 
#1 to ensure that the impact analysis in ADSEIR #1 is based on consistent and approved project description 
assumptions. Upon receipt and resolution of comments received on the preliminary draft project description, it 
is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description. ESA will then revise 
the project description based on this first round of review, and submit the revised project description as part of 
ADSEIR #1. 



 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, and other 
applicable plans (e.g., 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 be 
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). 



 Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work for Adavant 
Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Fehr and Peers. As indicated in Attachment C, the City has formally 
approved this scope of work.  ESA’s in-house transportation analyst would conduct a QA/QC as part of a 
focused review of all transportation deliverables.  



 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 pile-driving 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 at Blocks 29 to 32. 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; 
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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, such as the Mission Bay 
Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement. 



 Air Quality (including potential Health Risk Assessment option) — 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, 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 section of the Subsequent EIR. 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. 



Optional Task: Support Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Prepare Impact Discussion. Because the 
project site is not located in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, it is currently assumed that a project 
specific health risk assessment (HRA) will not be needed for the Subsequent EIR. However, in the event 
that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part 
of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work, and it would include 
coordination with the project sponsor and Environ—who would conduct the HRA and provide results to 
ESA—for consistency in project understanding and analysis methodology as well as preparation of the air 
quality impact sections related to health risks. 



 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 greenhouse gas emissions, and 
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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 SB 743. 



 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 
collaborate with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, 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, rather than 
conduct a peer review, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR Wind 
section using 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 in 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 
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rise inundation maps available for the project area, including the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission's (SFPUC) recently published sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay 
shoreline. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design flood level for the project site taking into 
consideration 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 flood 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 flood impacts. 



 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 project-specific 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. This scope of work assumes that 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. 



 Alternatives — The SEIR will tier off the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as 
analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the SEIR. This scope of work assumes the SEIR 
alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently, approved development on Blocks 
29 to 32) and one other alternative (likely to be a reduced intensity alternative); these alternatives will be 
analyzed qualitatively. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail, although alternative locations 
considered and rejected (such as Piers 30-32) will be discussed.  



Optional Task: Quantitative Analysis of Alternatives. If directed by OCII and EP, ESA will conduct a 
quantitative for one or more EIR topics, including but not limited, to, transportation, air quality, and/or noise. 



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. 
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ESA will submit ADSEIR #1 to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor for review and comment in electronic format 
only. It is assumed that EP will then provide a consolidated set of non-conflicting comments in electronic format 
to ESA for use in preparing ADSEIR #2. 



Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft Subsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft Subsequent EIR  



This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative 
Draft Subsequent 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. ADSEIR #2 will also include the first draft of the Summary chapter of the SEIR. 



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. ESA will submit ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR in 
electronic format only. 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 up to 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus up to 200 CDs and up to 
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 
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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, Notice of Determination, and Consolidated Final SEIR 



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. It is also assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees. 



Following certification of the Final SEIR, ESA will prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD), and it is 
assumed the City will file the NOD. Following the 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. ESA will print 10 hard copies 
of the consolidated Final SEIR and 20 CDs. 



Optional Task: Appeal Support. ESA will provide support services to OCII and EP in the event of an appeal of 
the SEIR certification. ESA would 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.  



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 as needed, but not more frequently than 
monthly, and will update milestone status at each regular weekly CEQA team meeting.  



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 
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(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 
review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. Further, 
it is assumed that ESA will be responsible for assembling and organizing the references and materials developed 
specifically for the SEIR, but that if required, the City would be responsible for providing the administrative 
record associated with the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR (including associated addenda) and/or the 1990 Mission Bay 
Final Environmental Impact Report in the appropriate format suitable for posting.  



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 
developed specifically for the SEIR 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. 



Conclusion 



In summary, the ESA team appreciates the opportunity to participate in this critically important project on behalf 
of GSW and the City. We appreciate your expeditious response to this request, as we continue working with you 
and the City on a fast-track schedule with the objective of publishing the Draft SEIR in March of 2015 (see 
Attachment E for a preliminary schedule). Please don’t hesitate to contact me, Karl Heisler, or Paul Mitchell if 
you have any questions or require any further information on this contract modification request.  
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Sincerely, 



 
Gary W. Oates 
President 
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Project in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
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ATTACHMENT A 
ADAVANT / LCW / FEHR & PEERS  



TRANSPORTATION SCOPE OF WORK AND BUDGET 











SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



www.sfplanning.org  
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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  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         



Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1     



 1 
 



2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



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 24 



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 
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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 
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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. 



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. 
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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  



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. 



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: 
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• 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 
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• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  
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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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  
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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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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. 



It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project will begin with the GSW's submittal of the Environmental 
Evaluation (EE) Application or equivalent form 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. 
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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 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)). 
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 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)). 
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Topic Category Date Received/Sent Document Date Recipient(s)/ Affiliation
Author/ 
Affiliation



Document Name Document Subject Number of Pages
Document/ 
Media Type



Bates 
Numbers



Digital File 
Name



Other 
Notes



PDF Emails and documents are categorized by topic.  This column identifies the 
date the document was 
received or sent.



This is the date 
shown on the 
document.



This identifies the recipient 
of the document.



This identifies the 
author of the 
document.



This column identifies the title of the 
document or PDF Email attachment. If 
an PDF Email does not include an 
attachment, the entry will be blank.



This column identifies 
the subject(s) of the 
document using key 
words



This identifies the 
number of pages in the 
document.



This identifies the 
entry's document 
type or media 
format.



A unique bates 
range will identify 
each entry



This identifies name 
of the digital file 
associated with the 
entry.  All 
documents saved in 
pdf format



     e.g., Notice of Preparation, Draft SEIR, Responses to Comments, Notice of Determination, CEQA Findings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, etc.



    e.g., Applicable memos, correspondence and other miscellaneous information related to application (such as technical reports related to GHG analysis, correspondence with CARB, approval from Governor's Office, etc.)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with  NOP (through publication)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with non‐technical SEIR sections (e.g., Introduction, etc.)



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Project Description



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Plans and Policies



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Land Use



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Population and Housing



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Cultural and Paleontological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Transportation and Circulation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Noise and Vibration



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Air Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Greenhouse Gases



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Wind and Shadow



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Recreation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Utilties and Service Systems



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Biological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Geology and Soils



15   IS/SEIR ‐ Utilities and Service Systems (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



16  IS/SEIR ‐ Biological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



17  IS/SEIR  ‐ Geology and Soils (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



10   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Noise and Vibration (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



11   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Air Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



12   IS/SEIR ‐ Greenhouse Gases (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



13   IS/SEIR ‐ Wind and Shadow (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



14   IS/SEIR  ‐ Recreation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



00  Final Key Documents



01   SB 743



02  Notice of Preparation (NOP) 



03   SEIR ‐ General (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



04   IS/SEIR ‐ Project Description (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



05   SEIR ‐ Plans and Policies (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



06   IS/EIR ‐ Land Use (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



07   IS/EIR ‐ Population and Housing (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



08  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



09  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Transportation and Circulation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)
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    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIRHydrology and Water Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Mineral and Energy Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Agriculture Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with Other CEQA Issues (Growth Inducement, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Significant and Irreversible Changes, and Areas of Known Controversy



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with EIR Alternatives



    Agency, Public and Organization Scoping Comments Received in Response to NOP



    Agency, Public and Organization Comments on Draft EIR



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with multiple EIR topics 



    e.g., Agenda, Minutes, from Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with potential EIR appeal, and appeal response



32    Permits 



20   IS/EIR‐ Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



21   IS/SEIR  ‐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



22   IS/SEIR ‐ Mineral and Energy Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



23   IS/SEIR‐ Agriculture and Forest Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



25   SEIR ‐ Alternatives (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



24   SEIR EIR ‐ Other CEQA Issues (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



30  SEIR Appeal



28   Correspondence ‐ General 



26   NOP Scoping Comments



27   Comments on Draft SEIR 



29   Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings
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ATTACHMENT D 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FOR THE  



EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN  
MISSION BAY AT BLOCKS 29-32 



Key CEQA Work Scope Assumptions 



There shall be a presumption against the need for change orders requested by ESA during preparation of the 
SEIR. ESA and its team members acknowledge that certain details and features of the project are still being 
resolved and refined but agree that such changes will not constitute the need for change orders unless such 
changes constitute a fundamental change in the overall scope and character of the project and associated CEQA 
services. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “fundamental changes” means changes of at least the 
following scope and magnitude: 
 
 The schedule for SEIR completion and certification changes significantly (i.e., more than one month from 



any of the key milestone dates) and for reasons outside ESA’s control from that set forth in the schedule. 



 Directives from the OCII and/or the San Francisco Planning Department for expanded and/or additional 
analyses clearly beyond that specified in this Scope of Services. This would include but not be limited to, 
potential detailed or quantitative analysis for any environmental topics originally assumed to addressed in 
lesser detail, or expanded or new analysis, whether quantitative or otherwise, for environmental topics being 
qualitatively analyzed. 



 Requirement to conduct any of the Optional Tasks described in the Scope of Work but not authorized under 
the Agreement. Addition of any of the Optional Tasks may be subject to further scope and budget 
refinement. 



 Substantial modification of the currently proposed project site development plan from that set forth in the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 



 Substantial additional issues requiring new analysis as a result of public scoping and/or presentations to 
City agencies and as directed by OCII or the San Francisco Planning Department. 



 More detailed alternatives analysis in the SEIR including but not limited to: (1) need for quantitative impact 
analysis for any resource topics; (2) one or more additional alternatives requiring detailed analysis (beyond 
the No Project alternative and one reduced intensity alternative): (3) addition of an off-site alternative for 
detailed analysis. 



 The inclusion in the SEIR of one or more project variants requiring analysis at an equal level of detail as the 
proposed project.  



 Substantial changes in the project, circumstances under which the project is to be undertaken, and/or new 
information of substantial importance to the project which arises following publication of the Draft SEIR 
necessitating a recirculation of the Draft SEIR as determined by the OCII, EP and the City. 
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 Responses to public comments received on the Draft SEIR require major new analysis, including field 
measurement or any kind of modeling. 



 Recirculation of the SEIR is required by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as a result of an appeal of 
SEIR certification and the certification determination is not upheld. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE 



 











ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 148 days Tue 7/8/14 Thu 1/29/15



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 6 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/27/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 2 wks Tue 10/28/14 Mon 11/10/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 4 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/8/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 4 days Tue 12/9/14 Fri 12/12/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Mon 12/15/14 Mon 12/15/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period (extended due to holidays) 45 edays Mon 12/15/14 Thu 1/29/15 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Wed 1/14/15 Wed 1/14/15 8FF+23 days



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 4 wks Tue 10/21/14 Mon 11/17/14 18



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



7/8



12/15



1/14



3/25



4/30



7/6 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/10 8/17 8/24 8/31 9/7 9/14 9/21 9/28 10/510/1210/1910/2611/2 11/911/1611/2311/3012/712/1412/2112/28 1/4 1/11 1/18 1/25 2/1 2/8 2/15 2/22 3/1 3/8 3/15 3/22 3/29 4/5 4/12 4/19 4/26 5/3 5/10 5/
y August September October November December January February March April May
r 3, 2014 Qtr 4, 2014 Qtr 1, 2015 Qtr 2, 2015



Task



Split



Milestone



Summary



Project Summary



External Tasks



External Milestone



Inactive Task



Inactive Milestone



Inactive Summary



Manual Task



Duration‐only



Manual Summary Rollup



Manual Summary



Start‐only



Finish‐only



Deadline



Progress



Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 20, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0819
Date: Wed 8/20/14








			MB Blocks 29-32 Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.pdf


			Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR


			Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


			Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


			Task 3 – Data Collection


			Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


			Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


			Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


			Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


			Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


			Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


			Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


			Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


			Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


			Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


			Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts





			Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


			Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


			Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


			Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


			Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


			Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments



















From: Karl Heisler
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell
Subject: SFGH
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 1:18:48 PM


I cannot find the SFGH Comments & Responses anywhere on line.  However, it was prepared
unusually quickly.  The DEIR was published on March 8, 2008, and the C&R, on June 8—three
months later!  The C&R came out something like 6 weeks after the public hearing.
 
However, if there are minimal comments, we can do a fast C&R, too.  But that’s not what we’ve
been talking about—we have been focused on the Draft EIR.  And the SFGH Draft EIR was published
7 months after its NOP came out (8/2/07), whereas we are saying we will publish a DEIR 4-1/2
months after the NOP (mid-November to late March).  (No Initial Study was published for SFGH, so
the DEIR included all topics. )
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 



mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Updated/Revised CEQA Information Needs for GSW Project
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 2:44:00 PM
Attachments: CEQA Preliminary Info Needs_8-22-14 Excel Table.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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:41 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Joyce; Karl Heisler; Gary Oates; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Updated/Revised CEQA Information Needs for GSW Project
 
All:
 
Attached is an updated/revised CEQA Information Needs matrix that includes 1) adjusted due dates
(in green text) for specific information needs and 2) responses (in red text) that have been provided
to date from the sponsor.  No changes have been made to the specific information requested.
 
ESA’s original working schedule which informed the due dates in the 7/18/14 CEQA Information
Needs matrix assumed City staff review times would be abbreviated (i.e., not their standard review
durations).  However, as directed by City staff, all City review times (as reflected in our current SEIR
schedule submitted to you in our 8/20/14 scope of work) are now based on their standard review
durations.  The inclusion of standard review times necessitated moving up certain deliverables, and
consequently, a number of due dates in 7/18/14 CEQA Information Needs matrix have also been
moved up to meet those earlier submittal dates. 
 
Please review and let us know if these are acceptable to you, and I’m happy to talk with you about
individual due dates for specific items.  
 
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:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY
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Sheet1


			Info Needs Task No			Benchmark/Milestone			Project Sponsor CEQA Information			Responsible Party			Date Due 			Date Delivered			Notes


			Travel Demand Memo


			1			 Travel Demand Memo			Confirmation of Final Project Land Use Type, Square Footages for Proposed Development, and Employment.  Please review attached Table T-1 (developed from the 7/15/14 Sponsor project description and additional input provided by the sponsor at the 7/16/14 CEQA meeting), and confirm the assumptions and numbers.			Sponsor			7/21/14			7/21/14			Document available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/yz25l3c2897t7by/Task1_ConfirmationProgramInfoAssumptions_2014.07.07.pdf


			NOP/Initial Study


			2			NOP/Initial Study			Confirm Title of Project.  Please provide title of project to be referred to in the NOP/IS/EIR (e.g., Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay, or other title?)			Sponsor/OCII/EP			9/1/14			8/19/14			Project Title: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


			3			NOP/Initial Study			Project Sponsor Confirmation.  Please identify the specific entity that is the project sponsor (e.g., an LLC affiliate of GSW?; if so, please identify).			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			Project Sponsor: GSW Arena LLC


			4			NOP/Initial Study			Site Ownership.  Please confirm the Warriors currently own the Blocks 29-32 site.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			GSW Arena LLC has entered into an agreement to purchase the Blocks 29-32 site from an affiliate of salesforce.com. 


			5			NOP/Initial Study			Distribution List for NOA and NOP/IS.  Please provide distribution list for electronic and/or hardcopies of NOA, NOP and IS.			OCII/EP			10/1/14


			6			NOP/Initial Study			Clarification on Project Site Parameters/Size.  
a.  It appears from reviewing the City's on-line Property Information Map database that there are at least 3 parcels that make up the site, including 8722/001 (522,284 s.f.); 8722/007 (649 s.f.) in the southwest corner, and 8722/008 (769 s.f.) also in the southwest corner.  These 3 parcels do not form the same rectangular shape as Blocks 29-32 as identified in the Mission Bay Plan.  Recognizing that the Mission Bay Plan assumes that the project site would consist of, and be reconfigured as, Blocks 29-32 (and ultimately may supercede/replace the existing parcel information), please describe the process for how the differences between the existing parcels boundaries/size and the proposed Block parameters limits/size get resolved.

b.  Please confirm the size of Blocks 29-32.			OCII			9/1/14


			7			NOP/Initial Study			Status of Existing Stockpiles Adjacent to Site.  Between the east side of the Blocks 29-32 site and Terry Francois Boulevard, there are large covered stockpiles of materials.  Please describe what those stockpiles were associated with, and what is the proposed disposition of those materials (are they proposed to be used or transferred off-site, and when is that expected to occur?).			OCII			9/1/14


			8			NOP/Initial Study			Non-Project Improvements that Would Occur Adjacent to Project Site (New Park Development and Terry Francois Boulevard Realignment).  Please confirm 1) when both the realignment Terry Francois Boulevard and development of a new park adjacent to/east of Blocks 29-32 would occur relative to GSW project (i.e., both improvements completed prior to construction and/or operation of Blocks 29-32?), 2) confirm who would fund both improvements (i.e., FOCIL?),and 3) what specific improvements are associated for each improvement (i.e., for the park:  size, facilities, etc.?; and for the roadway:  row width, median, on-street parking/bike lanes, walkways, etc.?).			OCII			9/1/14


			9			NOP/Initial Study			Applicability of 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures to Blocks 29-32.

RBF maintains a GIS-based website for "Mission Bay Project On-line Mitigation Status" at http://gis.rbf.com/catellus. This site appears to call out the specific mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR that apply to each Mission Bay block (including Blocks, 29, 30, 31 and 32).  Does OCII consider this an up-to-date and accurate representation of the block-specific mitigation measures that apply to Blocks 29-32?  If not, does OCII have a more representative list of the specific mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR that do apply to Blocks 29-32?			OCII			9/1/14


			10			NOP/Initial Study			Project Approvals.   The NOP will include summary list of project approvals.  Please review the preliminary list of project approvals below, and revise as needed:

a.   approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29 to 32
b.   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.
c.   Planning Commission action to release office space from the citywide Proposition M office allocation pool.
d.   Modifications to South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan


			OCII/EP/Sponsor			9/1/14


			11			NOP/Initial Study			Existing Parking Uses on Project Site.  
a.  Please confirm the number of parking spaces on the project site, by lot (Lots B and E). [From a Google aerial map review, ESA estimates  Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 290 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 385 parking spaces, for a total of 675 parking spaces]

b.  What, if any, arrangements currently exist for the use of these parking spaces (e.g., daytime, Giants games, etc.).			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			a. Lot B: 316 spaces. Lot E: 289 paces. Total: 605 spaces.
b. Impark is currently managing both daytime & Giants event parking for both lots on salesforce.com's behalf. 



			12			NOP/Initial Study			Site Survey.  Please provide a survey of the site indicating elevations, existing utilities, potential easements, etc.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			Document available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/95cvkaxwvm50wrp/Task8_SiteSurvey_2014.05.05.pdf


			13			NOP/Initial Study			Prior Technical Studies for Blocks 29-32.  Please provide any known site-specific technical studies that have been previously completed for prior developments on the Blocks 29-32 site (e.g., geotechnical, hazardous materials, utilities, etc.). (Note, ESA already has a copy of a 2006 Revised Risk Management Plan which covers portion of the site.)			Sponsor/OCII			8/15/14			8/19/14			Prior technical studies are not available for distribution.


			14			NOP/Initial Study			New Site Specific Studies Available in Time for Consideration in Initial Study.  Please identify what, if any, new site-specific technical studies the sponsor team anticipates having completed in time for consideration in the Initial Study; and identify the anticipated dates for completion of those studies.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			- Preliminary Geotech Evaluation available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/8l99bod3fghpf2b/Task9_EnvironmentalSummary_2014.04.07.pdf?dl=0
- Environmental Summary available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/7tyf5ajherlwbms/Task9_PreliminaryGeotechEval_2014.04.02.pdf?dl=0 
- Phase I Geotech Assessment available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/ezs4co7l58cb9yf/Task9_PhaseIGeotech_2014.04.11.pdf
- Water Supply Assessment is in progress and will be available in a few weeks. 


			15			NOP/Initial Study			Additional Major Phase Information.  Please provide:
• Estimated range of development density
• Major Phase aggregate development in relation to total allowable building program
• Approximate square footage of each use, and proposed height and bulk of proposed buildings			Sponsor			9/1/14


			16			NOP/Initial Study			Refined Site Plans for Initial Study.  It is our understanding that the sponsor is currently preparing more refined site plans, and accordingly, ESA will plan on including those more refined plans in the Initial Study. At a minimum, refined site plans should include:
a.  a scale/north direction arrow
b.  site boundary
a.  adjacent streets, including planned realigned Terry Francois Boulevard 
c.  arena/practice facility, office buildings, and plaza/open space locations
d.  elevation values of proposed features on the site
e.  location of pedestrian/bicycle/vehicle access points to garage and plazas
f.   if known, proposed landscaped areas.
 			Sponsor			10/1/2014
9/1/2014 						 


			17			NOP/Initial Study			LEED Design.  What is the proposed LEED rating for this project?  Please provide a description of proposed design features proposed/incorporated to meet LEED compliance and promote sustainabililty (e.g., water, recycled water, energy conservation, etc.) - (are they the same or different than what was proposed for Piers 30-32?).			Sponsor			10/1/2014
9/1/2014 


			18			NOP/Initial Study			Consistency with Bird Safe Standards.    Please confirm if the proposed design of the development at Blocks 29-32 is intended to be consistent with San Francisco’s Bird Safe Standards for Bird‐Safe Buildings and Planning Commission Resolution 9212.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			SEIR should state that the project "incorporates bird-safe measures". 


			ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


			19			Project Description			Project Objectives  Please provide a statement of objectives sought by the project sponsor for the project.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			20			Project Description			Refined Site Plans for EIR.  It is expected that the sponsor may provide more refined site plans for inclusion in the EIR.

OCII:  Please indicate if OCII will want any floor plans or other specific figures from the sponsor for inclusion in the EIR

 			Sponsor (question for OCII included)			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			21			Water Supply			Project Water Demand.  Please estimate project water use consistent with SFPUC guidelines (specific direction for this request to be provided by EP/OCII/SFPUC).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			22			Wastewater			Project Wastewater Generation.  Please estimated project wastewater demands.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			23			Water and Wastewater Utility Plans			Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans.  Please provide proposed water and wastewater utility plans (include any proposed off-site improvements as part of project).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			24			Stormwater			Project Stormwater Management Plan.  Please describe proposed stormwater facilities, including stormwater control, retention and pollution control features, Low Impact Development (LID) features and drainage plans.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/144


			25			Utilities			Other Site-Specific Studies Available in Time for Consideration in EIR.  Please identify what, if any, new site-specific technical studies (e.g., for sea level rise, etc). the sponsor team will be preparing and have complete in time for consideration in the EIR; and anticipated dates for completion.  If sea level rise study is proposed, please describe proposed design considerations/features accommodate sea level rise.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			26			Air Quality			Emergency Backup Generators.  
a.  Please identify the number and estimated power of emergency backup generator for the proposed project.
b.   Identify the approximate location of proposed emergency backup generators (i.e., on building rooftops, enclosed within parking structure, etc.).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			27			Noise			Stationary Equipment Noise-Generating Sources.  
a.  For the office buildings, is all mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC) proposed to be on the rooftops? (and if so, how would it be screened or enclosed?)
b.  For the event center, where is proposed mechanical equipment proposed to be located and how would it be screened or enclosed?
c.  Please describe if and how proposed emergency backup generators would it be screened and/or enclosed?

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			28			Noise			Other Noise Sources. 
a. Please confirm if the project proposes any temporary/permanent installation/use of exterior amplification sources at the site (e.g., in combination with video screens in the plazas or at pedestrian entrances to the site, on rooftop terraces, etc.).  If exterior amplification sources may be proposed, please describe their proposed location, type and use.
b.  Please confirm if the exterior site areas (e.g., plazas, rooftops) would be used for any outdoor events (such as what was proposed at the Piers 30-32 site).
c  Please describe if any portion of the perimeter wall of the event center could be retractable/removable to permit free flow between the event center concourse and outdoor plaza areas.

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			29			Wind/Shadow			Mass and Bulking Model.  For the shadow analysis (currently in ESA work scope), and, If ESA is to prepare wind analysis (currently an option in our scope), we would need a simple 3D massing model indicating the exterior form of the development.  Alternately, ESA may be able to rely simply on site plans with proposed elevation values (this would be determined based on the availabilitly of project plans, and in consultation with the sponsor.)
			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			30			EIR Transportation			Proposed Vehicle/Loading/Bicycle Parking Facilities.   Please see attached Table T-2, and fill in requested information on proposed parking/loading/bicycle facilities.			Sponsor			9/8/14


			31			EIR Transportation			Sidewalk/Crosswalks and Pedestrian/Bicycle Access to Development.   Please provide site plan indicating the dimension of sidewalks (existing and proposed widths; see attached Table T-3 below), driveways, and adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard. Include crosswalk striping, and indicate whether any intersections would be signalized and if pedestrian countdown signals would be provided. Also include the location of pedestrian entrances to arena, office, retail and other uses. If bicycle attendant parking is proposed to be provided for events, please indicate location of bicycle valet on the plans. Indicate planned cycletrack along Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			32			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Basketball Event Day.  Please provide plan indicating curb regulations for basketball game event day, as well as adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard. Curb regulations meaning taxi zone, commercial loading zone, white passenger loading/unloading zone, shuttle zone, bus zone, etc.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			33			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Concert/Conference Event Day.  Please provide plan indicating curb regulations for concert/conference event day, as well as the adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			34			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Non-Event Day.  Plan indicating curb regulations for non-event day, as well as the adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			35			EIR Transportation			Access Points to Proposed Garage. Identify access points to proposed garage(s); provide garage plans for each level.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			36			EIR Transportation			Project Changes to Roadway and Intersection Lane Geometries.  Identify any project changes to roadway and intersection lane geometries proposed by the Mission Bay South Plan.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			37			EIR Transportation			Additional Site Plan Transportation Information Needs.  As appropriate, the plans need to include:

a.   Dimension of entrance of driveway at building, and dimension of curb cut 
b.   Label loading spaces and dimensions (length x width x vertical clearance)
c.   Label location of pedestrian entrances/lobbies and ground floor retail.
d.  Label trash room(s)
a.  Label and number Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces; location and number of attendant bicycle parking spaces.
f.   Label and number vehicle parking spaces
g.  Label and number ADA parking spaces, including aisles to elevators
h.  Indicate which ADA parking spaces can accommodate vans
i.   Label and number carshare parking spaces
j.   Provide dimensions of driveway aisles
k.  Vertical clearance of the garage levels. Grade of ramp.
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			38			EIR Transportation			Project Garage.

a.  Please specify whether garage entrance(s) would be gated, how many entry and exit lanes there would be at each driveway, whether there would be ticket dispensing machines or other type of control mechanism, and where they would be located, as well as number of vehicles that would be able to queue within the garage while waiting to get a ticket.
b. If the driveway(s) is also proposed to be used for trucks accessing the off-street loading area, please indicate how that would occur, particularly if there are ticket dispensers.
c. Indicate how parking for office and other uses would be separated functionally from arena parking. Would office parking be part of publicly-accessible parking?
  
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			39			EIR Transportation			Off-Site Parking

a.   Please specify whether there are plans for accommodating event parking at other nearby garages.  
b.   If yes, please provide: location, number of spaces, whether a shuttle between arena and garage would be provided (see below for details needed), and type of events (basketball, concerts, conferences) when this parking would be “guaranteed” to be available for arena use.
			Sponsor			9/8/14


			40			EIR Transportation			Transit Shuttles

a.  Description of any shuttle service for basketball, concert and/or convention events.  Including specific routes, days/hours of operation, frequency, and passenger capacity of vehicle.
b.  Indicate whether any shuttles would be in operation on non-event days.  If yes, please also provide details.

			Sponsor			9/8/14


			41			EIR Transportation			Loading

a.   Would there be separate loading facilities for office, retail, arena, other uses, or would there be one combined loading area?
b.   Where would the TV trucks/equipment stage during events (i.e., not parked within a loading space)?
c.   Indicate on garage plans the access from loading facility to office, arena, etc., uses (e.g., elevators, corridors, etc.). Would deliveries to any uses be accommodated on-street, if so, indicate on plans.
d.   For loading spaces, please provide dimensions of each space (width, length, and vertical clearance).
e.  Would the loading area(s) be staffed at all times?
f.   What would be the days and hours of operation of the loading dock?
g.   Are deliveries scheduled for particular day of week, and/or time of day?
h.  Maximum number of deliveries that occur at one time. How would the loading dock be managed?
i.   If loading facility is shared between arena and office/retail/etc. uses, how would office/retail/other deliveries be managed on event days?

			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			42			EIR Transportation			Confirmation/Modification of Previously-provided Piers 30-32 Loading Information

Below is the information provided from the prior Piers 30-32 regarding deliveries, TV equipment, etc. Please confirm or modify the number of trucks/deliveries for games and non-game events. Provide additional details on the type of individual deliveries per GSW game (e.g., concessions vs. food & beverage).

Also, please provide support/source for the 20 trucks for GSW and non-GSW events (e.g., is it based on the Oakland arena experience, or some other source).

Note that the transportation analysis will calculate the restaurant, retail, office (and other uses, if included) truck service/delivery demand separately based on the San Francisco Guidelines methodology and rates.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									Vendors/Service Deliveries
• Average individual deliveries per GSW game is six (6 trucks total). Most are scheduled to occur the day prior to the game. Delivery times are flexible and are scheduled to avoid peak commute hours and other potential transportation conflicts.



			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									TV crews/Equipment Vehicles
• Assume game starts 7:30 p.m.

• Typically 2 trucks/mobile units arrive at 10 a.m. on game day and depart 11:30 pm (~2 hours after game)

• TV crew of ~40 people (including home and visiting crew) arrive at ~12:30 (typically 7 hours before start time)

• For ESPN/TNT games (5-7 games/year), there will be an extra 1 or 2 trucks that typically arrive 1 day prior to the game.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									Vendor/Service Deliveries for Non Warriors Events
• 4AM-8AM: Show trucks (which carry all show components including the stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, props) arrive in market. They will typically stage somewhere off site but close to the venue.

• The number of trucks varies based on the size and complexity of the show. An A list show will usually require approximately 20 trucks.  Once trucks have been unloaded, they are driven off site and will not return until the show is complete and the load-out process begins.

• 7AM-12PM: Event day food service deliveries at loading dock (scheduled around other event related arrivals and departures). Average individual deliveries required are six. Most if not all are scheduled to occur the day prior.

• 11PM-3AM: Breakdown and cleaning, show trucks leave the venue.
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			43			EIR Transportation			Trash Collection
a.  Number of times per week that trash is typically collected for office, retail, arena and other uses, and typical schedule – day of week, time of day.
a.  Would trash associated with the ground floor retail and restaurant uses be accommodated within the on-site trash storage rooms or would the trash cans be carted to the edge of the sidewalk?
c.  Would trash trucks access the on-site loading area? If so, what is the vertical clearance to make sure that the trucks can be accommodated?
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			44			EIR Transportation			Transportation Management Plan
Please provide a draft and final transportation management plan indicating pre-event and post-event management of visitors accessing the arena by auto, transit, bicycle and walk modes for Golden State Warriors events. Indicate if and how the plans would be different for non-Golden State Warriors events.			Sponsor			Draft:   9/22/14

Final:  10/20/14


			45			Construction			Construction Schedule.  Please provide a detailed construction timeline table.  This should provide construction durations (start and end dates - in weeks/months) for construction for different work components (e.g., demolition, excavation, pile installation, new building construction, utilities, interior finishing, etc.).  The schedule should show if the construction of the event center and office buildings are anticipated to be constructed concurrently, sequentially and/or overlap.

This information can be provided in a bar graph as was previously done by the contruction team for the Piers 30-32 site.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			46			Construction			Hours of Construction. Describe if proposed construction to occur within normal construction days/hours.  Are nights and/or weekend construction anticipated?; if so, please describe the work components, construction activities and durations for those elements occurring during these periods.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			47			Construction			Soil Excavation. 
a.  Please estimate the amount of soil (CY) to be excavated at the project site.
b. Please estimate the maximum depth of excavation on the site.
c. Please identify where excavated soil will be hauled to.  			Sponsor			10/8/14


			48			Construction			Estimated Pile Count. Please provide:
The number, size (diameter / width), type (e.g., concrete), and estimated pile depth below surface.  			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			49			Construction			Pile Installation Method
For each of the pile types discussed above, please inidcate:
a.  Type of pile installation method (impact, vibration, drilling, combination)
b.  For impact pile installation, please estimate for each pile type:
        -  the anticipated numbers of blows per pile
        -  estimate time to install each pile
        -  number of piles installed per day per crew
        -  number of crews working simultaneously
        -  average number of pile strikes per day

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			50			Construction			Construction Equipment
Types and number of large and small construction equipment (e.g., drill rigs, cranes, excavators, graders, dozers, forklifts, concrete boom pumps, dewatering pumps, saw cutters, chop saws, tile saws, stud impact guns) 			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			51			Construction			Potential Construction Delivery by Barge:  Does the sponsor anticipate transporting any materials/equipment/debris to/from the site via barge from nearby bay location?			Sponsor			10/8/14


			52			Construction			Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase
Please see attached example Table T-4 and fill out.  Please provide the average and peak daily construction trucks and workers by phase.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			53			Construction			Construction Staging / Haul Routes. 
a.  Please describe proposed construction staging for the project.
b.  Are off-site construction staging areas proposed? (if so, where, and for what purpose, e.g., materials, equipment, etc.)
c.  Would any of the travel lanes on Third, South or 16th Streets or Terry Francois Boulevard for used for construction staging or for construction activities?  If yes, please provide details as to which lanes, for what type of activity, and for how long a duration.
d.  Would the existing Third St. sidewalk be closed for a portion of entire duration of the construction effort?  If so, would a protected pedestrian walkway be provided?
e.  Where is construction worker parking proposed to occur?
f.  Are any restrictions on construction activities anticipated?
g.  Are there any specific construction-related truck routing to and from the project site?

 			Sponsor			10/8/14


			54			EIR Alternatives			Potential EIR Alternatives:  To be determined if EIR will include Alternatives analysis.  If so, level of detail for alternatives analysis and data needed, including for No Project Alternatives, to be determined in consultation with OCII, EP and sponsor
			OCII/EP/Sponsor			 No -Project: 10/1/14

Reduced Intensity:
Mid-November 2014
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 2:43:00 PM
Attachments: Proposed SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_082014_without Cost Estimate.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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:47 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
 
Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
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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http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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August 20, 2014 
 
 
To: Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080 
San Francisco, CA 94105 



 
Cc: (without cost estimate)  
 Catherine Reilly, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
 Chris Kern, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event 



Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
 



Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a scope of work for environmental review services for 
the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center and mixed-use development in Mission Bay at Blocks 
29-32 (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 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(Subsequent EIR) is required, and that the SEIR will be tiered from the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR 
(Mission Bay FSEIR). 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. OCII and EP have reviewed and approved a preliminary version of 
this scope of work, and this scope of work incorporates all of their comments as well as further details that were 
discussed at the July 30, 2014 meeting at the Planning Department; this scope of work also incorporates previous 
input provided by the Project Sponsor.  
 
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 about 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, 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. 



Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed tasks, major deliverables and associated costs to conduct the 
environmental services for the project. A proposed budget summary for the services, broken down by firm and 
task, is presented in Attachment C, as is a detailed breakdown by individual staff.1  Key CEQA work 
assumptions used to develop the scope of work are included in Attachment D. A preliminary proposed schedule  



                                                      
1  Please note the cost estimate for the transportation subconsultants includes certain incurred and already invoiced charges from Fehr and 



Peers, as well as other incurred but not-yet-invoiced charges from Fehr and Peers, Adavant and LCW. 
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showing all key milestones through the publication of the Draft SEIR is included in Attachment E.  The 
proposed schedule reflects “standard” review times for City staff. 



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 and be actively involved during the entirety of the EIR 
process. 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, Gary, and/or Paul will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project as directed by 
OCII or EP. 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 within their particular specialty and experience, 
appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SEIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, 
Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise 
(LBE)-certified by the City’s Contract Monitoring Division. 



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 the Mission Bay development 
program. 
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The proposed event center 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.  
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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. The project 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 currently operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, 
respectively).  



The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 747,000 
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 for use during 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. OCII indicates modifications to 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 
Subsequent 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. Section 15168(c)(1) 
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) of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that 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 
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before. Thus, for the GSW project, ESA proposes to prepare an Initial Study, which will focus the EIR, and a 
Subsequent EIR that tiers off of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  



Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Subsequent EIR for the GSW project 
in Mission Bay will focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: 
Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues 
associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding); in addition, the SEIR could potentially include detailed 
analyses of Utilities (water and wastewater) and 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(d), 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 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 Attend 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. ESA will prepare an administrative draft NOP for review and comment by OCII, 
EP, and the project sponsor; and will then respond to and incorporate all comments into a screencheck draft NOP 
for a second round of review, prior to finalizing the NOP for publication. The City has also requested preparation 
of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study under Task 2, below. 



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 and Initial Study as requested by the City EP 
and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute up to 250 copies of the NOP, and up to 30 copies of the 
NOP/IS, plus up to 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 and help facilitate 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 Initial Study, and provide this summary to the City. 



Task 2. Prepare Initial Study 



The City has requested preparation of an 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 
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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 Section 15162; 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 
 Aesthetics 
 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 



 
ESA will prepare an Initial Study on the new event center, using current significance criteria and the existing 
conditions (2014) as the baseline, but using the modified checklist and answering questions asking whether the 
event center would have new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The Initial Study will first summarize how each of the topics listed 
above (with the exception of Aesthetics) were addressed for the Mission Bay plan as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 
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 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. Topics for which no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts are identified do not need to be studied in the Subsequent EIR—presumably, those resource areas listed 
above. 



With respect to Aesthetics, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. 
The eligibility of the proposed project under SB 743 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 Initial Study or the SEIR, but the Initial Study 
will provide the rationale for focusing this issue out. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or 
inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or the SEIR. 



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, 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. Rather, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be 
addressed in full detail in the SEIR. 



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 might merit a 
more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be 
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addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, some of 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 Subsequent EIR #1 



ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft Subsequent 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 Subsequent EIR.  



The SEIR will use the same approach to the impact analysis as the Initial Study, i.e., using current significance 
criteria and the existing conditions as the baseline. The SEIR will also summarize how each of the topics 
requiring further analysis were addressed for the Mission Bay project as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 in the 
Mission Bay FSEIR, describe any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and identify 
conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The SEIR will then provide a qualitative comparison of the 
conclusions of the current impact analysis against conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The analysis will 
identify any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as well as 
any new or substantially different mitigation measures from those previously analyzed, as appropriate.  



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 analysis (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 SEIR sections. Nevertheless, 
working together with the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s in-house technical experts will prepare the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SEIR, while the sponsor's consultants will provide the 
technical supporting documentation for use in the EIR appendices as appropriate. 



The key topics to be covered in the SEIR and their associated scope are summarized below: 
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 Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SEIR and how it 
relates to the Mission Bay FSEIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments 
received during the scoping period. The Introduction will also include a summary of the Mission Bay 
redevelopment project and development program analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it relates to the 
proposed GSW project on Blocks 29 to 32.  



 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 SEIR 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 as provided by the Project Sponsor. As described above, the project description will not include any 
visual simulations of the project. 



ESA will prepare and submit a preliminary draft project description for review and comment prior to ADSEIR 
#1 to ensure that the impact analysis in ADSEIR #1 is based on consistent and approved project description 
assumptions. Upon receipt and resolution of comments received on the preliminary draft project description, it 
is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description. ESA will then revise 
the project description based on this first round of review, and submit the revised project description as part of 
ADSEIR #1. 



 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, and other 
applicable plans (e.g., 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 be 
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). 



 Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work for Adavant 
Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Fehr and Peers. As indicated in Attachment C, the City has formally 
approved this scope of work.  ESA’s in-house transportation analyst would conduct a QA/QC as part of a 
focused review of all transportation deliverables.  



 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 pile-driving 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 at Blocks 29 to 32. 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; 
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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, such as the Mission Bay 
Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement. 



 Air Quality (including potential Health Risk Assessment option) — 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, 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 section of the Subsequent EIR. 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. 



Optional Task: Support Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Prepare Impact Discussion. Because the 
project site is not located in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, it is currently assumed that a project 
specific health risk assessment (HRA) will not be needed for the Subsequent EIR. However, in the event 
that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part 
of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work, and it would include 
coordination with the project sponsor and Environ—who would conduct the HRA and provide results to 
ESA—for consistency in project understanding and analysis methodology as well as preparation of the air 
quality impact sections related to health risks. 



 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 greenhouse gas emissions, and 











 



Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors 
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 



11 



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 SB 743. 



 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 
collaborate with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, 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, rather than 
conduct a peer review, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR Wind 
section using 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 in 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 
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rise inundation maps available for the project area, including the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission's (SFPUC) recently published sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay 
shoreline. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design flood level for the project site taking into 
consideration 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 flood 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 flood impacts. 



 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 project-specific 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. This scope of work assumes that 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. 



 Alternatives — The SEIR will tier off the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as 
analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the SEIR. This scope of work assumes the SEIR 
alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently, approved development on Blocks 
29 to 32) and one other alternative (likely to be a reduced intensity alternative); these alternatives will be 
analyzed qualitatively. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail, although alternative locations 
considered and rejected (such as Piers 30-32) will be discussed.  



Optional Task: Quantitative Analysis of Alternatives. If directed by OCII and EP, ESA will conduct a 
quantitative for one or more EIR topics, including but not limited, to, transportation, air quality, and/or noise. 



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. 
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ESA will submit ADSEIR #1 to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor for review and comment in electronic format 
only. It is assumed that EP will then provide a consolidated set of non-conflicting comments in electronic format 
to ESA for use in preparing ADSEIR #2. 



Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft Subsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft Subsequent EIR  



This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative 
Draft Subsequent 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. ADSEIR #2 will also include the first draft of the Summary chapter of the SEIR. 



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. ESA will submit ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR in 
electronic format only. 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 up to 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus up to 200 CDs and up to 
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 
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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, Notice of Determination, and Consolidated Final SEIR 



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. It is also assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees. 



Following certification of the Final SEIR, ESA will prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD), and it is 
assumed the City will file the NOD. Following the 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. ESA will print 10 hard copies 
of the consolidated Final SEIR and 20 CDs. 



Optional Task: Appeal Support. ESA will provide support services to OCII and EP in the event of an appeal of 
the SEIR certification. ESA would 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.  



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 as needed, but not more frequently than 
monthly, and will update milestone status at each regular weekly CEQA team meeting.  



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 
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(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 
review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. Further, 
it is assumed that ESA will be responsible for assembling and organizing the references and materials developed 
specifically for the SEIR, but that if required, the City would be responsible for providing the administrative 
record associated with the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR (including associated addenda) and/or the 1990 Mission Bay 
Final Environmental Impact Report in the appropriate format suitable for posting.  



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 
developed specifically for the SEIR 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. 



Conclusion 



In summary, the ESA team appreciates the opportunity to participate in this critically important project on behalf 
of GSW and the City. We appreciate your expeditious response to this request, as we continue working with you 
and the City on a fast-track schedule with the objective of publishing the Draft SEIR in March of 2015 (see 
Attachment E for a preliminary schedule). Please don’t hesitate to contact me, Karl Heisler, or Paul Mitchell if 
you have any questions or require any further information on this contract modification request.  
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Sincerely, 



 
Gary W. Oates 
President 
 
 
 
 
Attachment A:  Transportation Scope of Work and Budget 
Attachment B:  Administrative Record and SB 743 Compliance Support 
Attachment C:  Proposed Budget Summary, by Consultant and Task 
Attachment D:  Assumptions for Environmental Services for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



Project in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
Attachment E:  Preliminary Schedule 
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ATTACHMENT A 
ADAVANT / LCW / FEHR & PEERS  



TRANSPORTATION SCOPE OF WORK AND BUDGET 











SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



www.sfplanning.org  











 Adavant 
 Consulting 
LCW Consulting 



 
Event Center at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 August 13, 2014 
2012.0718E – Final Transportation Scope of Work Page 1 
  



 



Scope of Work 
Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         



Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1     



 1 
 



2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



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 24 



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 
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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 
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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. 



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. 
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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  



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. 



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: 
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• 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 
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• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  
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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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  
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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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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. 



It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project will begin with the GSW's submittal of the Environmental 
Evaluation (EE) Application or equivalent form 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. 
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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 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)). 
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 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)). 











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



A B C D E F G H I J K L



Topic Category Date Received/Sent Document Date Recipient(s)/ Affiliation
Author/ 
Affiliation



Document Name Document Subject Number of Pages
Document/ 
Media Type



Bates 
Numbers



Digital File 
Name



Other 
Notes



PDF Emails and documents are categorized by topic.  This column identifies the 
date the document was 
received or sent.



This is the date 
shown on the 
document.



This identifies the recipient 
of the document.



This identifies the 
author of the 
document.



This column identifies the title of the 
document or PDF Email attachment. If 
an PDF Email does not include an 
attachment, the entry will be blank.



This column identifies 
the subject(s) of the 
document using key 
words



This identifies the 
number of pages in the 
document.



This identifies the 
entry's document 
type or media 
format.



A unique bates 
range will identify 
each entry



This identifies name 
of the digital file 
associated with the 
entry.  All 
documents saved in 
pdf format



     e.g., Notice of Preparation, Draft SEIR, Responses to Comments, Notice of Determination, CEQA Findings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, etc.



    e.g., Applicable memos, correspondence and other miscellaneous information related to application (such as technical reports related to GHG analysis, correspondence with CARB, approval from Governor's Office, etc.)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with  NOP (through publication)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with non‐technical SEIR sections (e.g., Introduction, etc.)



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Project Description



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Plans and Policies



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Land Use



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Population and Housing



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Cultural and Paleontological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Transportation and Circulation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Noise and Vibration



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Air Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Greenhouse Gases



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Wind and Shadow



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Recreation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Utilties and Service Systems



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Biological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Geology and Soils



15   IS/SEIR ‐ Utilities and Service Systems (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



16  IS/SEIR ‐ Biological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



17  IS/SEIR  ‐ Geology and Soils (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



10   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Noise and Vibration (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



11   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Air Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



12   IS/SEIR ‐ Greenhouse Gases (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



13   IS/SEIR ‐ Wind and Shadow (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



14   IS/SEIR  ‐ Recreation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



00  Final Key Documents



01   SB 743



02  Notice of Preparation (NOP) 



03   SEIR ‐ General (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



04   IS/SEIR ‐ Project Description (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



05   SEIR ‐ Plans and Policies (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



06   IS/EIR ‐ Land Use (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



07   IS/EIR ‐ Population and Housing (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



08  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



09  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Transportation and Circulation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIRHydrology and Water Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Mineral and Energy Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Agriculture Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with Other CEQA Issues (Growth Inducement, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Significant and Irreversible Changes, and Areas of Known Controversy



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with EIR Alternatives



    Agency, Public and Organization Scoping Comments Received in Response to NOP



    Agency, Public and Organization Comments on Draft EIR



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with multiple EIR topics 



    e.g., Agenda, Minutes, from Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with potential EIR appeal, and appeal response



32    Permits 



20   IS/EIR‐ Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



21   IS/SEIR  ‐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



22   IS/SEIR ‐ Mineral and Energy Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



23   IS/SEIR‐ Agriculture and Forest Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



25   SEIR ‐ Alternatives (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



24   SEIR EIR ‐ Other CEQA Issues (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



30  SEIR Appeal



28   Correspondence ‐ General 



26   NOP Scoping Comments



27   Comments on Draft SEIR 



29   Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings
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ATTACHMENT D 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FOR THE  



EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN  
MISSION BAY AT BLOCKS 29-32 



Key CEQA Work Scope Assumptions 



There shall be a presumption against the need for change orders requested by ESA during preparation of the 
SEIR. ESA and its team members acknowledge that certain details and features of the project are still being 
resolved and refined but agree that such changes will not constitute the need for change orders unless such 
changes constitute a fundamental change in the overall scope and character of the project and associated CEQA 
services. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “fundamental changes” means changes of at least the 
following scope and magnitude: 
 
 The schedule for SEIR completion and certification changes significantly (i.e., more than one month from 



any of the key milestone dates) and for reasons outside ESA’s control from that set forth in the schedule. 



 Directives from the OCII and/or the San Francisco Planning Department for expanded and/or additional 
analyses clearly beyond that specified in this Scope of Services. This would include but not be limited to, 
potential detailed or quantitative analysis for any environmental topics originally assumed to addressed in 
lesser detail, or expanded or new analysis, whether quantitative or otherwise, for environmental topics being 
qualitatively analyzed. 



 Requirement to conduct any of the Optional Tasks described in the Scope of Work but not authorized under 
the Agreement. Addition of any of the Optional Tasks may be subject to further scope and budget 
refinement. 



 Substantial modification of the currently proposed project site development plan from that set forth in the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 



 Substantial additional issues requiring new analysis as a result of public scoping and/or presentations to 
City agencies and as directed by OCII or the San Francisco Planning Department. 



 More detailed alternatives analysis in the SEIR including but not limited to: (1) need for quantitative impact 
analysis for any resource topics; (2) one or more additional alternatives requiring detailed analysis (beyond 
the No Project alternative and one reduced intensity alternative): (3) addition of an off-site alternative for 
detailed analysis. 



 The inclusion in the SEIR of one or more project variants requiring analysis at an equal level of detail as the 
proposed project.  



 Substantial changes in the project, circumstances under which the project is to be undertaken, and/or new 
information of substantial importance to the project which arises following publication of the Draft SEIR 
necessitating a recirculation of the Draft SEIR as determined by the OCII, EP and the City. 
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 Responses to public comments received on the Draft SEIR require major new analysis, including field 
measurement or any kind of modeling. 



 Recirculation of the SEIR is required by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as a result of an appeal of 
SEIR certification and the certification determination is not upheld. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE 



 











ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 148 days Tue 7/8/14 Thu 1/29/15



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 6 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/27/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 2 wks Tue 10/28/14 Mon 11/10/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 4 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/8/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 4 days Tue 12/9/14 Fri 12/12/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Mon 12/15/14 Mon 12/15/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period (extended due to holidays) 45 edays Mon 12/15/14 Thu 1/29/15 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Wed 1/14/15 Wed 1/14/15 8FF+23 days



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 4 wks Tue 10/21/14 Mon 11/17/14 18



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



7/8



12/15



1/14



3/25



4/30



7/6 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/10 8/17 8/24 8/31 9/7 9/14 9/21 9/28 10/510/1210/1910/2611/2 11/911/1611/2311/3012/712/1412/2112/28 1/4 1/11 1/18 1/25 2/1 2/8 2/15 2/22 3/1 3/8 3/15 3/22 3/29 4/5 4/12 4/19 4/26 5/3 5/10 5/
y August September October November December January February March April May
r 3, 2014 Qtr 4, 2014 Qtr 1, 2015 Qtr 2, 2015



Task



Split



Milestone



Summary



Project Summary



External Tasks



External Milestone



Inactive Task



Inactive Milestone



Inactive Summary



Manual Task



Duration‐only



Manual Summary Rollup



Manual Summary



Start‐only



Finish‐only



Deadline



Progress



Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 20, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0819
Date: Wed 8/20/14








			MB Blocks 29-32 Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.pdf


			Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR


			Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


			Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


			Task 3 – Data Collection


			Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


			Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


			Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


			Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


			Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


			Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


			Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


			Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


			Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


			Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


			Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts





			Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


			Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


			Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


			Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


			Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


			Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments



















From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: "Jeffrey.Flynn@sfmta.com"; Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Luba C. Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); José I.


Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com)
Subject: GSW Travel Demand Memo Review
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 8:18:58 AM
Attachments: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.docx


Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.pdf


Attached is the travel demand memo for the GSW project in Mission Bay. Please forward to anyone


else at MTA not on this email. Forward all comments from MTA to me by COB September 3rd. All
comments will be discussed at the regularly scheduled project meeting on Wednesday September


10th from 1-3pm.
 
Jeff: I wanted to let you know directly that the transportation consultants for the project (Luba and
Jose) will be contacting you directly to obtain necessary information to conduct the analysis for the
project.
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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.











[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 18





PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS		August 8, 2014


P14002		Page 19


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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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. 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS  August 8, 2014 
P14002  Page 2 



 
 



  



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. 
 











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. 
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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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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
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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 
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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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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



GS Warriors Trip Gen 2014 08 04 v2.xlsx Printed on 8/7/2014
A-37











 



 



BASKETBALL GAME SUMMARY 
WEEKDAY: 6 PM TO 8 PM PERIOD PEAK HOUR 



 
  



A-38











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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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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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 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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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 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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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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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)



Printed on 8/7/2014



A-57











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)



GS Warriors Trip Gen 2014 08 04 v2.xlsx Printed on 8/7/2014



A-60











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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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



GS Warriors Trip Gen 2014 07 22 v17.xlsx 8/3/2014
A-68











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 
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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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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.
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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



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
ARENA



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
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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.
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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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From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:32:34 PM


Same here
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:32 PM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Yes, works for me.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:27 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Can we please start at 1:45?


On Aug 28, 2014, at 12:21 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Great – Jenn, can we use the same call in number from the morning time?
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=b2161cda984e436b919fd2b738c5e13d-Jennifer Entine Matz

mailto:jblout@stradasf.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 12:20 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
1:30


Sent from i Phone


On Aug 28, 2014, at 12:19 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Jesse – Let us know what time is best for you before 3PM.  Let’s hold 2PM
in the meantime in case Jesse isn’t available for any of that time and the
three of us can check in.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:59 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Likewise, before 3pm works for me too.
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) [mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:56 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Before 3 works for me. 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 11:46 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:



mailto:jblout@stradasf.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org





Sorry, make that open until 3 and after 5.
 
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
SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
We didn't chat but should. I am available. What works
for others? 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 10:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine
(CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hey all – sorry, I was stuck in a briefing and
may have missed the check in call.  Apologies if
you already chatted.  If not, let me know if
everyone wants to check in. 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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII);
Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:30 AM-
11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US &
Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code:
955112; Host Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was
missing from your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
 



mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com






From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: GSW Travel Demand
Date: Monday, August 25, 2014 12:22:05 PM


My comments on the travel demand memo are located here: I:\Cases\2012\2012.0718 - Warriors
Arena\Transportation\Travel Demand\Draft I
 
I will be spot checking the calculations this week and also sent a request to Jose/Luba for the excel
calculations files to be sure the calculations are correct.



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






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:22:00 PM
Attachments: Proposed SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_082014_without Cost Estimate.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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:47 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
 
Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
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:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=b2161cda984e436b919fd2b738c5e13d-Jennifer Entine Matz

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com
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August 20, 2014 
 
 
To: Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080 
San Francisco, CA 94105 



 
Cc: (without cost estimate)  
 Catherine Reilly, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
 Chris Kern, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event 



Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
 



Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a scope of work for environmental review services for 
the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center and mixed-use development in Mission Bay at Blocks 
29-32 (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 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(Subsequent EIR) is required, and that the SEIR will be tiered from the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR 
(Mission Bay FSEIR). 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. OCII and EP have reviewed and approved a preliminary version of 
this scope of work, and this scope of work incorporates all of their comments as well as further details that were 
discussed at the July 30, 2014 meeting at the Planning Department; this scope of work also incorporates previous 
input provided by the Project Sponsor.  
 
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 about 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, 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. 



Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed tasks, major deliverables and associated costs to conduct the 
environmental services for the project. A proposed budget summary for the services, broken down by firm and 
task, is presented in Attachment C, as is a detailed breakdown by individual staff.1  Key CEQA work 
assumptions used to develop the scope of work are included in Attachment D. A preliminary proposed schedule  



                                                      
1  Please note the cost estimate for the transportation subconsultants includes certain incurred and already invoiced charges from Fehr and 



Peers, as well as other incurred but not-yet-invoiced charges from Fehr and Peers, Adavant and LCW. 
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showing all key milestones through the publication of the Draft SEIR is included in Attachment E.  The 
proposed schedule reflects “standard” review times for City staff. 



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 and be actively involved during the entirety of the EIR 
process. 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, Gary, and/or Paul will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project as directed by 
OCII or EP. 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 within their particular specialty and experience, 
appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SEIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, 
Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise 
(LBE)-certified by the City’s Contract Monitoring Division. 



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 the Mission Bay development 
program. 
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The proposed event center 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 Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors 
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 



5 



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. The project 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 currently operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, 
respectively).  



The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 747,000 
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 for use during 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. OCII indicates modifications to 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 
Subsequent 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. Section 15168(c)(1) 
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) of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that 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 
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before. Thus, for the GSW project, ESA proposes to prepare an Initial Study, which will focus the EIR, and a 
Subsequent EIR that tiers off of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  



Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Subsequent EIR for the GSW project 
in Mission Bay will focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: 
Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues 
associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding); in addition, the SEIR could potentially include detailed 
analyses of Utilities (water and wastewater) and 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(d), 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 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 Attend 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. ESA will prepare an administrative draft NOP for review and comment by OCII, 
EP, and the project sponsor; and will then respond to and incorporate all comments into a screencheck draft NOP 
for a second round of review, prior to finalizing the NOP for publication. The City has also requested preparation 
of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study under Task 2, below. 



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 and Initial Study as requested by the City EP 
and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute up to 250 copies of the NOP, and up to 30 copies of the 
NOP/IS, plus up to 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 and help facilitate 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 Initial Study, and provide this summary to the City. 



Task 2. Prepare Initial Study 



The City has requested preparation of an 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 
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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 Section 15162; 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 
 Aesthetics 
 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 



 
ESA will prepare an Initial Study on the new event center, using current significance criteria and the existing 
conditions (2014) as the baseline, but using the modified checklist and answering questions asking whether the 
event center would have new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The Initial Study will first summarize how each of the topics listed 
above (with the exception of Aesthetics) were addressed for the Mission Bay plan as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 
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 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. Topics for which no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts are identified do not need to be studied in the Subsequent EIR—presumably, those resource areas listed 
above. 



With respect to Aesthetics, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. 
The eligibility of the proposed project under SB 743 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 Initial Study or the SEIR, but the Initial Study 
will provide the rationale for focusing this issue out. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or 
inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or the SEIR. 



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, 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. Rather, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be 
addressed in full detail in the SEIR. 



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 might merit a 
more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be 
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addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, some of 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 Subsequent EIR #1 



ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft Subsequent 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 Subsequent EIR.  



The SEIR will use the same approach to the impact analysis as the Initial Study, i.e., using current significance 
criteria and the existing conditions as the baseline. The SEIR will also summarize how each of the topics 
requiring further analysis were addressed for the Mission Bay project as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 in the 
Mission Bay FSEIR, describe any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and identify 
conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The SEIR will then provide a qualitative comparison of the 
conclusions of the current impact analysis against conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The analysis will 
identify any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as well as 
any new or substantially different mitigation measures from those previously analyzed, as appropriate.  



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 analysis (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 SEIR sections. Nevertheless, 
working together with the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s in-house technical experts will prepare the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SEIR, while the sponsor's consultants will provide the 
technical supporting documentation for use in the EIR appendices as appropriate. 



The key topics to be covered in the SEIR and their associated scope are summarized below: 
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 Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SEIR and how it 
relates to the Mission Bay FSEIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments 
received during the scoping period. The Introduction will also include a summary of the Mission Bay 
redevelopment project and development program analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it relates to the 
proposed GSW project on Blocks 29 to 32.  



 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 SEIR 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 as provided by the Project Sponsor. As described above, the project description will not include any 
visual simulations of the project. 



ESA will prepare and submit a preliminary draft project description for review and comment prior to ADSEIR 
#1 to ensure that the impact analysis in ADSEIR #1 is based on consistent and approved project description 
assumptions. Upon receipt and resolution of comments received on the preliminary draft project description, it 
is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description. ESA will then revise 
the project description based on this first round of review, and submit the revised project description as part of 
ADSEIR #1. 



 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, and other 
applicable plans (e.g., 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 be 
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). 



 Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work for Adavant 
Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Fehr and Peers. As indicated in Attachment C, the City has formally 
approved this scope of work.  ESA’s in-house transportation analyst would conduct a QA/QC as part of a 
focused review of all transportation deliverables.  



 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 pile-driving 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 at Blocks 29 to 32. 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; 
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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, such as the Mission Bay 
Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement. 



 Air Quality (including potential Health Risk Assessment option) — 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, 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 section of the Subsequent EIR. 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. 



Optional Task: Support Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Prepare Impact Discussion. Because the 
project site is not located in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, it is currently assumed that a project 
specific health risk assessment (HRA) will not be needed for the Subsequent EIR. However, in the event 
that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part 
of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work, and it would include 
coordination with the project sponsor and Environ—who would conduct the HRA and provide results to 
ESA—for consistency in project understanding and analysis methodology as well as preparation of the air 
quality impact sections related to health risks. 



 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 greenhouse gas emissions, and 
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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 SB 743. 



 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 
collaborate with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, 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, rather than 
conduct a peer review, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR Wind 
section using 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 in 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 
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rise inundation maps available for the project area, including the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission's (SFPUC) recently published sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay 
shoreline. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design flood level for the project site taking into 
consideration 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 flood 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 flood impacts. 



 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 project-specific 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. This scope of work assumes that 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. 



 Alternatives — The SEIR will tier off the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as 
analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the SEIR. This scope of work assumes the SEIR 
alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently, approved development on Blocks 
29 to 32) and one other alternative (likely to be a reduced intensity alternative); these alternatives will be 
analyzed qualitatively. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail, although alternative locations 
considered and rejected (such as Piers 30-32) will be discussed.  



Optional Task: Quantitative Analysis of Alternatives. If directed by OCII and EP, ESA will conduct a 
quantitative for one or more EIR topics, including but not limited, to, transportation, air quality, and/or noise. 



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. 
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ESA will submit ADSEIR #1 to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor for review and comment in electronic format 
only. It is assumed that EP will then provide a consolidated set of non-conflicting comments in electronic format 
to ESA for use in preparing ADSEIR #2. 



Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft Subsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft Subsequent EIR  



This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative 
Draft Subsequent 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. ADSEIR #2 will also include the first draft of the Summary chapter of the SEIR. 



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. ESA will submit ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR in 
electronic format only. 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 up to 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus up to 200 CDs and up to 
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 
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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, Notice of Determination, and Consolidated Final SEIR 



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. It is also assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees. 



Following certification of the Final SEIR, ESA will prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD), and it is 
assumed the City will file the NOD. Following the 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. ESA will print 10 hard copies 
of the consolidated Final SEIR and 20 CDs. 



Optional Task: Appeal Support. ESA will provide support services to OCII and EP in the event of an appeal of 
the SEIR certification. ESA would 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.  



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 as needed, but not more frequently than 
monthly, and will update milestone status at each regular weekly CEQA team meeting.  



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 
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(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 
review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. Further, 
it is assumed that ESA will be responsible for assembling and organizing the references and materials developed 
specifically for the SEIR, but that if required, the City would be responsible for providing the administrative 
record associated with the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR (including associated addenda) and/or the 1990 Mission Bay 
Final Environmental Impact Report in the appropriate format suitable for posting.  



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 
developed specifically for the SEIR 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. 



Conclusion 



In summary, the ESA team appreciates the opportunity to participate in this critically important project on behalf 
of GSW and the City. We appreciate your expeditious response to this request, as we continue working with you 
and the City on a fast-track schedule with the objective of publishing the Draft SEIR in March of 2015 (see 
Attachment E for a preliminary schedule). Please don’t hesitate to contact me, Karl Heisler, or Paul Mitchell if 
you have any questions or require any further information on this contract modification request.  
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Sincerely, 



 
Gary W. Oates 
President 
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Project in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
Attachment E:  Preliminary Schedule 











 



Preliminary Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed 
Golden State Warriors Event Center Development in Mission Bay 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 
Page A-1 



 



ATTACHMENT A 
ADAVANT / LCW / FEHR & PEERS  



TRANSPORTATION SCOPE OF WORK AND BUDGET 











SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



www.sfplanning.org  
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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  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         



Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1     



 1 
 



2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



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 24 



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 
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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 
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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. 



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. 



 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
Event Center at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32  August 13, 2014 
2012.0718E – Final Transportation Scope of Work Page 6 



 



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  



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. 



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: 
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• 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 
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• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  
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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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  
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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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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. 



It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project will begin with the GSW's submittal of the Environmental 
Evaluation (EE) Application or equivalent form 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. 
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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 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)). 
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 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)). 











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



A B C D E F G H I J K L



Topic Category Date Received/Sent Document Date Recipient(s)/ Affiliation
Author/ 
Affiliation



Document Name Document Subject Number of Pages
Document/ 
Media Type



Bates 
Numbers



Digital File 
Name



Other 
Notes



PDF Emails and documents are categorized by topic.  This column identifies the 
date the document was 
received or sent.



This is the date 
shown on the 
document.



This identifies the recipient 
of the document.



This identifies the 
author of the 
document.



This column identifies the title of the 
document or PDF Email attachment. If 
an PDF Email does not include an 
attachment, the entry will be blank.



This column identifies 
the subject(s) of the 
document using key 
words



This identifies the 
number of pages in the 
document.



This identifies the 
entry's document 
type or media 
format.



A unique bates 
range will identify 
each entry



This identifies name 
of the digital file 
associated with the 
entry.  All 
documents saved in 
pdf format



     e.g., Notice of Preparation, Draft SEIR, Responses to Comments, Notice of Determination, CEQA Findings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, etc.



    e.g., Applicable memos, correspondence and other miscellaneous information related to application (such as technical reports related to GHG analysis, correspondence with CARB, approval from Governor's Office, etc.)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with  NOP (through publication)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with non‐technical SEIR sections (e.g., Introduction, etc.)



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Project Description



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Plans and Policies



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Land Use



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Population and Housing



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Cultural and Paleontological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Transportation and Circulation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Noise and Vibration



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Air Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Greenhouse Gases



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Wind and Shadow



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Recreation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Utilties and Service Systems



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Biological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Geology and Soils



15   IS/SEIR ‐ Utilities and Service Systems (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



16  IS/SEIR ‐ Biological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



17  IS/SEIR  ‐ Geology and Soils (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



10   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Noise and Vibration (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



11   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Air Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



12   IS/SEIR ‐ Greenhouse Gases (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



13   IS/SEIR ‐ Wind and Shadow (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



14   IS/SEIR  ‐ Recreation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



00  Final Key Documents



01   SB 743



02  Notice of Preparation (NOP) 



03   SEIR ‐ General (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



04   IS/SEIR ‐ Project Description (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



05   SEIR ‐ Plans and Policies (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



06   IS/EIR ‐ Land Use (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



07   IS/EIR ‐ Population and Housing (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



08  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



09  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Transportation and Circulation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)











TABLE 1
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    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIRHydrology and Water Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Mineral and Energy Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Agriculture Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with Other CEQA Issues (Growth Inducement, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Significant and Irreversible Changes, and Areas of Known Controversy



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with EIR Alternatives



    Agency, Public and Organization Scoping Comments Received in Response to NOP



    Agency, Public and Organization Comments on Draft EIR



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with multiple EIR topics 



    e.g., Agenda, Minutes, from Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with potential EIR appeal, and appeal response



32    Permits 



20   IS/EIR‐ Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



21   IS/SEIR  ‐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



22   IS/SEIR ‐ Mineral and Energy Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



23   IS/SEIR‐ Agriculture and Forest Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



25   SEIR ‐ Alternatives (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



24   SEIR EIR ‐ Other CEQA Issues (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



30  SEIR Appeal



28   Correspondence ‐ General 



26   NOP Scoping Comments



27   Comments on Draft SEIR 



29   Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings
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ATTACHMENT D 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FOR THE  



EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN  
MISSION BAY AT BLOCKS 29-32 



Key CEQA Work Scope Assumptions 



There shall be a presumption against the need for change orders requested by ESA during preparation of the 
SEIR. ESA and its team members acknowledge that certain details and features of the project are still being 
resolved and refined but agree that such changes will not constitute the need for change orders unless such 
changes constitute a fundamental change in the overall scope and character of the project and associated CEQA 
services. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “fundamental changes” means changes of at least the 
following scope and magnitude: 
 
 The schedule for SEIR completion and certification changes significantly (i.e., more than one month from 



any of the key milestone dates) and for reasons outside ESA’s control from that set forth in the schedule. 



 Directives from the OCII and/or the San Francisco Planning Department for expanded and/or additional 
analyses clearly beyond that specified in this Scope of Services. This would include but not be limited to, 
potential detailed or quantitative analysis for any environmental topics originally assumed to addressed in 
lesser detail, or expanded or new analysis, whether quantitative or otherwise, for environmental topics being 
qualitatively analyzed. 



 Requirement to conduct any of the Optional Tasks described in the Scope of Work but not authorized under 
the Agreement. Addition of any of the Optional Tasks may be subject to further scope and budget 
refinement. 



 Substantial modification of the currently proposed project site development plan from that set forth in the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 



 Substantial additional issues requiring new analysis as a result of public scoping and/or presentations to 
City agencies and as directed by OCII or the San Francisco Planning Department. 



 More detailed alternatives analysis in the SEIR including but not limited to: (1) need for quantitative impact 
analysis for any resource topics; (2) one or more additional alternatives requiring detailed analysis (beyond 
the No Project alternative and one reduced intensity alternative): (3) addition of an off-site alternative for 
detailed analysis. 



 The inclusion in the SEIR of one or more project variants requiring analysis at an equal level of detail as the 
proposed project.  



 Substantial changes in the project, circumstances under which the project is to be undertaken, and/or new 
information of substantial importance to the project which arises following publication of the Draft SEIR 
necessitating a recirculation of the Draft SEIR as determined by the OCII, EP and the City. 
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 Responses to public comments received on the Draft SEIR require major new analysis, including field 
measurement or any kind of modeling. 



 Recirculation of the SEIR is required by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as a result of an appeal of 
SEIR certification and the certification determination is not upheld. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE 



 











ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 148 days Tue 7/8/14 Thu 1/29/15



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 6 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/27/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 2 wks Tue 10/28/14 Mon 11/10/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 4 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/8/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 4 days Tue 12/9/14 Fri 12/12/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Mon 12/15/14 Mon 12/15/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period (extended due to holidays) 45 edays Mon 12/15/14 Thu 1/29/15 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Wed 1/14/15 Wed 1/14/15 8FF+23 days



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 4 wks Tue 10/21/14 Mon 11/17/14 18



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



7/8



12/15



1/14



3/25



4/30



7/6 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/10 8/17 8/24 8/31 9/7 9/14 9/21 9/28 10/510/1210/1910/2611/2 11/911/1611/2311/3012/712/1412/2112/28 1/4 1/11 1/18 1/25 2/1 2/8 2/15 2/22 3/1 3/8 3/15 3/22 3/29 4/5 4/12 4/19 4/26 5/3 5/10 5/
y August September October November December January February March April May
r 3, 2014 Qtr 4, 2014 Qtr 1, 2015 Qtr 2, 2015



Task



Split



Milestone



Summary



Project Summary



External Tasks



External Milestone



Inactive Task



Inactive Milestone



Inactive Summary



Manual Task



Duration‐only



Manual Summary Rollup



Manual Summary



Start‐only



Finish‐only



Deadline



Progress



Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 20, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0819
Date: Wed 8/20/14








			MB Blocks 29-32 Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.pdf


			Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR


			Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


			Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


			Task 3 – Data Collection


			Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


			Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


			Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


			Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


			Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


			Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


			Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


			Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


			Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


			Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


			Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts





			Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


			Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


			Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


			Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


			Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


			Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments



















From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Updated/Revised CEQA Information Needs for GSW Project
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 2:43:00 PM
Attachments: CEQA Preliminary Info Needs_8-22-14 Excel Table.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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:41 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Joyce; Karl Heisler; Gary Oates; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Updated/Revised CEQA Information Needs for GSW Project
 
All:
 
Attached is an updated/revised CEQA Information Needs matrix that includes 1) adjusted due dates
(in green text) for specific information needs and 2) responses (in red text) that have been provided
to date from the sponsor.  No changes have been made to the specific information requested.
 
ESA’s original working schedule which informed the due dates in the 7/18/14 CEQA Information
Needs matrix assumed City staff review times would be abbreviated (i.e., not their standard review
durations).  However, as directed by City staff, all City review times (as reflected in our current SEIR
schedule submitted to you in our 8/20/14 scope of work) are now based on their standard review
durations.  The inclusion of standard review times necessitated moving up certain deliverables, and
consequently, a number of due dates in 7/18/14 CEQA Information Needs matrix have also been
moved up to meet those earlier submittal dates. 
 
Please review and let us know if these are acceptable to you, and I’m happy to talk with you about
individual due dates for specific items.  
 
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:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com



Sheet1


			Info Needs Task No			Benchmark/Milestone			Project Sponsor CEQA Information			Responsible Party			Date Due 			Date Delivered			Notes


			Travel Demand Memo


			1			 Travel Demand Memo			Confirmation of Final Project Land Use Type, Square Footages for Proposed Development, and Employment.  Please review attached Table T-1 (developed from the 7/15/14 Sponsor project description and additional input provided by the sponsor at the 7/16/14 CEQA meeting), and confirm the assumptions and numbers.			Sponsor			7/21/14			7/21/14			Document available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/yz25l3c2897t7by/Task1_ConfirmationProgramInfoAssumptions_2014.07.07.pdf


			NOP/Initial Study


			2			NOP/Initial Study			Confirm Title of Project.  Please provide title of project to be referred to in the NOP/IS/EIR (e.g., Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay, or other title?)			Sponsor/OCII/EP			9/1/14			8/19/14			Project Title: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


			3			NOP/Initial Study			Project Sponsor Confirmation.  Please identify the specific entity that is the project sponsor (e.g., an LLC affiliate of GSW?; if so, please identify).			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			Project Sponsor: GSW Arena LLC


			4			NOP/Initial Study			Site Ownership.  Please confirm the Warriors currently own the Blocks 29-32 site.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			GSW Arena LLC has entered into an agreement to purchase the Blocks 29-32 site from an affiliate of salesforce.com. 


			5			NOP/Initial Study			Distribution List for NOA and NOP/IS.  Please provide distribution list for electronic and/or hardcopies of NOA, NOP and IS.			OCII/EP			10/1/14


			6			NOP/Initial Study			Clarification on Project Site Parameters/Size.  
a.  It appears from reviewing the City's on-line Property Information Map database that there are at least 3 parcels that make up the site, including 8722/001 (522,284 s.f.); 8722/007 (649 s.f.) in the southwest corner, and 8722/008 (769 s.f.) also in the southwest corner.  These 3 parcels do not form the same rectangular shape as Blocks 29-32 as identified in the Mission Bay Plan.  Recognizing that the Mission Bay Plan assumes that the project site would consist of, and be reconfigured as, Blocks 29-32 (and ultimately may supercede/replace the existing parcel information), please describe the process for how the differences between the existing parcels boundaries/size and the proposed Block parameters limits/size get resolved.

b.  Please confirm the size of Blocks 29-32.			OCII			9/1/14


			7			NOP/Initial Study			Status of Existing Stockpiles Adjacent to Site.  Between the east side of the Blocks 29-32 site and Terry Francois Boulevard, there are large covered stockpiles of materials.  Please describe what those stockpiles were associated with, and what is the proposed disposition of those materials (are they proposed to be used or transferred off-site, and when is that expected to occur?).			OCII			9/1/14


			8			NOP/Initial Study			Non-Project Improvements that Would Occur Adjacent to Project Site (New Park Development and Terry Francois Boulevard Realignment).  Please confirm 1) when both the realignment Terry Francois Boulevard and development of a new park adjacent to/east of Blocks 29-32 would occur relative to GSW project (i.e., both improvements completed prior to construction and/or operation of Blocks 29-32?), 2) confirm who would fund both improvements (i.e., FOCIL?),and 3) what specific improvements are associated for each improvement (i.e., for the park:  size, facilities, etc.?; and for the roadway:  row width, median, on-street parking/bike lanes, walkways, etc.?).			OCII			9/1/14


			9			NOP/Initial Study			Applicability of 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures to Blocks 29-32.

RBF maintains a GIS-based website for "Mission Bay Project On-line Mitigation Status" at http://gis.rbf.com/catellus. This site appears to call out the specific mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR that apply to each Mission Bay block (including Blocks, 29, 30, 31 and 32).  Does OCII consider this an up-to-date and accurate representation of the block-specific mitigation measures that apply to Blocks 29-32?  If not, does OCII have a more representative list of the specific mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR that do apply to Blocks 29-32?			OCII			9/1/14


			10			NOP/Initial Study			Project Approvals.   The NOP will include summary list of project approvals.  Please review the preliminary list of project approvals below, and revise as needed:

a.   approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29 to 32
b.   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.
c.   Planning Commission action to release office space from the citywide Proposition M office allocation pool.
d.   Modifications to South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan


			OCII/EP/Sponsor			9/1/14


			11			NOP/Initial Study			Existing Parking Uses on Project Site.  
a.  Please confirm the number of parking spaces on the project site, by lot (Lots B and E). [From a Google aerial map review, ESA estimates  Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 290 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 385 parking spaces, for a total of 675 parking spaces]

b.  What, if any, arrangements currently exist for the use of these parking spaces (e.g., daytime, Giants games, etc.).			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			a. Lot B: 316 spaces. Lot E: 289 paces. Total: 605 spaces.
b. Impark is currently managing both daytime & Giants event parking for both lots on salesforce.com's behalf. 



			12			NOP/Initial Study			Site Survey.  Please provide a survey of the site indicating elevations, existing utilities, potential easements, etc.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			Document available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/95cvkaxwvm50wrp/Task8_SiteSurvey_2014.05.05.pdf


			13			NOP/Initial Study			Prior Technical Studies for Blocks 29-32.  Please provide any known site-specific technical studies that have been previously completed for prior developments on the Blocks 29-32 site (e.g., geotechnical, hazardous materials, utilities, etc.). (Note, ESA already has a copy of a 2006 Revised Risk Management Plan which covers portion of the site.)			Sponsor/OCII			8/15/14			8/19/14			Prior technical studies are not available for distribution.


			14			NOP/Initial Study			New Site Specific Studies Available in Time for Consideration in Initial Study.  Please identify what, if any, new site-specific technical studies the sponsor team anticipates having completed in time for consideration in the Initial Study; and identify the anticipated dates for completion of those studies.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			- Preliminary Geotech Evaluation available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/8l99bod3fghpf2b/Task9_EnvironmentalSummary_2014.04.07.pdf?dl=0
- Environmental Summary available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/7tyf5ajherlwbms/Task9_PreliminaryGeotechEval_2014.04.02.pdf?dl=0 
- Phase I Geotech Assessment available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/ezs4co7l58cb9yf/Task9_PhaseIGeotech_2014.04.11.pdf
- Water Supply Assessment is in progress and will be available in a few weeks. 


			15			NOP/Initial Study			Additional Major Phase Information.  Please provide:
• Estimated range of development density
• Major Phase aggregate development in relation to total allowable building program
• Approximate square footage of each use, and proposed height and bulk of proposed buildings			Sponsor			9/1/14


			16			NOP/Initial Study			Refined Site Plans for Initial Study.  It is our understanding that the sponsor is currently preparing more refined site plans, and accordingly, ESA will plan on including those more refined plans in the Initial Study. At a minimum, refined site plans should include:
a.  a scale/north direction arrow
b.  site boundary
a.  adjacent streets, including planned realigned Terry Francois Boulevard 
c.  arena/practice facility, office buildings, and plaza/open space locations
d.  elevation values of proposed features on the site
e.  location of pedestrian/bicycle/vehicle access points to garage and plazas
f.   if known, proposed landscaped areas.
 			Sponsor			10/1/2014
9/1/2014 						 


			17			NOP/Initial Study			LEED Design.  What is the proposed LEED rating for this project?  Please provide a description of proposed design features proposed/incorporated to meet LEED compliance and promote sustainabililty (e.g., water, recycled water, energy conservation, etc.) - (are they the same or different than what was proposed for Piers 30-32?).			Sponsor			10/1/2014
9/1/2014 


			18			NOP/Initial Study			Consistency with Bird Safe Standards.    Please confirm if the proposed design of the development at Blocks 29-32 is intended to be consistent with San Francisco’s Bird Safe Standards for Bird‐Safe Buildings and Planning Commission Resolution 9212.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			SEIR should state that the project "incorporates bird-safe measures". 


			ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


			19			Project Description			Project Objectives  Please provide a statement of objectives sought by the project sponsor for the project.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			20			Project Description			Refined Site Plans for EIR.  It is expected that the sponsor may provide more refined site plans for inclusion in the EIR.

OCII:  Please indicate if OCII will want any floor plans or other specific figures from the sponsor for inclusion in the EIR

 			Sponsor (question for OCII included)			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			21			Water Supply			Project Water Demand.  Please estimate project water use consistent with SFPUC guidelines (specific direction for this request to be provided by EP/OCII/SFPUC).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			22			Wastewater			Project Wastewater Generation.  Please estimated project wastewater demands.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			23			Water and Wastewater Utility Plans			Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans.  Please provide proposed water and wastewater utility plans (include any proposed off-site improvements as part of project).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			24			Stormwater			Project Stormwater Management Plan.  Please describe proposed stormwater facilities, including stormwater control, retention and pollution control features, Low Impact Development (LID) features and drainage plans.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/144


			25			Utilities			Other Site-Specific Studies Available in Time for Consideration in EIR.  Please identify what, if any, new site-specific technical studies (e.g., for sea level rise, etc). the sponsor team will be preparing and have complete in time for consideration in the EIR; and anticipated dates for completion.  If sea level rise study is proposed, please describe proposed design considerations/features accommodate sea level rise.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			26			Air Quality			Emergency Backup Generators.  
a.  Please identify the number and estimated power of emergency backup generator for the proposed project.
b.   Identify the approximate location of proposed emergency backup generators (i.e., on building rooftops, enclosed within parking structure, etc.).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			27			Noise			Stationary Equipment Noise-Generating Sources.  
a.  For the office buildings, is all mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC) proposed to be on the rooftops? (and if so, how would it be screened or enclosed?)
b.  For the event center, where is proposed mechanical equipment proposed to be located and how would it be screened or enclosed?
c.  Please describe if and how proposed emergency backup generators would it be screened and/or enclosed?

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			28			Noise			Other Noise Sources. 
a. Please confirm if the project proposes any temporary/permanent installation/use of exterior amplification sources at the site (e.g., in combination with video screens in the plazas or at pedestrian entrances to the site, on rooftop terraces, etc.).  If exterior amplification sources may be proposed, please describe their proposed location, type and use.
b.  Please confirm if the exterior site areas (e.g., plazas, rooftops) would be used for any outdoor events (such as what was proposed at the Piers 30-32 site).
c  Please describe if any portion of the perimeter wall of the event center could be retractable/removable to permit free flow between the event center concourse and outdoor plaza areas.

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			29			Wind/Shadow			Mass and Bulking Model.  For the shadow analysis (currently in ESA work scope), and, If ESA is to prepare wind analysis (currently an option in our scope), we would need a simple 3D massing model indicating the exterior form of the development.  Alternately, ESA may be able to rely simply on site plans with proposed elevation values (this would be determined based on the availabilitly of project plans, and in consultation with the sponsor.)
			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			30			EIR Transportation			Proposed Vehicle/Loading/Bicycle Parking Facilities.   Please see attached Table T-2, and fill in requested information on proposed parking/loading/bicycle facilities.			Sponsor			9/8/14


			31			EIR Transportation			Sidewalk/Crosswalks and Pedestrian/Bicycle Access to Development.   Please provide site plan indicating the dimension of sidewalks (existing and proposed widths; see attached Table T-3 below), driveways, and adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard. Include crosswalk striping, and indicate whether any intersections would be signalized and if pedestrian countdown signals would be provided. Also include the location of pedestrian entrances to arena, office, retail and other uses. If bicycle attendant parking is proposed to be provided for events, please indicate location of bicycle valet on the plans. Indicate planned cycletrack along Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			32			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Basketball Event Day.  Please provide plan indicating curb regulations for basketball game event day, as well as adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard. Curb regulations meaning taxi zone, commercial loading zone, white passenger loading/unloading zone, shuttle zone, bus zone, etc.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			33			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Concert/Conference Event Day.  Please provide plan indicating curb regulations for concert/conference event day, as well as the adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			34			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Non-Event Day.  Plan indicating curb regulations for non-event day, as well as the adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			35			EIR Transportation			Access Points to Proposed Garage. Identify access points to proposed garage(s); provide garage plans for each level.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			36			EIR Transportation			Project Changes to Roadway and Intersection Lane Geometries.  Identify any project changes to roadway and intersection lane geometries proposed by the Mission Bay South Plan.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			37			EIR Transportation			Additional Site Plan Transportation Information Needs.  As appropriate, the plans need to include:

a.   Dimension of entrance of driveway at building, and dimension of curb cut 
b.   Label loading spaces and dimensions (length x width x vertical clearance)
c.   Label location of pedestrian entrances/lobbies and ground floor retail.
d.  Label trash room(s)
a.  Label and number Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces; location and number of attendant bicycle parking spaces.
f.   Label and number vehicle parking spaces
g.  Label and number ADA parking spaces, including aisles to elevators
h.  Indicate which ADA parking spaces can accommodate vans
i.   Label and number carshare parking spaces
j.   Provide dimensions of driveway aisles
k.  Vertical clearance of the garage levels. Grade of ramp.
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			38			EIR Transportation			Project Garage.

a.  Please specify whether garage entrance(s) would be gated, how many entry and exit lanes there would be at each driveway, whether there would be ticket dispensing machines or other type of control mechanism, and where they would be located, as well as number of vehicles that would be able to queue within the garage while waiting to get a ticket.
b. If the driveway(s) is also proposed to be used for trucks accessing the off-street loading area, please indicate how that would occur, particularly if there are ticket dispensers.
c. Indicate how parking for office and other uses would be separated functionally from arena parking. Would office parking be part of publicly-accessible parking?
  
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			39			EIR Transportation			Off-Site Parking

a.   Please specify whether there are plans for accommodating event parking at other nearby garages.  
b.   If yes, please provide: location, number of spaces, whether a shuttle between arena and garage would be provided (see below for details needed), and type of events (basketball, concerts, conferences) when this parking would be “guaranteed” to be available for arena use.
			Sponsor			9/8/14


			40			EIR Transportation			Transit Shuttles

a.  Description of any shuttle service for basketball, concert and/or convention events.  Including specific routes, days/hours of operation, frequency, and passenger capacity of vehicle.
b.  Indicate whether any shuttles would be in operation on non-event days.  If yes, please also provide details.

			Sponsor			9/8/14


			41			EIR Transportation			Loading

a.   Would there be separate loading facilities for office, retail, arena, other uses, or would there be one combined loading area?
b.   Where would the TV trucks/equipment stage during events (i.e., not parked within a loading space)?
c.   Indicate on garage plans the access from loading facility to office, arena, etc., uses (e.g., elevators, corridors, etc.). Would deliveries to any uses be accommodated on-street, if so, indicate on plans.
d.   For loading spaces, please provide dimensions of each space (width, length, and vertical clearance).
e.  Would the loading area(s) be staffed at all times?
f.   What would be the days and hours of operation of the loading dock?
g.   Are deliveries scheduled for particular day of week, and/or time of day?
h.  Maximum number of deliveries that occur at one time. How would the loading dock be managed?
i.   If loading facility is shared between arena and office/retail/etc. uses, how would office/retail/other deliveries be managed on event days?

			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			42			EIR Transportation			Confirmation/Modification of Previously-provided Piers 30-32 Loading Information

Below is the information provided from the prior Piers 30-32 regarding deliveries, TV equipment, etc. Please confirm or modify the number of trucks/deliveries for games and non-game events. Provide additional details on the type of individual deliveries per GSW game (e.g., concessions vs. food & beverage).

Also, please provide support/source for the 20 trucks for GSW and non-GSW events (e.g., is it based on the Oakland arena experience, or some other source).

Note that the transportation analysis will calculate the restaurant, retail, office (and other uses, if included) truck service/delivery demand separately based on the San Francisco Guidelines methodology and rates.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									Vendors/Service Deliveries
• Average individual deliveries per GSW game is six (6 trucks total). Most are scheduled to occur the day prior to the game. Delivery times are flexible and are scheduled to avoid peak commute hours and other potential transportation conflicts.



			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									TV crews/Equipment Vehicles
• Assume game starts 7:30 p.m.

• Typically 2 trucks/mobile units arrive at 10 a.m. on game day and depart 11:30 pm (~2 hours after game)

• TV crew of ~40 people (including home and visiting crew) arrive at ~12:30 (typically 7 hours before start time)

• For ESPN/TNT games (5-7 games/year), there will be an extra 1 or 2 trucks that typically arrive 1 day prior to the game.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									Vendor/Service Deliveries for Non Warriors Events
• 4AM-8AM: Show trucks (which carry all show components including the stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, props) arrive in market. They will typically stage somewhere off site but close to the venue.

• The number of trucks varies based on the size and complexity of the show. An A list show will usually require approximately 20 trucks.  Once trucks have been unloaded, they are driven off site and will not return until the show is complete and the load-out process begins.

• 7AM-12PM: Event day food service deliveries at loading dock (scheduled around other event related arrivals and departures). Average individual deliveries required are six. Most if not all are scheduled to occur the day prior.

• 11PM-3AM: Breakdown and cleaning, show trucks leave the venue.
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			43			EIR Transportation			Trash Collection
a.  Number of times per week that trash is typically collected for office, retail, arena and other uses, and typical schedule – day of week, time of day.
a.  Would trash associated with the ground floor retail and restaurant uses be accommodated within the on-site trash storage rooms or would the trash cans be carted to the edge of the sidewalk?
c.  Would trash trucks access the on-site loading area? If so, what is the vertical clearance to make sure that the trucks can be accommodated?
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			44			EIR Transportation			Transportation Management Plan
Please provide a draft and final transportation management plan indicating pre-event and post-event management of visitors accessing the arena by auto, transit, bicycle and walk modes for Golden State Warriors events. Indicate if and how the plans would be different for non-Golden State Warriors events.			Sponsor			Draft:   9/22/14

Final:  10/20/14


			45			Construction			Construction Schedule.  Please provide a detailed construction timeline table.  This should provide construction durations (start and end dates - in weeks/months) for construction for different work components (e.g., demolition, excavation, pile installation, new building construction, utilities, interior finishing, etc.).  The schedule should show if the construction of the event center and office buildings are anticipated to be constructed concurrently, sequentially and/or overlap.

This information can be provided in a bar graph as was previously done by the contruction team for the Piers 30-32 site.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			46			Construction			Hours of Construction. Describe if proposed construction to occur within normal construction days/hours.  Are nights and/or weekend construction anticipated?; if so, please describe the work components, construction activities and durations for those elements occurring during these periods.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			47			Construction			Soil Excavation. 
a.  Please estimate the amount of soil (CY) to be excavated at the project site.
b. Please estimate the maximum depth of excavation on the site.
c. Please identify where excavated soil will be hauled to.  			Sponsor			10/8/14


			48			Construction			Estimated Pile Count. Please provide:
The number, size (diameter / width), type (e.g., concrete), and estimated pile depth below surface.  			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			49			Construction			Pile Installation Method
For each of the pile types discussed above, please inidcate:
a.  Type of pile installation method (impact, vibration, drilling, combination)
b.  For impact pile installation, please estimate for each pile type:
        -  the anticipated numbers of blows per pile
        -  estimate time to install each pile
        -  number of piles installed per day per crew
        -  number of crews working simultaneously
        -  average number of pile strikes per day

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			50			Construction			Construction Equipment
Types and number of large and small construction equipment (e.g., drill rigs, cranes, excavators, graders, dozers, forklifts, concrete boom pumps, dewatering pumps, saw cutters, chop saws, tile saws, stud impact guns) 			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			51			Construction			Potential Construction Delivery by Barge:  Does the sponsor anticipate transporting any materials/equipment/debris to/from the site via barge from nearby bay location?			Sponsor			10/8/14


			52			Construction			Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase
Please see attached example Table T-4 and fill out.  Please provide the average and peak daily construction trucks and workers by phase.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			53			Construction			Construction Staging / Haul Routes. 
a.  Please describe proposed construction staging for the project.
b.  Are off-site construction staging areas proposed? (if so, where, and for what purpose, e.g., materials, equipment, etc.)
c.  Would any of the travel lanes on Third, South or 16th Streets or Terry Francois Boulevard for used for construction staging or for construction activities?  If yes, please provide details as to which lanes, for what type of activity, and for how long a duration.
d.  Would the existing Third St. sidewalk be closed for a portion of entire duration of the construction effort?  If so, would a protected pedestrian walkway be provided?
e.  Where is construction worker parking proposed to occur?
f.  Are any restrictions on construction activities anticipated?
g.  Are there any specific construction-related truck routing to and from the project site?

 			Sponsor			10/8/14


			54			EIR Alternatives			Potential EIR Alternatives:  To be determined if EIR will include Alternatives analysis.  If so, level of detail for alternatives analysis and data needed, including for No Project Alternatives, to be determined in consultation with OCII, EP and sponsor
			OCII/EP/Sponsor			 No -Project: 10/1/14

Reduced Intensity:
Mid-November 2014
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:31:00 PM


Yes, works for me.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:27 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Can we please start at 1:45?


On Aug 28, 2014, at 12:21 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Great – Jenn, can we use the same call in number from the morning time?
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 12:20 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
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1:30


Sent from i Phone


On Aug 28, 2014, at 12:19 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Jesse – Let us know what time is best for you before 3PM.  Let’s hold 2PM
in the meantime in case Jesse isn’t available for any of that time and the
three of us can check in.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:59 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Likewise, before 3pm works for me too.
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) [mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:56 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Before 3 works for me. 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 11:46 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Sorry, make that open until 3 and after 5.
 
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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY
SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
We didn't chat but should. I am available. What works
for others? 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 10:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine
(CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hey all – sorry, I was stuck in a briefing and
may have missed the check in call.  Apologies if
you already chatted.  If not, let me know if
everyone wants to check in. 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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII);
Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:30 AM-
11:00 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US &
Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code:



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com





955112; Host Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was
missing from your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Jesse Blout"
Cc: Clarke Miller; Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 12:21:00 PM


Great – Jenn, can we use the same call in number from the morning time?
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 12:20 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
1:30


Sent from i Phone


On Aug 28, 2014, at 12:19 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Jesse – Let us know what time is best for you before 3PM.  Let’s hold 2PM in the
meantime in case Jesse isn’t available for any of that time and the three of us can
check in.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


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



mailto:jblout@stradasf.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=b2161cda984e436b919fd2b738c5e13d-Jennifer Entine Matz

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com





Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:59 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Likewise, before 3pm works for me too.
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) [mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:56 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
Before 3 works for me. 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 11:46 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Sorry, make that open until 3 and after 5.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO
MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Weekly GSW Check in
 
We didn't chat but should. I am available. What works for others? 


On Aug 28, 2014, at 10:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hey all – sorry, I was stuck in a briefing and may have missed
the check in call.  Apologies if you already chatted.  If not, let
me know if everyone wants to check in. Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 



mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org





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
SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:41 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller
(cmiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout
Subject: Weekly GSW Check in
When: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:30 AM-11:00 AM (UTC-
08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code: 955112; Host
Code: 748198
 
 
Exchange 2013 re-created a meeting that was missing from
your calendar.
 
  _____  
Sent by Microsoft Exchange Server 2013
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:22:00 PM
Attachments: Proposed SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_082014_without Cost Estimate.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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:47 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
 
Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
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:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=b2161cda984e436b919fd2b738c5e13d-Jennifer Entine Matz

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com
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August 20, 2014 
 
 
To: Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080 
San Francisco, CA 94105 



 
Cc: (without cost estimate)  
 Catherine Reilly, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
 Chris Kern, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event 



Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
 



Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a scope of work for environmental review services for 
the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center and mixed-use development in Mission Bay at Blocks 
29-32 (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 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(Subsequent EIR) is required, and that the SEIR will be tiered from the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR 
(Mission Bay FSEIR). 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. OCII and EP have reviewed and approved a preliminary version of 
this scope of work, and this scope of work incorporates all of their comments as well as further details that were 
discussed at the July 30, 2014 meeting at the Planning Department; this scope of work also incorporates previous 
input provided by the Project Sponsor.  
 
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 about 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, 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. 



Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed tasks, major deliverables and associated costs to conduct the 
environmental services for the project. A proposed budget summary for the services, broken down by firm and 
task, is presented in Attachment C, as is a detailed breakdown by individual staff.1  Key CEQA work 
assumptions used to develop the scope of work are included in Attachment D. A preliminary proposed schedule  



                                                      
1  Please note the cost estimate for the transportation subconsultants includes certain incurred and already invoiced charges from Fehr and 



Peers, as well as other incurred but not-yet-invoiced charges from Fehr and Peers, Adavant and LCW. 
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showing all key milestones through the publication of the Draft SEIR is included in Attachment E.  The 
proposed schedule reflects “standard” review times for City staff. 



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 and be actively involved during the entirety of the EIR 
process. 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, Gary, and/or Paul will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project as directed by 
OCII or EP. 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 within their particular specialty and experience, 
appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SEIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, 
Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise 
(LBE)-certified by the City’s Contract Monitoring Division. 



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 the Mission Bay development 
program. 
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The proposed event center 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.  
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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. The project 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 currently operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, 
respectively).  



The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 747,000 
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 for use during 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. OCII indicates modifications to 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 
Subsequent 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. Section 15168(c)(1) 
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) of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that 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 
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before. Thus, for the GSW project, ESA proposes to prepare an Initial Study, which will focus the EIR, and a 
Subsequent EIR that tiers off of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  



Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Subsequent EIR for the GSW project 
in Mission Bay will focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: 
Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues 
associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding); in addition, the SEIR could potentially include detailed 
analyses of Utilities (water and wastewater) and 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(d), 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 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 Attend 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. ESA will prepare an administrative draft NOP for review and comment by OCII, 
EP, and the project sponsor; and will then respond to and incorporate all comments into a screencheck draft NOP 
for a second round of review, prior to finalizing the NOP for publication. The City has also requested preparation 
of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study under Task 2, below. 



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 and Initial Study as requested by the City EP 
and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute up to 250 copies of the NOP, and up to 30 copies of the 
NOP/IS, plus up to 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 and help facilitate 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 Initial Study, and provide this summary to the City. 



Task 2. Prepare Initial Study 



The City has requested preparation of an 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 
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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 Section 15162; 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 
 Aesthetics 
 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 



 
ESA will prepare an Initial Study on the new event center, using current significance criteria and the existing 
conditions (2014) as the baseline, but using the modified checklist and answering questions asking whether the 
event center would have new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The Initial Study will first summarize how each of the topics listed 
above (with the exception of Aesthetics) were addressed for the Mission Bay plan as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 
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 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. Topics for which no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts are identified do not need to be studied in the Subsequent EIR—presumably, those resource areas listed 
above. 



With respect to Aesthetics, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. 
The eligibility of the proposed project under SB 743 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 Initial Study or the SEIR, but the Initial Study 
will provide the rationale for focusing this issue out. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or 
inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or the SEIR. 



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, 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. Rather, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be 
addressed in full detail in the SEIR. 



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 might merit a 
more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be 
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addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, some of 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 Subsequent EIR #1 



ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft Subsequent 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 Subsequent EIR.  



The SEIR will use the same approach to the impact analysis as the Initial Study, i.e., using current significance 
criteria and the existing conditions as the baseline. The SEIR will also summarize how each of the topics 
requiring further analysis were addressed for the Mission Bay project as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 in the 
Mission Bay FSEIR, describe any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and identify 
conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The SEIR will then provide a qualitative comparison of the 
conclusions of the current impact analysis against conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The analysis will 
identify any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as well as 
any new or substantially different mitigation measures from those previously analyzed, as appropriate.  



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 analysis (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 SEIR sections. Nevertheless, 
working together with the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s in-house technical experts will prepare the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SEIR, while the sponsor's consultants will provide the 
technical supporting documentation for use in the EIR appendices as appropriate. 



The key topics to be covered in the SEIR and their associated scope are summarized below: 
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 Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SEIR and how it 
relates to the Mission Bay FSEIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments 
received during the scoping period. The Introduction will also include a summary of the Mission Bay 
redevelopment project and development program analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it relates to the 
proposed GSW project on Blocks 29 to 32.  



 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 SEIR 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 as provided by the Project Sponsor. As described above, the project description will not include any 
visual simulations of the project. 



ESA will prepare and submit a preliminary draft project description for review and comment prior to ADSEIR 
#1 to ensure that the impact analysis in ADSEIR #1 is based on consistent and approved project description 
assumptions. Upon receipt and resolution of comments received on the preliminary draft project description, it 
is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description. ESA will then revise 
the project description based on this first round of review, and submit the revised project description as part of 
ADSEIR #1. 



 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, and other 
applicable plans (e.g., 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 be 
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). 



 Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work for Adavant 
Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Fehr and Peers. As indicated in Attachment C, the City has formally 
approved this scope of work.  ESA’s in-house transportation analyst would conduct a QA/QC as part of a 
focused review of all transportation deliverables.  



 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 pile-driving 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 at Blocks 29 to 32. 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; 
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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, such as the Mission Bay 
Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement. 



 Air Quality (including potential Health Risk Assessment option) — 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, 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 section of the Subsequent EIR. 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. 



Optional Task: Support Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Prepare Impact Discussion. Because the 
project site is not located in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, it is currently assumed that a project 
specific health risk assessment (HRA) will not be needed for the Subsequent EIR. However, in the event 
that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part 
of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work, and it would include 
coordination with the project sponsor and Environ—who would conduct the HRA and provide results to 
ESA—for consistency in project understanding and analysis methodology as well as preparation of the air 
quality impact sections related to health risks. 



 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 greenhouse gas emissions, and 
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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 SB 743. 



 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 
collaborate with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, 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, rather than 
conduct a peer review, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR Wind 
section using 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 in 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 
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rise inundation maps available for the project area, including the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission's (SFPUC) recently published sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay 
shoreline. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design flood level for the project site taking into 
consideration 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 flood 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 flood impacts. 



 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 project-specific 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. This scope of work assumes that 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. 



 Alternatives — The SEIR will tier off the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as 
analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the SEIR. This scope of work assumes the SEIR 
alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently, approved development on Blocks 
29 to 32) and one other alternative (likely to be a reduced intensity alternative); these alternatives will be 
analyzed qualitatively. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail, although alternative locations 
considered and rejected (such as Piers 30-32) will be discussed.  



Optional Task: Quantitative Analysis of Alternatives. If directed by OCII and EP, ESA will conduct a 
quantitative for one or more EIR topics, including but not limited, to, transportation, air quality, and/or noise. 



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. 
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ESA will submit ADSEIR #1 to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor for review and comment in electronic format 
only. It is assumed that EP will then provide a consolidated set of non-conflicting comments in electronic format 
to ESA for use in preparing ADSEIR #2. 



Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft Subsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft Subsequent EIR  



This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative 
Draft Subsequent 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. ADSEIR #2 will also include the first draft of the Summary chapter of the SEIR. 



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. ESA will submit ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR in 
electronic format only. 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 up to 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus up to 200 CDs and up to 
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 
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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, Notice of Determination, and Consolidated Final SEIR 



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. It is also assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees. 



Following certification of the Final SEIR, ESA will prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD), and it is 
assumed the City will file the NOD. Following the 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. ESA will print 10 hard copies 
of the consolidated Final SEIR and 20 CDs. 



Optional Task: Appeal Support. ESA will provide support services to OCII and EP in the event of an appeal of 
the SEIR certification. ESA would 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.  



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 as needed, but not more frequently than 
monthly, and will update milestone status at each regular weekly CEQA team meeting.  



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 
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(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 
review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. Further, 
it is assumed that ESA will be responsible for assembling and organizing the references and materials developed 
specifically for the SEIR, but that if required, the City would be responsible for providing the administrative 
record associated with the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR (including associated addenda) and/or the 1990 Mission Bay 
Final Environmental Impact Report in the appropriate format suitable for posting.  



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 
developed specifically for the SEIR 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. 



Conclusion 



In summary, the ESA team appreciates the opportunity to participate in this critically important project on behalf 
of GSW and the City. We appreciate your expeditious response to this request, as we continue working with you 
and the City on a fast-track schedule with the objective of publishing the Draft SEIR in March of 2015 (see 
Attachment E for a preliminary schedule). Please don’t hesitate to contact me, Karl Heisler, or Paul Mitchell if 
you have any questions or require any further information on this contract modification request.  
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Sincerely, 



 
Gary W. Oates 
President 
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ATTACHMENT A 
ADAVANT / LCW / FEHR & PEERS  



TRANSPORTATION SCOPE OF WORK AND BUDGET 











SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



www.sfplanning.org  
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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  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         



Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1     



 1 
 



2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



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 24 



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 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
Event Center at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32  August 13, 2014 
2012.0718E – Final Transportation Scope of Work Page 4 



 



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 
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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. 



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. 
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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  



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. 



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: 
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• 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 
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• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  
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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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
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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. 











 



Preliminary Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed 
Golden State Warriors Event Center Development in Mission Bay 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 
Page B-1 



 



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. 



It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project will begin with the GSW's submittal of the Environmental 
Evaluation (EE) Application or equivalent form 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. 
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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 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)). 
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 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)). 











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



A B C D E F G H I J K L



Topic Category Date Received/Sent Document Date Recipient(s)/ Affiliation
Author/ 
Affiliation



Document Name Document Subject Number of Pages
Document/ 
Media Type



Bates 
Numbers



Digital File 
Name



Other 
Notes



PDF Emails and documents are categorized by topic.  This column identifies the 
date the document was 
received or sent.



This is the date 
shown on the 
document.



This identifies the recipient 
of the document.



This identifies the 
author of the 
document.



This column identifies the title of the 
document or PDF Email attachment. If 
an PDF Email does not include an 
attachment, the entry will be blank.



This column identifies 
the subject(s) of the 
document using key 
words



This identifies the 
number of pages in the 
document.



This identifies the 
entry's document 
type or media 
format.



A unique bates 
range will identify 
each entry



This identifies name 
of the digital file 
associated with the 
entry.  All 
documents saved in 
pdf format



     e.g., Notice of Preparation, Draft SEIR, Responses to Comments, Notice of Determination, CEQA Findings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, etc.



    e.g., Applicable memos, correspondence and other miscellaneous information related to application (such as technical reports related to GHG analysis, correspondence with CARB, approval from Governor's Office, etc.)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with  NOP (through publication)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with non‐technical SEIR sections (e.g., Introduction, etc.)



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Project Description



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Plans and Policies



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Land Use



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Population and Housing



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Cultural and Paleontological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Transportation and Circulation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Noise and Vibration



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Air Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Greenhouse Gases



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Wind and Shadow



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Recreation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Utilties and Service Systems



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Biological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Geology and Soils



15   IS/SEIR ‐ Utilities and Service Systems (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



16  IS/SEIR ‐ Biological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



17  IS/SEIR  ‐ Geology and Soils (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



10   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Noise and Vibration (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



11   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Air Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



12   IS/SEIR ‐ Greenhouse Gases (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



13   IS/SEIR ‐ Wind and Shadow (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



14   IS/SEIR  ‐ Recreation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



00  Final Key Documents



01   SB 743



02  Notice of Preparation (NOP) 



03   SEIR ‐ General (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



04   IS/SEIR ‐ Project Description (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



05   SEIR ‐ Plans and Policies (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



06   IS/EIR ‐ Land Use (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



07   IS/EIR ‐ Population and Housing (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



08  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



09  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Transportation and Circulation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIRHydrology and Water Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Mineral and Energy Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Agriculture Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with Other CEQA Issues (Growth Inducement, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Significant and Irreversible Changes, and Areas of Known Controversy



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with EIR Alternatives



    Agency, Public and Organization Scoping Comments Received in Response to NOP



    Agency, Public and Organization Comments on Draft EIR



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with multiple EIR topics 



    e.g., Agenda, Minutes, from Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with potential EIR appeal, and appeal response



32    Permits 



20   IS/EIR‐ Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



21   IS/SEIR  ‐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



22   IS/SEIR ‐ Mineral and Energy Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



23   IS/SEIR‐ Agriculture and Forest Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



25   SEIR ‐ Alternatives (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



24   SEIR EIR ‐ Other CEQA Issues (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



30  SEIR Appeal



28   Correspondence ‐ General 



26   NOP Scoping Comments



27   Comments on Draft SEIR 



29   Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings
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ATTACHMENT D 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FOR THE  



EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN  
MISSION BAY AT BLOCKS 29-32 



Key CEQA Work Scope Assumptions 



There shall be a presumption against the need for change orders requested by ESA during preparation of the 
SEIR. ESA and its team members acknowledge that certain details and features of the project are still being 
resolved and refined but agree that such changes will not constitute the need for change orders unless such 
changes constitute a fundamental change in the overall scope and character of the project and associated CEQA 
services. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “fundamental changes” means changes of at least the 
following scope and magnitude: 
 
 The schedule for SEIR completion and certification changes significantly (i.e., more than one month from 



any of the key milestone dates) and for reasons outside ESA’s control from that set forth in the schedule. 



 Directives from the OCII and/or the San Francisco Planning Department for expanded and/or additional 
analyses clearly beyond that specified in this Scope of Services. This would include but not be limited to, 
potential detailed or quantitative analysis for any environmental topics originally assumed to addressed in 
lesser detail, or expanded or new analysis, whether quantitative or otherwise, for environmental topics being 
qualitatively analyzed. 



 Requirement to conduct any of the Optional Tasks described in the Scope of Work but not authorized under 
the Agreement. Addition of any of the Optional Tasks may be subject to further scope and budget 
refinement. 



 Substantial modification of the currently proposed project site development plan from that set forth in the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 



 Substantial additional issues requiring new analysis as a result of public scoping and/or presentations to 
City agencies and as directed by OCII or the San Francisco Planning Department. 



 More detailed alternatives analysis in the SEIR including but not limited to: (1) need for quantitative impact 
analysis for any resource topics; (2) one or more additional alternatives requiring detailed analysis (beyond 
the No Project alternative and one reduced intensity alternative): (3) addition of an off-site alternative for 
detailed analysis. 



 The inclusion in the SEIR of one or more project variants requiring analysis at an equal level of detail as the 
proposed project.  



 Substantial changes in the project, circumstances under which the project is to be undertaken, and/or new 
information of substantial importance to the project which arises following publication of the Draft SEIR 
necessitating a recirculation of the Draft SEIR as determined by the OCII, EP and the City. 
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 Responses to public comments received on the Draft SEIR require major new analysis, including field 
measurement or any kind of modeling. 



 Recirculation of the SEIR is required by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as a result of an appeal of 
SEIR certification and the certification determination is not upheld. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE 



 











ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 148 days Tue 7/8/14 Thu 1/29/15



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 6 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/27/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 2 wks Tue 10/28/14 Mon 11/10/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 4 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/8/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 4 days Tue 12/9/14 Fri 12/12/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Mon 12/15/14 Mon 12/15/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period (extended due to holidays) 45 edays Mon 12/15/14 Thu 1/29/15 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Wed 1/14/15 Wed 1/14/15 8FF+23 days



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 4 wks Tue 10/21/14 Mon 11/17/14 18



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



7/8



12/15



1/14



3/25



4/30



7/6 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/10 8/17 8/24 8/31 9/7 9/14 9/21 9/28 10/510/1210/1910/2611/2 11/911/1611/2311/3012/712/1412/2112/28 1/4 1/11 1/18 1/25 2/1 2/8 2/15 2/22 3/1 3/8 3/15 3/22 3/29 4/5 4/12 4/19 4/26 5/3 5/10 5/
y August September October November December January February March April May
r 3, 2014 Qtr 4, 2014 Qtr 1, 2015 Qtr 2, 2015
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Project Summary
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External Milestone
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Inactive Milestone



Inactive Summary



Manual Task



Duration‐only



Manual Summary Rollup



Manual Summary



Start‐only



Finish‐only



Deadline



Progress



Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 20, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0819
Date: Wed 8/20/14








			MB Blocks 29-32 Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.pdf


			Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR


			Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


			Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


			Task 3 – Data Collection


			Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


			Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


			Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


			Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


			Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


			Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


			Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


			Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


			Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


			Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


			Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts





			Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


			Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


			Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


			Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


			Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


			Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments



















From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Updated/Revised CEQA Information Needs for GSW Project
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 2:43:00 PM
Attachments: CEQA Preliminary Info Needs_8-22-14 Excel Table.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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:41 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Joyce; Karl Heisler; Gary Oates; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Updated/Revised CEQA Information Needs for GSW Project
 
All:
 
Attached is an updated/revised CEQA Information Needs matrix that includes 1) adjusted due dates
(in green text) for specific information needs and 2) responses (in red text) that have been provided
to date from the sponsor.  No changes have been made to the specific information requested.
 
ESA’s original working schedule which informed the due dates in the 7/18/14 CEQA Information
Needs matrix assumed City staff review times would be abbreviated (i.e., not their standard review
durations).  However, as directed by City staff, all City review times (as reflected in our current SEIR
schedule submitted to you in our 8/20/14 scope of work) are now based on their standard review
durations.  The inclusion of standard review times necessitated moving up certain deliverables, and
consequently, a number of due dates in 7/18/14 CEQA Information Needs matrix have also been
moved up to meet those earlier submittal dates. 
 
Please review and let us know if these are acceptable to you, and I’m happy to talk with you about
individual due dates for specific items.  
 
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:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com



Sheet1


			Info Needs Task No			Benchmark/Milestone			Project Sponsor CEQA Information			Responsible Party			Date Due 			Date Delivered			Notes


			Travel Demand Memo


			1			 Travel Demand Memo			Confirmation of Final Project Land Use Type, Square Footages for Proposed Development, and Employment.  Please review attached Table T-1 (developed from the 7/15/14 Sponsor project description and additional input provided by the sponsor at the 7/16/14 CEQA meeting), and confirm the assumptions and numbers.			Sponsor			7/21/14			7/21/14			Document available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/yz25l3c2897t7by/Task1_ConfirmationProgramInfoAssumptions_2014.07.07.pdf


			NOP/Initial Study


			2			NOP/Initial Study			Confirm Title of Project.  Please provide title of project to be referred to in the NOP/IS/EIR (e.g., Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay, or other title?)			Sponsor/OCII/EP			9/1/14			8/19/14			Project Title: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


			3			NOP/Initial Study			Project Sponsor Confirmation.  Please identify the specific entity that is the project sponsor (e.g., an LLC affiliate of GSW?; if so, please identify).			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			Project Sponsor: GSW Arena LLC


			4			NOP/Initial Study			Site Ownership.  Please confirm the Warriors currently own the Blocks 29-32 site.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			GSW Arena LLC has entered into an agreement to purchase the Blocks 29-32 site from an affiliate of salesforce.com. 


			5			NOP/Initial Study			Distribution List for NOA and NOP/IS.  Please provide distribution list for electronic and/or hardcopies of NOA, NOP and IS.			OCII/EP			10/1/14


			6			NOP/Initial Study			Clarification on Project Site Parameters/Size.  
a.  It appears from reviewing the City's on-line Property Information Map database that there are at least 3 parcels that make up the site, including 8722/001 (522,284 s.f.); 8722/007 (649 s.f.) in the southwest corner, and 8722/008 (769 s.f.) also in the southwest corner.  These 3 parcels do not form the same rectangular shape as Blocks 29-32 as identified in the Mission Bay Plan.  Recognizing that the Mission Bay Plan assumes that the project site would consist of, and be reconfigured as, Blocks 29-32 (and ultimately may supercede/replace the existing parcel information), please describe the process for how the differences between the existing parcels boundaries/size and the proposed Block parameters limits/size get resolved.

b.  Please confirm the size of Blocks 29-32.			OCII			9/1/14


			7			NOP/Initial Study			Status of Existing Stockpiles Adjacent to Site.  Between the east side of the Blocks 29-32 site and Terry Francois Boulevard, there are large covered stockpiles of materials.  Please describe what those stockpiles were associated with, and what is the proposed disposition of those materials (are they proposed to be used or transferred off-site, and when is that expected to occur?).			OCII			9/1/14


			8			NOP/Initial Study			Non-Project Improvements that Would Occur Adjacent to Project Site (New Park Development and Terry Francois Boulevard Realignment).  Please confirm 1) when both the realignment Terry Francois Boulevard and development of a new park adjacent to/east of Blocks 29-32 would occur relative to GSW project (i.e., both improvements completed prior to construction and/or operation of Blocks 29-32?), 2) confirm who would fund both improvements (i.e., FOCIL?),and 3) what specific improvements are associated for each improvement (i.e., for the park:  size, facilities, etc.?; and for the roadway:  row width, median, on-street parking/bike lanes, walkways, etc.?).			OCII			9/1/14


			9			NOP/Initial Study			Applicability of 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures to Blocks 29-32.

RBF maintains a GIS-based website for "Mission Bay Project On-line Mitigation Status" at http://gis.rbf.com/catellus. This site appears to call out the specific mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR that apply to each Mission Bay block (including Blocks, 29, 30, 31 and 32).  Does OCII consider this an up-to-date and accurate representation of the block-specific mitigation measures that apply to Blocks 29-32?  If not, does OCII have a more representative list of the specific mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR that do apply to Blocks 29-32?			OCII			9/1/14


			10			NOP/Initial Study			Project Approvals.   The NOP will include summary list of project approvals.  Please review the preliminary list of project approvals below, and revise as needed:

a.   approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29 to 32
b.   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.
c.   Planning Commission action to release office space from the citywide Proposition M office allocation pool.
d.   Modifications to South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan


			OCII/EP/Sponsor			9/1/14


			11			NOP/Initial Study			Existing Parking Uses on Project Site.  
a.  Please confirm the number of parking spaces on the project site, by lot (Lots B and E). [From a Google aerial map review, ESA estimates  Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 290 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 385 parking spaces, for a total of 675 parking spaces]

b.  What, if any, arrangements currently exist for the use of these parking spaces (e.g., daytime, Giants games, etc.).			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			a. Lot B: 316 spaces. Lot E: 289 paces. Total: 605 spaces.
b. Impark is currently managing both daytime & Giants event parking for both lots on salesforce.com's behalf. 



			12			NOP/Initial Study			Site Survey.  Please provide a survey of the site indicating elevations, existing utilities, potential easements, etc.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			Document available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/95cvkaxwvm50wrp/Task8_SiteSurvey_2014.05.05.pdf


			13			NOP/Initial Study			Prior Technical Studies for Blocks 29-32.  Please provide any known site-specific technical studies that have been previously completed for prior developments on the Blocks 29-32 site (e.g., geotechnical, hazardous materials, utilities, etc.). (Note, ESA already has a copy of a 2006 Revised Risk Management Plan which covers portion of the site.)			Sponsor/OCII			8/15/14			8/19/14			Prior technical studies are not available for distribution.


			14			NOP/Initial Study			New Site Specific Studies Available in Time for Consideration in Initial Study.  Please identify what, if any, new site-specific technical studies the sponsor team anticipates having completed in time for consideration in the Initial Study; and identify the anticipated dates for completion of those studies.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			- Preliminary Geotech Evaluation available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/8l99bod3fghpf2b/Task9_EnvironmentalSummary_2014.04.07.pdf?dl=0
- Environmental Summary available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/7tyf5ajherlwbms/Task9_PreliminaryGeotechEval_2014.04.02.pdf?dl=0 
- Phase I Geotech Assessment available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/ezs4co7l58cb9yf/Task9_PhaseIGeotech_2014.04.11.pdf
- Water Supply Assessment is in progress and will be available in a few weeks. 


			15			NOP/Initial Study			Additional Major Phase Information.  Please provide:
• Estimated range of development density
• Major Phase aggregate development in relation to total allowable building program
• Approximate square footage of each use, and proposed height and bulk of proposed buildings			Sponsor			9/1/14


			16			NOP/Initial Study			Refined Site Plans for Initial Study.  It is our understanding that the sponsor is currently preparing more refined site plans, and accordingly, ESA will plan on including those more refined plans in the Initial Study. At a minimum, refined site plans should include:
a.  a scale/north direction arrow
b.  site boundary
a.  adjacent streets, including planned realigned Terry Francois Boulevard 
c.  arena/practice facility, office buildings, and plaza/open space locations
d.  elevation values of proposed features on the site
e.  location of pedestrian/bicycle/vehicle access points to garage and plazas
f.   if known, proposed landscaped areas.
 			Sponsor			10/1/2014
9/1/2014 						 


			17			NOP/Initial Study			LEED Design.  What is the proposed LEED rating for this project?  Please provide a description of proposed design features proposed/incorporated to meet LEED compliance and promote sustainabililty (e.g., water, recycled water, energy conservation, etc.) - (are they the same or different than what was proposed for Piers 30-32?).			Sponsor			10/1/2014
9/1/2014 


			18			NOP/Initial Study			Consistency with Bird Safe Standards.    Please confirm if the proposed design of the development at Blocks 29-32 is intended to be consistent with San Francisco’s Bird Safe Standards for Bird‐Safe Buildings and Planning Commission Resolution 9212.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			SEIR should state that the project "incorporates bird-safe measures". 


			ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


			19			Project Description			Project Objectives  Please provide a statement of objectives sought by the project sponsor for the project.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			20			Project Description			Refined Site Plans for EIR.  It is expected that the sponsor may provide more refined site plans for inclusion in the EIR.

OCII:  Please indicate if OCII will want any floor plans or other specific figures from the sponsor for inclusion in the EIR

 			Sponsor (question for OCII included)			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			21			Water Supply			Project Water Demand.  Please estimate project water use consistent with SFPUC guidelines (specific direction for this request to be provided by EP/OCII/SFPUC).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			22			Wastewater			Project Wastewater Generation.  Please estimated project wastewater demands.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			23			Water and Wastewater Utility Plans			Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans.  Please provide proposed water and wastewater utility plans (include any proposed off-site improvements as part of project).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			24			Stormwater			Project Stormwater Management Plan.  Please describe proposed stormwater facilities, including stormwater control, retention and pollution control features, Low Impact Development (LID) features and drainage plans.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/144


			25			Utilities			Other Site-Specific Studies Available in Time for Consideration in EIR.  Please identify what, if any, new site-specific technical studies (e.g., for sea level rise, etc). the sponsor team will be preparing and have complete in time for consideration in the EIR; and anticipated dates for completion.  If sea level rise study is proposed, please describe proposed design considerations/features accommodate sea level rise.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			26			Air Quality			Emergency Backup Generators.  
a.  Please identify the number and estimated power of emergency backup generator for the proposed project.
b.   Identify the approximate location of proposed emergency backup generators (i.e., on building rooftops, enclosed within parking structure, etc.).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			27			Noise			Stationary Equipment Noise-Generating Sources.  
a.  For the office buildings, is all mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC) proposed to be on the rooftops? (and if so, how would it be screened or enclosed?)
b.  For the event center, where is proposed mechanical equipment proposed to be located and how would it be screened or enclosed?
c.  Please describe if and how proposed emergency backup generators would it be screened and/or enclosed?

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			28			Noise			Other Noise Sources. 
a. Please confirm if the project proposes any temporary/permanent installation/use of exterior amplification sources at the site (e.g., in combination with video screens in the plazas or at pedestrian entrances to the site, on rooftop terraces, etc.).  If exterior amplification sources may be proposed, please describe their proposed location, type and use.
b.  Please confirm if the exterior site areas (e.g., plazas, rooftops) would be used for any outdoor events (such as what was proposed at the Piers 30-32 site).
c  Please describe if any portion of the perimeter wall of the event center could be retractable/removable to permit free flow between the event center concourse and outdoor plaza areas.

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			29			Wind/Shadow			Mass and Bulking Model.  For the shadow analysis (currently in ESA work scope), and, If ESA is to prepare wind analysis (currently an option in our scope), we would need a simple 3D massing model indicating the exterior form of the development.  Alternately, ESA may be able to rely simply on site plans with proposed elevation values (this would be determined based on the availabilitly of project plans, and in consultation with the sponsor.)
			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			30			EIR Transportation			Proposed Vehicle/Loading/Bicycle Parking Facilities.   Please see attached Table T-2, and fill in requested information on proposed parking/loading/bicycle facilities.			Sponsor			9/8/14


			31			EIR Transportation			Sidewalk/Crosswalks and Pedestrian/Bicycle Access to Development.   Please provide site plan indicating the dimension of sidewalks (existing and proposed widths; see attached Table T-3 below), driveways, and adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard. Include crosswalk striping, and indicate whether any intersections would be signalized and if pedestrian countdown signals would be provided. Also include the location of pedestrian entrances to arena, office, retail and other uses. If bicycle attendant parking is proposed to be provided for events, please indicate location of bicycle valet on the plans. Indicate planned cycletrack along Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			32			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Basketball Event Day.  Please provide plan indicating curb regulations for basketball game event day, as well as adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard. Curb regulations meaning taxi zone, commercial loading zone, white passenger loading/unloading zone, shuttle zone, bus zone, etc.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			33			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Concert/Conference Event Day.  Please provide plan indicating curb regulations for concert/conference event day, as well as the adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			34			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Non-Event Day.  Plan indicating curb regulations for non-event day, as well as the adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			35			EIR Transportation			Access Points to Proposed Garage. Identify access points to proposed garage(s); provide garage plans for each level.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			36			EIR Transportation			Project Changes to Roadway and Intersection Lane Geometries.  Identify any project changes to roadway and intersection lane geometries proposed by the Mission Bay South Plan.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			37			EIR Transportation			Additional Site Plan Transportation Information Needs.  As appropriate, the plans need to include:

a.   Dimension of entrance of driveway at building, and dimension of curb cut 
b.   Label loading spaces and dimensions (length x width x vertical clearance)
c.   Label location of pedestrian entrances/lobbies and ground floor retail.
d.  Label trash room(s)
a.  Label and number Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces; location and number of attendant bicycle parking spaces.
f.   Label and number vehicle parking spaces
g.  Label and number ADA parking spaces, including aisles to elevators
h.  Indicate which ADA parking spaces can accommodate vans
i.   Label and number carshare parking spaces
j.   Provide dimensions of driveway aisles
k.  Vertical clearance of the garage levels. Grade of ramp.
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			38			EIR Transportation			Project Garage.

a.  Please specify whether garage entrance(s) would be gated, how many entry and exit lanes there would be at each driveway, whether there would be ticket dispensing machines or other type of control mechanism, and where they would be located, as well as number of vehicles that would be able to queue within the garage while waiting to get a ticket.
b. If the driveway(s) is also proposed to be used for trucks accessing the off-street loading area, please indicate how that would occur, particularly if there are ticket dispensers.
c. Indicate how parking for office and other uses would be separated functionally from arena parking. Would office parking be part of publicly-accessible parking?
  
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			39			EIR Transportation			Off-Site Parking

a.   Please specify whether there are plans for accommodating event parking at other nearby garages.  
b.   If yes, please provide: location, number of spaces, whether a shuttle between arena and garage would be provided (see below for details needed), and type of events (basketball, concerts, conferences) when this parking would be “guaranteed” to be available for arena use.
			Sponsor			9/8/14


			40			EIR Transportation			Transit Shuttles

a.  Description of any shuttle service for basketball, concert and/or convention events.  Including specific routes, days/hours of operation, frequency, and passenger capacity of vehicle.
b.  Indicate whether any shuttles would be in operation on non-event days.  If yes, please also provide details.

			Sponsor			9/8/14


			41			EIR Transportation			Loading

a.   Would there be separate loading facilities for office, retail, arena, other uses, or would there be one combined loading area?
b.   Where would the TV trucks/equipment stage during events (i.e., not parked within a loading space)?
c.   Indicate on garage plans the access from loading facility to office, arena, etc., uses (e.g., elevators, corridors, etc.). Would deliveries to any uses be accommodated on-street, if so, indicate on plans.
d.   For loading spaces, please provide dimensions of each space (width, length, and vertical clearance).
e.  Would the loading area(s) be staffed at all times?
f.   What would be the days and hours of operation of the loading dock?
g.   Are deliveries scheduled for particular day of week, and/or time of day?
h.  Maximum number of deliveries that occur at one time. How would the loading dock be managed?
i.   If loading facility is shared between arena and office/retail/etc. uses, how would office/retail/other deliveries be managed on event days?

			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			42			EIR Transportation			Confirmation/Modification of Previously-provided Piers 30-32 Loading Information

Below is the information provided from the prior Piers 30-32 regarding deliveries, TV equipment, etc. Please confirm or modify the number of trucks/deliveries for games and non-game events. Provide additional details on the type of individual deliveries per GSW game (e.g., concessions vs. food & beverage).

Also, please provide support/source for the 20 trucks for GSW and non-GSW events (e.g., is it based on the Oakland arena experience, or some other source).

Note that the transportation analysis will calculate the restaurant, retail, office (and other uses, if included) truck service/delivery demand separately based on the San Francisco Guidelines methodology and rates.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									Vendors/Service Deliveries
• Average individual deliveries per GSW game is six (6 trucks total). Most are scheduled to occur the day prior to the game. Delivery times are flexible and are scheduled to avoid peak commute hours and other potential transportation conflicts.



			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									TV crews/Equipment Vehicles
• Assume game starts 7:30 p.m.

• Typically 2 trucks/mobile units arrive at 10 a.m. on game day and depart 11:30 pm (~2 hours after game)

• TV crew of ~40 people (including home and visiting crew) arrive at ~12:30 (typically 7 hours before start time)

• For ESPN/TNT games (5-7 games/year), there will be an extra 1 or 2 trucks that typically arrive 1 day prior to the game.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									Vendor/Service Deliveries for Non Warriors Events
• 4AM-8AM: Show trucks (which carry all show components including the stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, props) arrive in market. They will typically stage somewhere off site but close to the venue.

• The number of trucks varies based on the size and complexity of the show. An A list show will usually require approximately 20 trucks.  Once trucks have been unloaded, they are driven off site and will not return until the show is complete and the load-out process begins.

• 7AM-12PM: Event day food service deliveries at loading dock (scheduled around other event related arrivals and departures). Average individual deliveries required are six. Most if not all are scheduled to occur the day prior.

• 11PM-3AM: Breakdown and cleaning, show trucks leave the venue.
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			43			EIR Transportation			Trash Collection
a.  Number of times per week that trash is typically collected for office, retail, arena and other uses, and typical schedule – day of week, time of day.
a.  Would trash associated with the ground floor retail and restaurant uses be accommodated within the on-site trash storage rooms or would the trash cans be carted to the edge of the sidewalk?
c.  Would trash trucks access the on-site loading area? If so, what is the vertical clearance to make sure that the trucks can be accommodated?
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			44			EIR Transportation			Transportation Management Plan
Please provide a draft and final transportation management plan indicating pre-event and post-event management of visitors accessing the arena by auto, transit, bicycle and walk modes for Golden State Warriors events. Indicate if and how the plans would be different for non-Golden State Warriors events.			Sponsor			Draft:   9/22/14

Final:  10/20/14


			45			Construction			Construction Schedule.  Please provide a detailed construction timeline table.  This should provide construction durations (start and end dates - in weeks/months) for construction for different work components (e.g., demolition, excavation, pile installation, new building construction, utilities, interior finishing, etc.).  The schedule should show if the construction of the event center and office buildings are anticipated to be constructed concurrently, sequentially and/or overlap.

This information can be provided in a bar graph as was previously done by the contruction team for the Piers 30-32 site.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			46			Construction			Hours of Construction. Describe if proposed construction to occur within normal construction days/hours.  Are nights and/or weekend construction anticipated?; if so, please describe the work components, construction activities and durations for those elements occurring during these periods.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			47			Construction			Soil Excavation. 
a.  Please estimate the amount of soil (CY) to be excavated at the project site.
b. Please estimate the maximum depth of excavation on the site.
c. Please identify where excavated soil will be hauled to.  			Sponsor			10/8/14


			48			Construction			Estimated Pile Count. Please provide:
The number, size (diameter / width), type (e.g., concrete), and estimated pile depth below surface.  			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			49			Construction			Pile Installation Method
For each of the pile types discussed above, please inidcate:
a.  Type of pile installation method (impact, vibration, drilling, combination)
b.  For impact pile installation, please estimate for each pile type:
        -  the anticipated numbers of blows per pile
        -  estimate time to install each pile
        -  number of piles installed per day per crew
        -  number of crews working simultaneously
        -  average number of pile strikes per day

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			50			Construction			Construction Equipment
Types and number of large and small construction equipment (e.g., drill rigs, cranes, excavators, graders, dozers, forklifts, concrete boom pumps, dewatering pumps, saw cutters, chop saws, tile saws, stud impact guns) 			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			51			Construction			Potential Construction Delivery by Barge:  Does the sponsor anticipate transporting any materials/equipment/debris to/from the site via barge from nearby bay location?			Sponsor			10/8/14


			52			Construction			Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase
Please see attached example Table T-4 and fill out.  Please provide the average and peak daily construction trucks and workers by phase.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			53			Construction			Construction Staging / Haul Routes. 
a.  Please describe proposed construction staging for the project.
b.  Are off-site construction staging areas proposed? (if so, where, and for what purpose, e.g., materials, equipment, etc.)
c.  Would any of the travel lanes on Third, South or 16th Streets or Terry Francois Boulevard for used for construction staging or for construction activities?  If yes, please provide details as to which lanes, for what type of activity, and for how long a duration.
d.  Would the existing Third St. sidewalk be closed for a portion of entire duration of the construction effort?  If so, would a protected pedestrian walkway be provided?
e.  Where is construction worker parking proposed to occur?
f.  Are any restrictions on construction activities anticipated?
g.  Are there any specific construction-related truck routing to and from the project site?

 			Sponsor			10/8/14


			54			EIR Alternatives			Potential EIR Alternatives:  To be determined if EIR will include Alternatives analysis.  If so, level of detail for alternatives analysis and data needed, including for No Project Alternatives, to be determined in consultation with OCII, EP and sponsor
			OCII/EP/Sponsor			 No -Project: 10/1/14

Reduced Intensity:
Mid-November 2014
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: Help with Review of MB Project
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 3:55:00 PM


I was wondering if I might be able to tag on ½ hour onto one of the Warriors meetings (or set up a
separate time) sometime in a couple weeks to have you all look at a building in Mission Bay that we
have for SD design.  It is the hotel and has a drop-off with curb cuts that I’ve love MTA’s input on
and could do with some work on the design.


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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 



mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Updated/Revised CEQA Information Needs for GSW Project
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 2:44:00 PM
Attachments: CEQA Preliminary Info Needs_8-22-14 Excel Table.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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:41 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Joyce; Karl Heisler; Gary Oates; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Updated/Revised CEQA Information Needs for GSW Project
 
All:
 
Attached is an updated/revised CEQA Information Needs matrix that includes 1) adjusted due dates
(in green text) for specific information needs and 2) responses (in red text) that have been provided
to date from the sponsor.  No changes have been made to the specific information requested.
 
ESA’s original working schedule which informed the due dates in the 7/18/14 CEQA Information
Needs matrix assumed City staff review times would be abbreviated (i.e., not their standard review
durations).  However, as directed by City staff, all City review times (as reflected in our current SEIR
schedule submitted to you in our 8/20/14 scope of work) are now based on their standard review
durations.  The inclusion of standard review times necessitated moving up certain deliverables, and
consequently, a number of due dates in 7/18/14 CEQA Information Needs matrix have also been
moved up to meet those earlier submittal dates. 
 
Please review and let us know if these are acceptable to you, and I’m happy to talk with you about
individual due dates for specific items.  
 
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:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com



Sheet1


			Info Needs Task No			Benchmark/Milestone			Project Sponsor CEQA Information			Responsible Party			Date Due 			Date Delivered			Notes


			Travel Demand Memo


			1			 Travel Demand Memo			Confirmation of Final Project Land Use Type, Square Footages for Proposed Development, and Employment.  Please review attached Table T-1 (developed from the 7/15/14 Sponsor project description and additional input provided by the sponsor at the 7/16/14 CEQA meeting), and confirm the assumptions and numbers.			Sponsor			7/21/14			7/21/14			Document available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/yz25l3c2897t7by/Task1_ConfirmationProgramInfoAssumptions_2014.07.07.pdf


			NOP/Initial Study


			2			NOP/Initial Study			Confirm Title of Project.  Please provide title of project to be referred to in the NOP/IS/EIR (e.g., Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay, or other title?)			Sponsor/OCII/EP			9/1/14			8/19/14			Project Title: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


			3			NOP/Initial Study			Project Sponsor Confirmation.  Please identify the specific entity that is the project sponsor (e.g., an LLC affiliate of GSW?; if so, please identify).			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			Project Sponsor: GSW Arena LLC


			4			NOP/Initial Study			Site Ownership.  Please confirm the Warriors currently own the Blocks 29-32 site.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			GSW Arena LLC has entered into an agreement to purchase the Blocks 29-32 site from an affiliate of salesforce.com. 


			5			NOP/Initial Study			Distribution List for NOA and NOP/IS.  Please provide distribution list for electronic and/or hardcopies of NOA, NOP and IS.			OCII/EP			10/1/14


			6			NOP/Initial Study			Clarification on Project Site Parameters/Size.  
a.  It appears from reviewing the City's on-line Property Information Map database that there are at least 3 parcels that make up the site, including 8722/001 (522,284 s.f.); 8722/007 (649 s.f.) in the southwest corner, and 8722/008 (769 s.f.) also in the southwest corner.  These 3 parcels do not form the same rectangular shape as Blocks 29-32 as identified in the Mission Bay Plan.  Recognizing that the Mission Bay Plan assumes that the project site would consist of, and be reconfigured as, Blocks 29-32 (and ultimately may supercede/replace the existing parcel information), please describe the process for how the differences between the existing parcels boundaries/size and the proposed Block parameters limits/size get resolved.

b.  Please confirm the size of Blocks 29-32.			OCII			9/1/14


			7			NOP/Initial Study			Status of Existing Stockpiles Adjacent to Site.  Between the east side of the Blocks 29-32 site and Terry Francois Boulevard, there are large covered stockpiles of materials.  Please describe what those stockpiles were associated with, and what is the proposed disposition of those materials (are they proposed to be used or transferred off-site, and when is that expected to occur?).			OCII			9/1/14


			8			NOP/Initial Study			Non-Project Improvements that Would Occur Adjacent to Project Site (New Park Development and Terry Francois Boulevard Realignment).  Please confirm 1) when both the realignment Terry Francois Boulevard and development of a new park adjacent to/east of Blocks 29-32 would occur relative to GSW project (i.e., both improvements completed prior to construction and/or operation of Blocks 29-32?), 2) confirm who would fund both improvements (i.e., FOCIL?),and 3) what specific improvements are associated for each improvement (i.e., for the park:  size, facilities, etc.?; and for the roadway:  row width, median, on-street parking/bike lanes, walkways, etc.?).			OCII			9/1/14


			9			NOP/Initial Study			Applicability of 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures to Blocks 29-32.

RBF maintains a GIS-based website for "Mission Bay Project On-line Mitigation Status" at http://gis.rbf.com/catellus. This site appears to call out the specific mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR that apply to each Mission Bay block (including Blocks, 29, 30, 31 and 32).  Does OCII consider this an up-to-date and accurate representation of the block-specific mitigation measures that apply to Blocks 29-32?  If not, does OCII have a more representative list of the specific mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR that do apply to Blocks 29-32?			OCII			9/1/14


			10			NOP/Initial Study			Project Approvals.   The NOP will include summary list of project approvals.  Please review the preliminary list of project approvals below, and revise as needed:

a.   approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29 to 32
b.   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.
c.   Planning Commission action to release office space from the citywide Proposition M office allocation pool.
d.   Modifications to South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan


			OCII/EP/Sponsor			9/1/14


			11			NOP/Initial Study			Existing Parking Uses on Project Site.  
a.  Please confirm the number of parking spaces on the project site, by lot (Lots B and E). [From a Google aerial map review, ESA estimates  Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 290 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 385 parking spaces, for a total of 675 parking spaces]

b.  What, if any, arrangements currently exist for the use of these parking spaces (e.g., daytime, Giants games, etc.).			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			a. Lot B: 316 spaces. Lot E: 289 paces. Total: 605 spaces.
b. Impark is currently managing both daytime & Giants event parking for both lots on salesforce.com's behalf. 



			12			NOP/Initial Study			Site Survey.  Please provide a survey of the site indicating elevations, existing utilities, potential easements, etc.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			Document available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/95cvkaxwvm50wrp/Task8_SiteSurvey_2014.05.05.pdf


			13			NOP/Initial Study			Prior Technical Studies for Blocks 29-32.  Please provide any known site-specific technical studies that have been previously completed for prior developments on the Blocks 29-32 site (e.g., geotechnical, hazardous materials, utilities, etc.). (Note, ESA already has a copy of a 2006 Revised Risk Management Plan which covers portion of the site.)			Sponsor/OCII			8/15/14			8/19/14			Prior technical studies are not available for distribution.


			14			NOP/Initial Study			New Site Specific Studies Available in Time for Consideration in Initial Study.  Please identify what, if any, new site-specific technical studies the sponsor team anticipates having completed in time for consideration in the Initial Study; and identify the anticipated dates for completion of those studies.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			- Preliminary Geotech Evaluation available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/8l99bod3fghpf2b/Task9_EnvironmentalSummary_2014.04.07.pdf?dl=0
- Environmental Summary available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/7tyf5ajherlwbms/Task9_PreliminaryGeotechEval_2014.04.02.pdf?dl=0 
- Phase I Geotech Assessment available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/ezs4co7l58cb9yf/Task9_PhaseIGeotech_2014.04.11.pdf
- Water Supply Assessment is in progress and will be available in a few weeks. 


			15			NOP/Initial Study			Additional Major Phase Information.  Please provide:
• Estimated range of development density
• Major Phase aggregate development in relation to total allowable building program
• Approximate square footage of each use, and proposed height and bulk of proposed buildings			Sponsor			9/1/14


			16			NOP/Initial Study			Refined Site Plans for Initial Study.  It is our understanding that the sponsor is currently preparing more refined site plans, and accordingly, ESA will plan on including those more refined plans in the Initial Study. At a minimum, refined site plans should include:
a.  a scale/north direction arrow
b.  site boundary
a.  adjacent streets, including planned realigned Terry Francois Boulevard 
c.  arena/practice facility, office buildings, and plaza/open space locations
d.  elevation values of proposed features on the site
e.  location of pedestrian/bicycle/vehicle access points to garage and plazas
f.   if known, proposed landscaped areas.
 			Sponsor			10/1/2014
9/1/2014 						 


			17			NOP/Initial Study			LEED Design.  What is the proposed LEED rating for this project?  Please provide a description of proposed design features proposed/incorporated to meet LEED compliance and promote sustainabililty (e.g., water, recycled water, energy conservation, etc.) - (are they the same or different than what was proposed for Piers 30-32?).			Sponsor			10/1/2014
9/1/2014 


			18			NOP/Initial Study			Consistency with Bird Safe Standards.    Please confirm if the proposed design of the development at Blocks 29-32 is intended to be consistent with San Francisco’s Bird Safe Standards for Bird‐Safe Buildings and Planning Commission Resolution 9212.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			SEIR should state that the project "incorporates bird-safe measures". 


			ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


			19			Project Description			Project Objectives  Please provide a statement of objectives sought by the project sponsor for the project.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			20			Project Description			Refined Site Plans for EIR.  It is expected that the sponsor may provide more refined site plans for inclusion in the EIR.

OCII:  Please indicate if OCII will want any floor plans or other specific figures from the sponsor for inclusion in the EIR

 			Sponsor (question for OCII included)			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			21			Water Supply			Project Water Demand.  Please estimate project water use consistent with SFPUC guidelines (specific direction for this request to be provided by EP/OCII/SFPUC).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			22			Wastewater			Project Wastewater Generation.  Please estimated project wastewater demands.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			23			Water and Wastewater Utility Plans			Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans.  Please provide proposed water and wastewater utility plans (include any proposed off-site improvements as part of project).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			24			Stormwater			Project Stormwater Management Plan.  Please describe proposed stormwater facilities, including stormwater control, retention and pollution control features, Low Impact Development (LID) features and drainage plans.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/144


			25			Utilities			Other Site-Specific Studies Available in Time for Consideration in EIR.  Please identify what, if any, new site-specific technical studies (e.g., for sea level rise, etc). the sponsor team will be preparing and have complete in time for consideration in the EIR; and anticipated dates for completion.  If sea level rise study is proposed, please describe proposed design considerations/features accommodate sea level rise.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			26			Air Quality			Emergency Backup Generators.  
a.  Please identify the number and estimated power of emergency backup generator for the proposed project.
b.   Identify the approximate location of proposed emergency backup generators (i.e., on building rooftops, enclosed within parking structure, etc.).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			27			Noise			Stationary Equipment Noise-Generating Sources.  
a.  For the office buildings, is all mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC) proposed to be on the rooftops? (and if so, how would it be screened or enclosed?)
b.  For the event center, where is proposed mechanical equipment proposed to be located and how would it be screened or enclosed?
c.  Please describe if and how proposed emergency backup generators would it be screened and/or enclosed?

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			28			Noise			Other Noise Sources. 
a. Please confirm if the project proposes any temporary/permanent installation/use of exterior amplification sources at the site (e.g., in combination with video screens in the plazas or at pedestrian entrances to the site, on rooftop terraces, etc.).  If exterior amplification sources may be proposed, please describe their proposed location, type and use.
b.  Please confirm if the exterior site areas (e.g., plazas, rooftops) would be used for any outdoor events (such as what was proposed at the Piers 30-32 site).
c  Please describe if any portion of the perimeter wall of the event center could be retractable/removable to permit free flow between the event center concourse and outdoor plaza areas.

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			29			Wind/Shadow			Mass and Bulking Model.  For the shadow analysis (currently in ESA work scope), and, If ESA is to prepare wind analysis (currently an option in our scope), we would need a simple 3D massing model indicating the exterior form of the development.  Alternately, ESA may be able to rely simply on site plans with proposed elevation values (this would be determined based on the availabilitly of project plans, and in consultation with the sponsor.)
			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			30			EIR Transportation			Proposed Vehicle/Loading/Bicycle Parking Facilities.   Please see attached Table T-2, and fill in requested information on proposed parking/loading/bicycle facilities.			Sponsor			9/8/14


			31			EIR Transportation			Sidewalk/Crosswalks and Pedestrian/Bicycle Access to Development.   Please provide site plan indicating the dimension of sidewalks (existing and proposed widths; see attached Table T-3 below), driveways, and adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard. Include crosswalk striping, and indicate whether any intersections would be signalized and if pedestrian countdown signals would be provided. Also include the location of pedestrian entrances to arena, office, retail and other uses. If bicycle attendant parking is proposed to be provided for events, please indicate location of bicycle valet on the plans. Indicate planned cycletrack along Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			32			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Basketball Event Day.  Please provide plan indicating curb regulations for basketball game event day, as well as adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard. Curb regulations meaning taxi zone, commercial loading zone, white passenger loading/unloading zone, shuttle zone, bus zone, etc.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			33			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Concert/Conference Event Day.  Please provide plan indicating curb regulations for concert/conference event day, as well as the adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			34			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Non-Event Day.  Plan indicating curb regulations for non-event day, as well as the adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			35			EIR Transportation			Access Points to Proposed Garage. Identify access points to proposed garage(s); provide garage plans for each level.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			36			EIR Transportation			Project Changes to Roadway and Intersection Lane Geometries.  Identify any project changes to roadway and intersection lane geometries proposed by the Mission Bay South Plan.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			37			EIR Transportation			Additional Site Plan Transportation Information Needs.  As appropriate, the plans need to include:

a.   Dimension of entrance of driveway at building, and dimension of curb cut 
b.   Label loading spaces and dimensions (length x width x vertical clearance)
c.   Label location of pedestrian entrances/lobbies and ground floor retail.
d.  Label trash room(s)
a.  Label and number Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces; location and number of attendant bicycle parking spaces.
f.   Label and number vehicle parking spaces
g.  Label and number ADA parking spaces, including aisles to elevators
h.  Indicate which ADA parking spaces can accommodate vans
i.   Label and number carshare parking spaces
j.   Provide dimensions of driveway aisles
k.  Vertical clearance of the garage levels. Grade of ramp.
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			38			EIR Transportation			Project Garage.

a.  Please specify whether garage entrance(s) would be gated, how many entry and exit lanes there would be at each driveway, whether there would be ticket dispensing machines or other type of control mechanism, and where they would be located, as well as number of vehicles that would be able to queue within the garage while waiting to get a ticket.
b. If the driveway(s) is also proposed to be used for trucks accessing the off-street loading area, please indicate how that would occur, particularly if there are ticket dispensers.
c. Indicate how parking for office and other uses would be separated functionally from arena parking. Would office parking be part of publicly-accessible parking?
  
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			39			EIR Transportation			Off-Site Parking

a.   Please specify whether there are plans for accommodating event parking at other nearby garages.  
b.   If yes, please provide: location, number of spaces, whether a shuttle between arena and garage would be provided (see below for details needed), and type of events (basketball, concerts, conferences) when this parking would be “guaranteed” to be available for arena use.
			Sponsor			9/8/14


			40			EIR Transportation			Transit Shuttles

a.  Description of any shuttle service for basketball, concert and/or convention events.  Including specific routes, days/hours of operation, frequency, and passenger capacity of vehicle.
b.  Indicate whether any shuttles would be in operation on non-event days.  If yes, please also provide details.

			Sponsor			9/8/14


			41			EIR Transportation			Loading

a.   Would there be separate loading facilities for office, retail, arena, other uses, or would there be one combined loading area?
b.   Where would the TV trucks/equipment stage during events (i.e., not parked within a loading space)?
c.   Indicate on garage plans the access from loading facility to office, arena, etc., uses (e.g., elevators, corridors, etc.). Would deliveries to any uses be accommodated on-street, if so, indicate on plans.
d.   For loading spaces, please provide dimensions of each space (width, length, and vertical clearance).
e.  Would the loading area(s) be staffed at all times?
f.   What would be the days and hours of operation of the loading dock?
g.   Are deliveries scheduled for particular day of week, and/or time of day?
h.  Maximum number of deliveries that occur at one time. How would the loading dock be managed?
i.   If loading facility is shared between arena and office/retail/etc. uses, how would office/retail/other deliveries be managed on event days?

			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			42			EIR Transportation			Confirmation/Modification of Previously-provided Piers 30-32 Loading Information

Below is the information provided from the prior Piers 30-32 regarding deliveries, TV equipment, etc. Please confirm or modify the number of trucks/deliveries for games and non-game events. Provide additional details on the type of individual deliveries per GSW game (e.g., concessions vs. food & beverage).

Also, please provide support/source for the 20 trucks for GSW and non-GSW events (e.g., is it based on the Oakland arena experience, or some other source).

Note that the transportation analysis will calculate the restaurant, retail, office (and other uses, if included) truck service/delivery demand separately based on the San Francisco Guidelines methodology and rates.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									Vendors/Service Deliveries
• Average individual deliveries per GSW game is six (6 trucks total). Most are scheduled to occur the day prior to the game. Delivery times are flexible and are scheduled to avoid peak commute hours and other potential transportation conflicts.



			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									TV crews/Equipment Vehicles
• Assume game starts 7:30 p.m.

• Typically 2 trucks/mobile units arrive at 10 a.m. on game day and depart 11:30 pm (~2 hours after game)

• TV crew of ~40 people (including home and visiting crew) arrive at ~12:30 (typically 7 hours before start time)

• For ESPN/TNT games (5-7 games/year), there will be an extra 1 or 2 trucks that typically arrive 1 day prior to the game.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									Vendor/Service Deliveries for Non Warriors Events
• 4AM-8AM: Show trucks (which carry all show components including the stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, props) arrive in market. They will typically stage somewhere off site but close to the venue.

• The number of trucks varies based on the size and complexity of the show. An A list show will usually require approximately 20 trucks.  Once trucks have been unloaded, they are driven off site and will not return until the show is complete and the load-out process begins.

• 7AM-12PM: Event day food service deliveries at loading dock (scheduled around other event related arrivals and departures). Average individual deliveries required are six. Most if not all are scheduled to occur the day prior.

• 11PM-3AM: Breakdown and cleaning, show trucks leave the venue.
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			43			EIR Transportation			Trash Collection
a.  Number of times per week that trash is typically collected for office, retail, arena and other uses, and typical schedule – day of week, time of day.
a.  Would trash associated with the ground floor retail and restaurant uses be accommodated within the on-site trash storage rooms or would the trash cans be carted to the edge of the sidewalk?
c.  Would trash trucks access the on-site loading area? If so, what is the vertical clearance to make sure that the trucks can be accommodated?
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			44			EIR Transportation			Transportation Management Plan
Please provide a draft and final transportation management plan indicating pre-event and post-event management of visitors accessing the arena by auto, transit, bicycle and walk modes for Golden State Warriors events. Indicate if and how the plans would be different for non-Golden State Warriors events.			Sponsor			Draft:   9/22/14

Final:  10/20/14


			45			Construction			Construction Schedule.  Please provide a detailed construction timeline table.  This should provide construction durations (start and end dates - in weeks/months) for construction for different work components (e.g., demolition, excavation, pile installation, new building construction, utilities, interior finishing, etc.).  The schedule should show if the construction of the event center and office buildings are anticipated to be constructed concurrently, sequentially and/or overlap.

This information can be provided in a bar graph as was previously done by the contruction team for the Piers 30-32 site.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			46			Construction			Hours of Construction. Describe if proposed construction to occur within normal construction days/hours.  Are nights and/or weekend construction anticipated?; if so, please describe the work components, construction activities and durations for those elements occurring during these periods.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			47			Construction			Soil Excavation. 
a.  Please estimate the amount of soil (CY) to be excavated at the project site.
b. Please estimate the maximum depth of excavation on the site.
c. Please identify where excavated soil will be hauled to.  			Sponsor			10/8/14


			48			Construction			Estimated Pile Count. Please provide:
The number, size (diameter / width), type (e.g., concrete), and estimated pile depth below surface.  			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			49			Construction			Pile Installation Method
For each of the pile types discussed above, please inidcate:
a.  Type of pile installation method (impact, vibration, drilling, combination)
b.  For impact pile installation, please estimate for each pile type:
        -  the anticipated numbers of blows per pile
        -  estimate time to install each pile
        -  number of piles installed per day per crew
        -  number of crews working simultaneously
        -  average number of pile strikes per day

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			50			Construction			Construction Equipment
Types and number of large and small construction equipment (e.g., drill rigs, cranes, excavators, graders, dozers, forklifts, concrete boom pumps, dewatering pumps, saw cutters, chop saws, tile saws, stud impact guns) 			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			51			Construction			Potential Construction Delivery by Barge:  Does the sponsor anticipate transporting any materials/equipment/debris to/from the site via barge from nearby bay location?			Sponsor			10/8/14


			52			Construction			Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase
Please see attached example Table T-4 and fill out.  Please provide the average and peak daily construction trucks and workers by phase.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			53			Construction			Construction Staging / Haul Routes. 
a.  Please describe proposed construction staging for the project.
b.  Are off-site construction staging areas proposed? (if so, where, and for what purpose, e.g., materials, equipment, etc.)
c.  Would any of the travel lanes on Third, South or 16th Streets or Terry Francois Boulevard for used for construction staging or for construction activities?  If yes, please provide details as to which lanes, for what type of activity, and for how long a duration.
d.  Would the existing Third St. sidewalk be closed for a portion of entire duration of the construction effort?  If so, would a protected pedestrian walkway be provided?
e.  Where is construction worker parking proposed to occur?
f.  Are any restrictions on construction activities anticipated?
g.  Are there any specific construction-related truck routing to and from the project site?

 			Sponsor			10/8/14


			54			EIR Alternatives			Potential EIR Alternatives:  To be determined if EIR will include Alternatives analysis.  If so, level of detail for alternatives analysis and data needed, including for No Project Alternatives, to be determined in consultation with OCII, EP and sponsor
			OCII/EP/Sponsor			 No -Project: 10/1/14

Reduced Intensity:
Mid-November 2014
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:21:00 PM
Attachments: Proposed SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_082014_without Cost Estimate.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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:47 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
 
Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
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:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=b2161cda984e436b919fd2b738c5e13d-Jennifer Entine Matz

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org
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August 20, 2014 
 
 
To: Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080 
San Francisco, CA 94105 



 
Cc: (without cost estimate)  
 Catherine Reilly, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
 Chris Kern, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event 



Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
 



Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a scope of work for environmental review services for 
the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center and mixed-use development in Mission Bay at Blocks 
29-32 (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 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(Subsequent EIR) is required, and that the SEIR will be tiered from the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR 
(Mission Bay FSEIR). 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. OCII and EP have reviewed and approved a preliminary version of 
this scope of work, and this scope of work incorporates all of their comments as well as further details that were 
discussed at the July 30, 2014 meeting at the Planning Department; this scope of work also incorporates previous 
input provided by the Project Sponsor.  
 
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 about 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, 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. 



Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed tasks, major deliverables and associated costs to conduct the 
environmental services for the project. A proposed budget summary for the services, broken down by firm and 
task, is presented in Attachment C, as is a detailed breakdown by individual staff.1  Key CEQA work 
assumptions used to develop the scope of work are included in Attachment D. A preliminary proposed schedule  



                                                      
1  Please note the cost estimate for the transportation subconsultants includes certain incurred and already invoiced charges from Fehr and 



Peers, as well as other incurred but not-yet-invoiced charges from Fehr and Peers, Adavant and LCW. 
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showing all key milestones through the publication of the Draft SEIR is included in Attachment E.  The 
proposed schedule reflects “standard” review times for City staff. 



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 and be actively involved during the entirety of the EIR 
process. 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, Gary, and/or Paul will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project as directed by 
OCII or EP. 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 within their particular specialty and experience, 
appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SEIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, 
Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise 
(LBE)-certified by the City’s Contract Monitoring Division. 



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 the Mission Bay development 
program. 
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The proposed event center 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.  
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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. The project 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 currently operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, 
respectively).  



The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 747,000 
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 for use during 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. OCII indicates modifications to 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 
Subsequent 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. Section 15168(c)(1) 
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) of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that 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 
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before. Thus, for the GSW project, ESA proposes to prepare an Initial Study, which will focus the EIR, and a 
Subsequent EIR that tiers off of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  



Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Subsequent EIR for the GSW project 
in Mission Bay will focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: 
Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues 
associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding); in addition, the SEIR could potentially include detailed 
analyses of Utilities (water and wastewater) and 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(d), 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 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 Attend 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. ESA will prepare an administrative draft NOP for review and comment by OCII, 
EP, and the project sponsor; and will then respond to and incorporate all comments into a screencheck draft NOP 
for a second round of review, prior to finalizing the NOP for publication. The City has also requested preparation 
of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study under Task 2, below. 



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 and Initial Study as requested by the City EP 
and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute up to 250 copies of the NOP, and up to 30 copies of the 
NOP/IS, plus up to 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 and help facilitate 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 Initial Study, and provide this summary to the City. 



Task 2. Prepare Initial Study 



The City has requested preparation of an 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 
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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 Section 15162; 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 
 Aesthetics 
 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 



 
ESA will prepare an Initial Study on the new event center, using current significance criteria and the existing 
conditions (2014) as the baseline, but using the modified checklist and answering questions asking whether the 
event center would have new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The Initial Study will first summarize how each of the topics listed 
above (with the exception of Aesthetics) were addressed for the Mission Bay plan as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 
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 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. Topics for which no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts are identified do not need to be studied in the Subsequent EIR—presumably, those resource areas listed 
above. 



With respect to Aesthetics, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. 
The eligibility of the proposed project under SB 743 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 Initial Study or the SEIR, but the Initial Study 
will provide the rationale for focusing this issue out. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or 
inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or the SEIR. 



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, 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. Rather, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be 
addressed in full detail in the SEIR. 



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 might merit a 
more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be 
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addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, some of 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 Subsequent EIR #1 



ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft Subsequent 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 Subsequent EIR.  



The SEIR will use the same approach to the impact analysis as the Initial Study, i.e., using current significance 
criteria and the existing conditions as the baseline. The SEIR will also summarize how each of the topics 
requiring further analysis were addressed for the Mission Bay project as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 in the 
Mission Bay FSEIR, describe any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and identify 
conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The SEIR will then provide a qualitative comparison of the 
conclusions of the current impact analysis against conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The analysis will 
identify any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as well as 
any new or substantially different mitigation measures from those previously analyzed, as appropriate.  



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 analysis (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 SEIR sections. Nevertheless, 
working together with the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s in-house technical experts will prepare the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SEIR, while the sponsor's consultants will provide the 
technical supporting documentation for use in the EIR appendices as appropriate. 



The key topics to be covered in the SEIR and their associated scope are summarized below: 
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 Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SEIR and how it 
relates to the Mission Bay FSEIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments 
received during the scoping period. The Introduction will also include a summary of the Mission Bay 
redevelopment project and development program analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it relates to the 
proposed GSW project on Blocks 29 to 32.  



 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 SEIR 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 as provided by the Project Sponsor. As described above, the project description will not include any 
visual simulations of the project. 



ESA will prepare and submit a preliminary draft project description for review and comment prior to ADSEIR 
#1 to ensure that the impact analysis in ADSEIR #1 is based on consistent and approved project description 
assumptions. Upon receipt and resolution of comments received on the preliminary draft project description, it 
is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description. ESA will then revise 
the project description based on this first round of review, and submit the revised project description as part of 
ADSEIR #1. 



 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, and other 
applicable plans (e.g., 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 be 
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). 



 Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work for Adavant 
Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Fehr and Peers. As indicated in Attachment C, the City has formally 
approved this scope of work.  ESA’s in-house transportation analyst would conduct a QA/QC as part of a 
focused review of all transportation deliverables.  



 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 pile-driving 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 at Blocks 29 to 32. 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; 
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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, such as the Mission Bay 
Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement. 



 Air Quality (including potential Health Risk Assessment option) — 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, 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 section of the Subsequent EIR. 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. 



Optional Task: Support Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Prepare Impact Discussion. Because the 
project site is not located in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, it is currently assumed that a project 
specific health risk assessment (HRA) will not be needed for the Subsequent EIR. However, in the event 
that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part 
of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work, and it would include 
coordination with the project sponsor and Environ—who would conduct the HRA and provide results to 
ESA—for consistency in project understanding and analysis methodology as well as preparation of the air 
quality impact sections related to health risks. 



 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 greenhouse gas emissions, and 
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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 SB 743. 



 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 
collaborate with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, 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, rather than 
conduct a peer review, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR Wind 
section using 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 in 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 
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rise inundation maps available for the project area, including the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission's (SFPUC) recently published sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay 
shoreline. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design flood level for the project site taking into 
consideration 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 flood 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 flood impacts. 



 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 project-specific 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. This scope of work assumes that 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. 



 Alternatives — The SEIR will tier off the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as 
analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the SEIR. This scope of work assumes the SEIR 
alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently, approved development on Blocks 
29 to 32) and one other alternative (likely to be a reduced intensity alternative); these alternatives will be 
analyzed qualitatively. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail, although alternative locations 
considered and rejected (such as Piers 30-32) will be discussed.  



Optional Task: Quantitative Analysis of Alternatives. If directed by OCII and EP, ESA will conduct a 
quantitative for one or more EIR topics, including but not limited, to, transportation, air quality, and/or noise. 



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. 
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ESA will submit ADSEIR #1 to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor for review and comment in electronic format 
only. It is assumed that EP will then provide a consolidated set of non-conflicting comments in electronic format 
to ESA for use in preparing ADSEIR #2. 



Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft Subsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft Subsequent EIR  



This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative 
Draft Subsequent 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. ADSEIR #2 will also include the first draft of the Summary chapter of the SEIR. 



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. ESA will submit ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR in 
electronic format only. 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 up to 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus up to 200 CDs and up to 
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 
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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, Notice of Determination, and Consolidated Final SEIR 



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. It is also assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees. 



Following certification of the Final SEIR, ESA will prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD), and it is 
assumed the City will file the NOD. Following the 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. ESA will print 10 hard copies 
of the consolidated Final SEIR and 20 CDs. 



Optional Task: Appeal Support. ESA will provide support services to OCII and EP in the event of an appeal of 
the SEIR certification. ESA would 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.  



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 as needed, but not more frequently than 
monthly, and will update milestone status at each regular weekly CEQA team meeting.  



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 
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(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 
review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. Further, 
it is assumed that ESA will be responsible for assembling and organizing the references and materials developed 
specifically for the SEIR, but that if required, the City would be responsible for providing the administrative 
record associated with the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR (including associated addenda) and/or the 1990 Mission Bay 
Final Environmental Impact Report in the appropriate format suitable for posting.  



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 
developed specifically for the SEIR 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. 



Conclusion 



In summary, the ESA team appreciates the opportunity to participate in this critically important project on behalf 
of GSW and the City. We appreciate your expeditious response to this request, as we continue working with you 
and the City on a fast-track schedule with the objective of publishing the Draft SEIR in March of 2015 (see 
Attachment E for a preliminary schedule). Please don’t hesitate to contact me, Karl Heisler, or Paul Mitchell if 
you have any questions or require any further information on this contract modification request.  
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Sincerely, 



 
Gary W. Oates 
President 
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ATTACHMENT A 
ADAVANT / LCW / FEHR & PEERS  



TRANSPORTATION SCOPE OF WORK AND BUDGET 











SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



www.sfplanning.org  
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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  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         



Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1     



 1 
 



2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



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 24 



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 
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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 
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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. 



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. 
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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  



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. 



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: 
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• 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 
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• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  
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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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  
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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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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. 



It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project will begin with the GSW's submittal of the Environmental 
Evaluation (EE) Application or equivalent form 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. 
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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 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)). 
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 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)). 











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



A B C D E F G H I J K L



Topic Category Date Received/Sent Document Date Recipient(s)/ Affiliation
Author/ 
Affiliation



Document Name Document Subject Number of Pages
Document/ 
Media Type



Bates 
Numbers



Digital File 
Name



Other 
Notes



PDF Emails and documents are categorized by topic.  This column identifies the 
date the document was 
received or sent.



This is the date 
shown on the 
document.



This identifies the recipient 
of the document.



This identifies the 
author of the 
document.



This column identifies the title of the 
document or PDF Email attachment. If 
an PDF Email does not include an 
attachment, the entry will be blank.



This column identifies 
the subject(s) of the 
document using key 
words



This identifies the 
number of pages in the 
document.



This identifies the 
entry's document 
type or media 
format.



A unique bates 
range will identify 
each entry



This identifies name 
of the digital file 
associated with the 
entry.  All 
documents saved in 
pdf format



     e.g., Notice of Preparation, Draft SEIR, Responses to Comments, Notice of Determination, CEQA Findings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, etc.



    e.g., Applicable memos, correspondence and other miscellaneous information related to application (such as technical reports related to GHG analysis, correspondence with CARB, approval from Governor's Office, etc.)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with  NOP (through publication)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with non‐technical SEIR sections (e.g., Introduction, etc.)



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Project Description



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Plans and Policies



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Land Use



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Population and Housing



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Cultural and Paleontological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Transportation and Circulation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Noise and Vibration



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Air Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Greenhouse Gases



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Wind and Shadow



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Recreation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Utilties and Service Systems



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Biological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Geology and Soils



15   IS/SEIR ‐ Utilities and Service Systems (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



16  IS/SEIR ‐ Biological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



17  IS/SEIR  ‐ Geology and Soils (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



10   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Noise and Vibration (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



11   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Air Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



12   IS/SEIR ‐ Greenhouse Gases (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



13   IS/SEIR ‐ Wind and Shadow (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



14   IS/SEIR  ‐ Recreation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



00  Final Key Documents



01   SB 743



02  Notice of Preparation (NOP) 



03   SEIR ‐ General (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



04   IS/SEIR ‐ Project Description (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



05   SEIR ‐ Plans and Policies (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



06   IS/EIR ‐ Land Use (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



07   IS/EIR ‐ Population and Housing (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



08  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



09  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Transportation and Circulation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIRHydrology and Water Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Mineral and Energy Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Agriculture Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with Other CEQA Issues (Growth Inducement, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Significant and Irreversible Changes, and Areas of Known Controversy



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with EIR Alternatives



    Agency, Public and Organization Scoping Comments Received in Response to NOP



    Agency, Public and Organization Comments on Draft EIR



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with multiple EIR topics 



    e.g., Agenda, Minutes, from Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with potential EIR appeal, and appeal response



32    Permits 



20   IS/EIR‐ Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



21   IS/SEIR  ‐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



22   IS/SEIR ‐ Mineral and Energy Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



23   IS/SEIR‐ Agriculture and Forest Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



25   SEIR ‐ Alternatives (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



24   SEIR EIR ‐ Other CEQA Issues (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



30  SEIR Appeal



28   Correspondence ‐ General 



26   NOP Scoping Comments



27   Comments on Draft SEIR 



29   Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings
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ATTACHMENT D 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FOR THE  



EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN  
MISSION BAY AT BLOCKS 29-32 



Key CEQA Work Scope Assumptions 



There shall be a presumption against the need for change orders requested by ESA during preparation of the 
SEIR. ESA and its team members acknowledge that certain details and features of the project are still being 
resolved and refined but agree that such changes will not constitute the need for change orders unless such 
changes constitute a fundamental change in the overall scope and character of the project and associated CEQA 
services. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “fundamental changes” means changes of at least the 
following scope and magnitude: 
 
 The schedule for SEIR completion and certification changes significantly (i.e., more than one month from 



any of the key milestone dates) and for reasons outside ESA’s control from that set forth in the schedule. 



 Directives from the OCII and/or the San Francisco Planning Department for expanded and/or additional 
analyses clearly beyond that specified in this Scope of Services. This would include but not be limited to, 
potential detailed or quantitative analysis for any environmental topics originally assumed to addressed in 
lesser detail, or expanded or new analysis, whether quantitative or otherwise, for environmental topics being 
qualitatively analyzed. 



 Requirement to conduct any of the Optional Tasks described in the Scope of Work but not authorized under 
the Agreement. Addition of any of the Optional Tasks may be subject to further scope and budget 
refinement. 



 Substantial modification of the currently proposed project site development plan from that set forth in the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 



 Substantial additional issues requiring new analysis as a result of public scoping and/or presentations to 
City agencies and as directed by OCII or the San Francisco Planning Department. 



 More detailed alternatives analysis in the SEIR including but not limited to: (1) need for quantitative impact 
analysis for any resource topics; (2) one or more additional alternatives requiring detailed analysis (beyond 
the No Project alternative and one reduced intensity alternative): (3) addition of an off-site alternative for 
detailed analysis. 



 The inclusion in the SEIR of one or more project variants requiring analysis at an equal level of detail as the 
proposed project.  



 Substantial changes in the project, circumstances under which the project is to be undertaken, and/or new 
information of substantial importance to the project which arises following publication of the Draft SEIR 
necessitating a recirculation of the Draft SEIR as determined by the OCII, EP and the City. 
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 Responses to public comments received on the Draft SEIR require major new analysis, including field 
measurement or any kind of modeling. 



 Recirculation of the SEIR is required by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as a result of an appeal of 
SEIR certification and the certification determination is not upheld. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE 



 











ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 148 days Tue 7/8/14 Thu 1/29/15



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 6 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/27/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 2 wks Tue 10/28/14 Mon 11/10/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 4 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/8/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 4 days Tue 12/9/14 Fri 12/12/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Mon 12/15/14 Mon 12/15/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period (extended due to holidays) 45 edays Mon 12/15/14 Thu 1/29/15 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Wed 1/14/15 Wed 1/14/15 8FF+23 days



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 4 wks Tue 10/21/14 Mon 11/17/14 18



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



7/8



12/15



1/14



3/25



4/30



7/6 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/10 8/17 8/24 8/31 9/7 9/14 9/21 9/28 10/510/1210/1910/2611/2 11/911/1611/2311/3012/712/1412/2112/28 1/4 1/11 1/18 1/25 2/1 2/8 2/15 2/22 3/1 3/8 3/15 3/22 3/29 4/5 4/12 4/19 4/26 5/3 5/10 5/
y August September October November December January February March April May
r 3, 2014 Qtr 4, 2014 Qtr 1, 2015 Qtr 2, 2015



Task



Split



Milestone



Summary



Project Summary



External Tasks



External Milestone



Inactive Task



Inactive Milestone



Inactive Summary



Manual Task



Duration‐only



Manual Summary Rollup



Manual Summary



Start‐only



Finish‐only



Deadline



Progress



Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 20, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0819
Date: Wed 8/20/14








			MB Blocks 29-32 Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.pdf


			Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR


			Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


			Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


			Task 3 – Data Collection


			Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


			Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


			Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


			Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


			Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


			Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


			Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


			Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


			Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


			Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


			Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts





			Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


			Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


			Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


			Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


			Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


			Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments



















From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: When does John get back from vacation? Thanks (end)
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 9:55:55 AM


Chris – it sounds like John got back yesterday (there have been sightings), just in case you want to
give him a heads up about yesterday’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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 4:55 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: When does John get back from vacation? Thanks (end)
 
He’s back on Tuesday.
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 4:52 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: When does John get back from vacation? Thanks (end)
 
 
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone



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

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/






From: Karl Heisler
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,


Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:04:18 AM
Attachments: GSW_14-0827_Tasks-only.pdf


GSW_14-0827_Full.pdf


I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 



mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org
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 ID  Task Name  Duration  Start  Finish  Predecessors  Resource Names
 1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14
2 CEQA Process Kick‐off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14
3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2
4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2
5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS‐1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4
6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5
7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6
8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7
9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8
10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9
11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays
12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15
14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14
16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16
18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks
19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk
20 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17
21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: Exte6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20
22 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21
23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15
24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23
25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24
26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days
27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26
28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27
29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days
30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays
32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays
33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 104 days Tue 5/12/15 Fri 10/2/15 32
35 Review comments and strategize on responses 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32
36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32
37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/22/15 32
38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/23/15 Mon 8/3/15 37
39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 2 wks Tue 8/4/15 Mon 8/17/15 38
40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 4 wks Tue 8/18/15 Mon 9/14/15 39
41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Tue 9/15/15 Thu 9/17/15 40
42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Fri 9/18/15 Fri 9/18/15 41
43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 1 wk Tue 9/15/15 Mon 9/21/15 40
44 SEIR Certification 2 wks Mon 9/21/15 Fri 10/2/15 42
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays
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13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 104 days Tue 5/12/15 Fri 10/2/15 32



35 Review comments and strategize on responses 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32



36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32



37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/22/15 32



38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/23/15 Mon 8/3/15 37



39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 2 wks Tue 8/4/15 Mon 8/17/15 38



40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 4 wks Tue 8/18/15 Mon 9/14/15 39



41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Tue 9/15/15 Thu 9/17/15 40



42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Fri 9/18/15 Fri 9/18/15 41



43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 1 wk Tue 9/15/15 Mon 9/21/15 40



44 SEIR Certification 2 wks Mon 9/21/15 Fri 10/2/15 42
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:21:00 PM
Attachments: Proposed SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_082014_without Cost Estimate.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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:47 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
 
Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
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:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=b2161cda984e436b919fd2b738c5e13d-Jennifer Entine Matz

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com
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August 20, 2014 
 
 
To: Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080 
San Francisco, CA 94105 



 
Cc: (without cost estimate)  
 Catherine Reilly, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
 Chris Kern, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event 



Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
 



Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a scope of work for environmental review services for 
the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center and mixed-use development in Mission Bay at Blocks 
29-32 (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 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(Subsequent EIR) is required, and that the SEIR will be tiered from the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR 
(Mission Bay FSEIR). 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. OCII and EP have reviewed and approved a preliminary version of 
this scope of work, and this scope of work incorporates all of their comments as well as further details that were 
discussed at the July 30, 2014 meeting at the Planning Department; this scope of work also incorporates previous 
input provided by the Project Sponsor.  
 
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 about 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, 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. 



Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed tasks, major deliverables and associated costs to conduct the 
environmental services for the project. A proposed budget summary for the services, broken down by firm and 
task, is presented in Attachment C, as is a detailed breakdown by individual staff.1  Key CEQA work 
assumptions used to develop the scope of work are included in Attachment D. A preliminary proposed schedule  



                                                      
1  Please note the cost estimate for the transportation subconsultants includes certain incurred and already invoiced charges from Fehr and 



Peers, as well as other incurred but not-yet-invoiced charges from Fehr and Peers, Adavant and LCW. 
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showing all key milestones through the publication of the Draft SEIR is included in Attachment E.  The 
proposed schedule reflects “standard” review times for City staff. 



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 and be actively involved during the entirety of the EIR 
process. 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, Gary, and/or Paul will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project as directed by 
OCII or EP. 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 within their particular specialty and experience, 
appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SEIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, 
Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise 
(LBE)-certified by the City’s Contract Monitoring Division. 



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 the Mission Bay development 
program. 
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The proposed event center 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.  
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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. The project 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 currently operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, 
respectively).  



The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 747,000 
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 for use during 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. OCII indicates modifications to 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 
Subsequent 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. Section 15168(c)(1) 
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) of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that 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 
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before. Thus, for the GSW project, ESA proposes to prepare an Initial Study, which will focus the EIR, and a 
Subsequent EIR that tiers off of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  



Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Subsequent EIR for the GSW project 
in Mission Bay will focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: 
Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues 
associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding); in addition, the SEIR could potentially include detailed 
analyses of Utilities (water and wastewater) and 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(d), 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 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 Attend 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. ESA will prepare an administrative draft NOP for review and comment by OCII, 
EP, and the project sponsor; and will then respond to and incorporate all comments into a screencheck draft NOP 
for a second round of review, prior to finalizing the NOP for publication. The City has also requested preparation 
of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study under Task 2, below. 



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 and Initial Study as requested by the City EP 
and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute up to 250 copies of the NOP, and up to 30 copies of the 
NOP/IS, plus up to 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 and help facilitate 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 Initial Study, and provide this summary to the City. 



Task 2. Prepare Initial Study 



The City has requested preparation of an 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 
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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 Section 15162; 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 
 Aesthetics 
 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 



 
ESA will prepare an Initial Study on the new event center, using current significance criteria and the existing 
conditions (2014) as the baseline, but using the modified checklist and answering questions asking whether the 
event center would have new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The Initial Study will first summarize how each of the topics listed 
above (with the exception of Aesthetics) were addressed for the Mission Bay plan as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 
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 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. Topics for which no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts are identified do not need to be studied in the Subsequent EIR—presumably, those resource areas listed 
above. 



With respect to Aesthetics, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. 
The eligibility of the proposed project under SB 743 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 Initial Study or the SEIR, but the Initial Study 
will provide the rationale for focusing this issue out. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or 
inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or the SEIR. 



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, 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. Rather, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be 
addressed in full detail in the SEIR. 



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 might merit a 
more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be 
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addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, some of 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 Subsequent EIR #1 



ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft Subsequent 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 Subsequent EIR.  



The SEIR will use the same approach to the impact analysis as the Initial Study, i.e., using current significance 
criteria and the existing conditions as the baseline. The SEIR will also summarize how each of the topics 
requiring further analysis were addressed for the Mission Bay project as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 in the 
Mission Bay FSEIR, describe any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and identify 
conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The SEIR will then provide a qualitative comparison of the 
conclusions of the current impact analysis against conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The analysis will 
identify any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as well as 
any new or substantially different mitigation measures from those previously analyzed, as appropriate.  



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 analysis (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 SEIR sections. Nevertheless, 
working together with the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s in-house technical experts will prepare the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SEIR, while the sponsor's consultants will provide the 
technical supporting documentation for use in the EIR appendices as appropriate. 



The key topics to be covered in the SEIR and their associated scope are summarized below: 
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 Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SEIR and how it 
relates to the Mission Bay FSEIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments 
received during the scoping period. The Introduction will also include a summary of the Mission Bay 
redevelopment project and development program analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it relates to the 
proposed GSW project on Blocks 29 to 32.  



 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 SEIR 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 as provided by the Project Sponsor. As described above, the project description will not include any 
visual simulations of the project. 



ESA will prepare and submit a preliminary draft project description for review and comment prior to ADSEIR 
#1 to ensure that the impact analysis in ADSEIR #1 is based on consistent and approved project description 
assumptions. Upon receipt and resolution of comments received on the preliminary draft project description, it 
is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description. ESA will then revise 
the project description based on this first round of review, and submit the revised project description as part of 
ADSEIR #1. 



 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, and other 
applicable plans (e.g., 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 be 
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). 



 Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work for Adavant 
Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Fehr and Peers. As indicated in Attachment C, the City has formally 
approved this scope of work.  ESA’s in-house transportation analyst would conduct a QA/QC as part of a 
focused review of all transportation deliverables.  



 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 pile-driving 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 at Blocks 29 to 32. 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; 
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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, such as the Mission Bay 
Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement. 



 Air Quality (including potential Health Risk Assessment option) — 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, 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 section of the Subsequent EIR. 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. 



Optional Task: Support Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Prepare Impact Discussion. Because the 
project site is not located in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, it is currently assumed that a project 
specific health risk assessment (HRA) will not be needed for the Subsequent EIR. However, in the event 
that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part 
of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work, and it would include 
coordination with the project sponsor and Environ—who would conduct the HRA and provide results to 
ESA—for consistency in project understanding and analysis methodology as well as preparation of the air 
quality impact sections related to health risks. 



 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 greenhouse gas emissions, and 
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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 SB 743. 



 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 
collaborate with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, 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, rather than 
conduct a peer review, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR Wind 
section using 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 in 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 
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rise inundation maps available for the project area, including the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission's (SFPUC) recently published sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay 
shoreline. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design flood level for the project site taking into 
consideration 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 flood 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 flood impacts. 



 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 project-specific 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. This scope of work assumes that 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. 



 Alternatives — The SEIR will tier off the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as 
analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the SEIR. This scope of work assumes the SEIR 
alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently, approved development on Blocks 
29 to 32) and one other alternative (likely to be a reduced intensity alternative); these alternatives will be 
analyzed qualitatively. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail, although alternative locations 
considered and rejected (such as Piers 30-32) will be discussed.  



Optional Task: Quantitative Analysis of Alternatives. If directed by OCII and EP, ESA will conduct a 
quantitative for one or more EIR topics, including but not limited, to, transportation, air quality, and/or noise. 



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. 
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ESA will submit ADSEIR #1 to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor for review and comment in electronic format 
only. It is assumed that EP will then provide a consolidated set of non-conflicting comments in electronic format 
to ESA for use in preparing ADSEIR #2. 



Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft Subsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft Subsequent EIR  



This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative 
Draft Subsequent 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. ADSEIR #2 will also include the first draft of the Summary chapter of the SEIR. 



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. ESA will submit ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR in 
electronic format only. 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 up to 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus up to 200 CDs and up to 
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 
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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, Notice of Determination, and Consolidated Final SEIR 



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. It is also assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees. 



Following certification of the Final SEIR, ESA will prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD), and it is 
assumed the City will file the NOD. Following the 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. ESA will print 10 hard copies 
of the consolidated Final SEIR and 20 CDs. 



Optional Task: Appeal Support. ESA will provide support services to OCII and EP in the event of an appeal of 
the SEIR certification. ESA would 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.  



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 as needed, but not more frequently than 
monthly, and will update milestone status at each regular weekly CEQA team meeting.  



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 
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(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 
review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. Further, 
it is assumed that ESA will be responsible for assembling and organizing the references and materials developed 
specifically for the SEIR, but that if required, the City would be responsible for providing the administrative 
record associated with the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR (including associated addenda) and/or the 1990 Mission Bay 
Final Environmental Impact Report in the appropriate format suitable for posting.  



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 
developed specifically for the SEIR 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. 



Conclusion 



In summary, the ESA team appreciates the opportunity to participate in this critically important project on behalf 
of GSW and the City. We appreciate your expeditious response to this request, as we continue working with you 
and the City on a fast-track schedule with the objective of publishing the Draft SEIR in March of 2015 (see 
Attachment E for a preliminary schedule). Please don’t hesitate to contact me, Karl Heisler, or Paul Mitchell if 
you have any questions or require any further information on this contract modification request.  
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Sincerely, 



 
Gary W. Oates 
President 
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ATTACHMENT A 
ADAVANT / LCW / FEHR & PEERS  



TRANSPORTATION SCOPE OF WORK AND BUDGET 











SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 
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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  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         



Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1     



 1 
 



2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



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 24 



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 
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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 
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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. 



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. 
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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  



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. 



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: 
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• 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 
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• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  
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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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
Event Center at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32  August 13, 2014 
2012.0718E – Final Transportation Scope of Work Page 13 



 



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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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. 



It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project will begin with the GSW's submittal of the Environmental 
Evaluation (EE) Application or equivalent form 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. 
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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 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)). 
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 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)). 











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



A B C D E F G H I J K L



Topic Category Date Received/Sent Document Date Recipient(s)/ Affiliation
Author/ 
Affiliation



Document Name Document Subject Number of Pages
Document/ 
Media Type



Bates 
Numbers



Digital File 
Name



Other 
Notes



PDF Emails and documents are categorized by topic.  This column identifies the 
date the document was 
received or sent.



This is the date 
shown on the 
document.



This identifies the recipient 
of the document.



This identifies the 
author of the 
document.



This column identifies the title of the 
document or PDF Email attachment. If 
an PDF Email does not include an 
attachment, the entry will be blank.



This column identifies 
the subject(s) of the 
document using key 
words



This identifies the 
number of pages in the 
document.



This identifies the 
entry's document 
type or media 
format.



A unique bates 
range will identify 
each entry



This identifies name 
of the digital file 
associated with the 
entry.  All 
documents saved in 
pdf format



     e.g., Notice of Preparation, Draft SEIR, Responses to Comments, Notice of Determination, CEQA Findings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, etc.



    e.g., Applicable memos, correspondence and other miscellaneous information related to application (such as technical reports related to GHG analysis, correspondence with CARB, approval from Governor's Office, etc.)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with  NOP (through publication)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with non‐technical SEIR sections (e.g., Introduction, etc.)



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Project Description



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Plans and Policies



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Land Use



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Population and Housing



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Cultural and Paleontological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Transportation and Circulation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Noise and Vibration



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Air Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Greenhouse Gases



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Wind and Shadow



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Recreation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Utilties and Service Systems



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Biological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Geology and Soils



15   IS/SEIR ‐ Utilities and Service Systems (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



16  IS/SEIR ‐ Biological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



17  IS/SEIR  ‐ Geology and Soils (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



10   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Noise and Vibration (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



11   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Air Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



12   IS/SEIR ‐ Greenhouse Gases (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



13   IS/SEIR ‐ Wind and Shadow (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



14   IS/SEIR  ‐ Recreation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



00  Final Key Documents



01   SB 743



02  Notice of Preparation (NOP) 



03   SEIR ‐ General (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



04   IS/SEIR ‐ Project Description (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



05   SEIR ‐ Plans and Policies (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



06   IS/EIR ‐ Land Use (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



07   IS/EIR ‐ Population and Housing (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



08  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



09  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Transportation and Circulation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIRHydrology and Water Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Mineral and Energy Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Agriculture Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with Other CEQA Issues (Growth Inducement, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Significant and Irreversible Changes, and Areas of Known Controversy



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with EIR Alternatives



    Agency, Public and Organization Scoping Comments Received in Response to NOP



    Agency, Public and Organization Comments on Draft EIR



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with multiple EIR topics 



    e.g., Agenda, Minutes, from Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with potential EIR appeal, and appeal response



32    Permits 



20   IS/EIR‐ Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



21   IS/SEIR  ‐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



22   IS/SEIR ‐ Mineral and Energy Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



23   IS/SEIR‐ Agriculture and Forest Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



25   SEIR ‐ Alternatives (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



24   SEIR EIR ‐ Other CEQA Issues (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



30  SEIR Appeal



28   Correspondence ‐ General 



26   NOP Scoping Comments



27   Comments on Draft SEIR 



29   Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings
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ATTACHMENT D 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FOR THE  



EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN  
MISSION BAY AT BLOCKS 29-32 



Key CEQA Work Scope Assumptions 



There shall be a presumption against the need for change orders requested by ESA during preparation of the 
SEIR. ESA and its team members acknowledge that certain details and features of the project are still being 
resolved and refined but agree that such changes will not constitute the need for change orders unless such 
changes constitute a fundamental change in the overall scope and character of the project and associated CEQA 
services. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “fundamental changes” means changes of at least the 
following scope and magnitude: 
 
 The schedule for SEIR completion and certification changes significantly (i.e., more than one month from 



any of the key milestone dates) and for reasons outside ESA’s control from that set forth in the schedule. 



 Directives from the OCII and/or the San Francisco Planning Department for expanded and/or additional 
analyses clearly beyond that specified in this Scope of Services. This would include but not be limited to, 
potential detailed or quantitative analysis for any environmental topics originally assumed to addressed in 
lesser detail, or expanded or new analysis, whether quantitative or otherwise, for environmental topics being 
qualitatively analyzed. 



 Requirement to conduct any of the Optional Tasks described in the Scope of Work but not authorized under 
the Agreement. Addition of any of the Optional Tasks may be subject to further scope and budget 
refinement. 



 Substantial modification of the currently proposed project site development plan from that set forth in the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 



 Substantial additional issues requiring new analysis as a result of public scoping and/or presentations to 
City agencies and as directed by OCII or the San Francisco Planning Department. 



 More detailed alternatives analysis in the SEIR including but not limited to: (1) need for quantitative impact 
analysis for any resource topics; (2) one or more additional alternatives requiring detailed analysis (beyond 
the No Project alternative and one reduced intensity alternative): (3) addition of an off-site alternative for 
detailed analysis. 



 The inclusion in the SEIR of one or more project variants requiring analysis at an equal level of detail as the 
proposed project.  



 Substantial changes in the project, circumstances under which the project is to be undertaken, and/or new 
information of substantial importance to the project which arises following publication of the Draft SEIR 
necessitating a recirculation of the Draft SEIR as determined by the OCII, EP and the City. 
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 Responses to public comments received on the Draft SEIR require major new analysis, including field 
measurement or any kind of modeling. 



 Recirculation of the SEIR is required by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as a result of an appeal of 
SEIR certification and the certification determination is not upheld. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE 



 











ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 148 days Tue 7/8/14 Thu 1/29/15



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 6 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/27/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 2 wks Tue 10/28/14 Mon 11/10/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 4 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/8/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 4 days Tue 12/9/14 Fri 12/12/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Mon 12/15/14 Mon 12/15/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period (extended due to holidays) 45 edays Mon 12/15/14 Thu 1/29/15 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Wed 1/14/15 Wed 1/14/15 8FF+23 days



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 4 wks Tue 10/21/14 Mon 11/17/14 18



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



7/8



12/15



1/14



3/25



4/30



7/6 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/10 8/17 8/24 8/31 9/7 9/14 9/21 9/28 10/510/1210/1910/2611/2 11/911/1611/2311/3012/712/1412/2112/28 1/4 1/11 1/18 1/25 2/1 2/8 2/15 2/22 3/1 3/8 3/15 3/22 3/29 4/5 4/12 4/19 4/26 5/3 5/10 5/
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r 3, 2014 Qtr 4, 2014 Qtr 1, 2015 Qtr 2, 2015
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Leah DiCarlo"
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Major Phase Terminology
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 2:10:00 PM


I am not particular on the 3rd vs. Third (I’ve used both).  Just make sure that you have the right
names on the right streets (sometimes that is an issue).  I would avoid TFB if possible – a little too
short.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Leah DiCarlo [mailto:ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 2:08 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: GSW Major Phase Terminology
 
Hi Catherine.  We are working on our documentation for the Major Phase Application, and I received
a comment back from Clarke that requires your input.  I am pasting the excerpt contains Clarke’s
comment below:
 


“Global comments are that we need consistency of how we’re treating street names (i.e., 3rd St. vs.


Third St. – the D4D shows these as ‘Third St.’ and 16th St.’, but please confirm with Catherine Reilly
before making changes).”
 
Please confirm how we should show the street names in the text and diagrams.  Changing the
diagrams is more time consuming than changing text, so if the diagrams can stick that would be
preferable, but let me know either way.  Thanks Catherine!
 
 
Leah DiCarlo
 


M A N I C A
a r c h i t e c t u r e
1811 WALNUT    STE 140
KANSAS CITY  MO   64108
 


M    +1 816 810 5815
manicaarchitecture.com



mailto:ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

http://www.mapquest.com/maps?city=Kansas+City&state=MO&address=1811+Walnut&zipcode=64108

http://www.mapquest.com/maps?city=Kansas+City&state=MO&address=1811+Walnut&zipcode=64108

http://www.manicaarchitecture.com/





 








From: Leah DiCarlo
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Major Phase Terminology
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 2:12:08 PM


Perfect, thanks Catherine.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:11 PM
To: Leah DiCarlo
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Major Phase Terminology
 


I am not particular on the 3rd vs. Third (I’ve used both).  Just make sure that you have the right
names on the right streets (sometimes that is an issue).  I would avoid TFB if possible – a little too
short.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Leah DiCarlo [mailto:ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 2:08 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: GSW Major Phase Terminology
 
Hi Catherine.  We are working on our documentation for the Major Phase Application, and I received
a comment back from Clarke that requires your input.  I am pasting the excerpt contains Clarke’s
comment below:
 


“Global comments are that we need consistency of how we’re treating street names (i.e., 3rd St. vs.


Third St. – the D4D shows these as ‘Third St.’ and 16th St.’, but please confirm with Catherine Reilly
before making changes).”
 
Please confirm how we should show the street names in the text and diagrams.  Changing the
diagrams is more time consuming than changing text, so if the diagrams can stick that would be
preferable, but let me know either way.  Thanks Catherine!
 



mailto:ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com





 
Leah DiCarlo
 


M A N I C A
a r c h i t e c t u r e
1811 WALNUT    STE 140
KANSAS CITY  MO   64108
 


M    +1 816 810 5815
manicaarchitecture.com
 



http://www.mapquest.com/maps?city=Kansas+City&state=MO&address=1811+Walnut&zipcode=64108

http://www.mapquest.com/maps?city=Kansas+City&state=MO&address=1811+Walnut&zipcode=64108

http://www.manicaarchitecture.com/






From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: Warriors Budget
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:13:42 PM
Attachments: Summary Warriors Budget Revised.xlsx


FYI I need to take a looksy
 
 


From: Majors, Marc (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 4:45 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: FW: Warriors Budget
 
Hi Lila,
 
Pat Mulligan asked me to send this budget over to you. 
Please let me know if you have any questions,
 
Best wishes,
Marc Majors
CityBuild Academy Manager
SF. Office of Economic and Workforce Development
415-701-4862
 
 
 


From: Hussain, Lila (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 11:58 PM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Warriors Budget
 
 
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.
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=134B9B74E2F044C9A45B25ABC6094359-LILA HUSSAIN

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org



Budget Summary


			DRAFT Estimated Citywide Budget (do not distribute)


												Golden State Warriors


												July 1, 2014 through July 2016 


			staff hours only (does not include any permit fees)


																		FY 2014-2015			FY 2015-2016


																		12 months			12 months


																		July 1, 2014			July 1, 2015


																		June 30, 2015			June 30, 2016			Billing Information





						Planning Department  												$480,326						MOU with OCII


												Design Services						$60,240


												CEQA/EIR 						$420,086


																								 Direct Billing 


						OCII												$546,203			$299,539


												Project Management						$271,719			$143,664


												CEQA/Design Review Services						$50,591			$25,440


												OCII Legal Services						$100,000			$100,000


												Contract Compliance/Workforce						$23,893			$30,434


									Consultants


												Real Estate Consultant 						$50,000						Through OCII


												Arena Consultant (estimate)						$50,000						Through OCII





						SFMTA												231,860.10						TBD (most likely through OCII)


												Project Management and Negotiation						130,402.09


									Transportation Analysis Review


												Livable Streets Division						26,990.92


												Taxi & Accessible Services Division						7,991.79


												Transit Division						42,602.31


												Engineering Division						23,872.99





						DPW												$162,300						Through FOCIL and direct billing


									Tentative/Final Map									$31,000


									Public Improvement Agreement 									$3,500


									Infrastructure Plan Amendment 									$14,000


									Easement Vacation									$6,000


									Public Improvement Plan Amendments									$27,700


									Project Management 									$60,000


									Fees and non-labor charges									$20,100





						OEWD												$310,377			$310,377			Through OCII


												Employment Network Services 


												Employment Liaison 						$185,369.60			$185,369.60


												CityBuild Manager 						$10,854.48			$10,854.48


												Compliance Services 


												Contract Complaince Officer						$90,334.40			$90,334.40


												CityBuild Director 						$12,318.80			$12,318.80


												CityBuild Compliance Manager 						$11,499.28			$11,499.28





						TOTALS												$1,731,066			$299,539





												Citywide Cost for FY14-16												$2,030,605


























CityBuild Staffing FY 14-15


			Employment Network Services 			Tasks			Rate			Hours			Total


			Employment Liaision			Work with contractor to identify hiring needs. Identify and conduct preliminary screening  of job seekers and make recommendations 			$    89.12 			2080			$  185,369.60 


			CityBuild Manager			Supervise Employment Liaison. Track placements and prepare reports  			$  104.37 			104			$    10,854.48 


			Compliance Services 						Rate 			Hours 			Total 


			Contract Compliance Officer			Work with contractor to ensure compliance with local hiring needs. Generate monthly and quarterly performance reports 			$    86.86 			1040			$    90,334.40 


			CityBuild Director			Overisght of compliance team and Employment Network Services Team.  Provide information to stakeholders as needed.			$  118.45 			104			$    12,318.80 


			CityBuild Compliance Manager			Supervise Contract Compliance Officer. Track placements and prepare reports. 			$  110.57 			104			$    11,499.28 








OCII 14-15 Warriors Staffing


			Mission Bay South


			FY 2014-2015 GSW Project Budget 


			Core Staff


			Position			Staff Assigned			Annual			Gross Hourly Rate			% of Billable time 2080 hours			# of hours			Total Reimbursable Staff Costs			Scope of Work/Notes








			Project Manager			Catherine Reilly			$118,560			$   153.90			50%			1040.0			$   160,056.00			Project Management, research, CAC, Commissions, CEQA and Design Review oversight


			Assistant Project Manager			Lila Hussain			$110,240			$   143.10			25%			520.0			$   74,412.00			Project Manager Support, meetings, CAC information, transportation tracking 


			Planner			Manny Bereket			$83,200			$   108.00			15%			312.0			$   33,696.00			Design Review, CEQA  and Mission Bay Background Research


																					- 0


			Core Staff Subtotal															1872.00			$   268,164





			Technical/Management Support Staff


			Executive Director			Tiffany Bohee			$193,565			$   251.26			5%			104.0			$   26,131.04			Overall Management


			Deputy Director			Sally Oerth			$137,280			$   178.20			3%			62.4			$   11,119.68			Overall Management


			General Counsel			James Morales			$170,560			$   221.40			3%			62.4			$   13,815.36			Trasactional document review, legal review and consultation, coordination with outside counsel, Commission memo and reso review


			Contract Compliance Specialist			George Bridges			$122,174			$   158.59			3%			62.4			$   9,896.02			Contract Compliance and workforce oversight


			Contract Compliance Manager			Raymond Lee			(need to get)			$224.31			3%			62.4			$   13,996.94			Contract Compliance Management 


			Senior Engineer			Kevin Masuda			$147,517			$   191.49			2%			41.6			$   7,965.98			Design review and research


			Planner			Pedro Arce			$110,240			$   143.10			3%			62.4			$   8,929.44			horizontal and vertical design review


																					- 0


			Support Staff Subtotal															457.60			$   91,854





			OCII Staff Costs Total															2329.60			$   360,018


																		35% salary			$   126,006


																		65% Admin			$   234,012


																		Check			$   360,018


			Additional Consultants


			CEQA Counsel																		$   30,000.00


			Real Estate/Economic Consultant																		$   50,000.00


			Arena Consultant* (TBD)																		$50,000			(TBD whether OCII or OEWD Contract)


			Consultant Staff Total																		$   130,000





			Total OCII Budget FY14-15																		$   490,018


			OCII Staff Costs Total FY15-16																		$208,749





			Total Project Budget 																		$698,767











			Project Management  


			Catherine, Sally, Lila & Tiffany			$   271,718.72











			Design Review/CEQA			$   50,591.42


			Technical Support


			Contract Compliance 			$   23,892.96


			Legal Services			$   13,815.36


						$   360,018.46





			Con
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OCII  Warriors Staffing FY15-16


			Mission Bay South


			FY 2015-2016 GSW Project Budget 





			Core Staff


			Position			Staff Assigned			Annual			Gross Hourly Rate			% of Billable time 2080 hours			# of hours			Total Reimbursable Staff Costs			Scope of Work/Notes








			Project Manager			Catherine Reilly			$118,560			$   153.90			30%			624.0			$   96,033.60			Project Management, research, CAC, Commissions, CEQA and Design Review oversight


			Assistant Project Manager			Lila Hussain			$110,240			$   143.10			10%			208.0			$   29,764.80			Project Manager Support, meetings, CAC information, transportation tracking 


			Planner			Manny Bereket			$83,200			$   108.00			10%			208.0			$   22,464.00			Design Review, CEQA  and Mission Bay Background Research


																					- 0


			Core Staff Subtotal															1040.00			$   148,262





			Technical/Management Support Staff


			Executive Director			Tiffany Bohee			$193,565			$   251.26			2%			41.6			$   10,452.42			Overall Management


			Deputy Director			Sally Oerth			$137,280			$   178.20			2%			41.6			$   7,413.12			Overall Management


			General Counsel			James Morales			$170,560			$   221.40			2%			41.6			$   9,210.24			Trasactional document review, legal review and consultation, coordination with outside counsel, Commission memo and reso review


			Contract Compliance Specialist			George Bridges			$122,174			$   158.59			5%			104.0			$   16,493.36			Contract Compliance and workforce oversight


			Contract Compliance Manager			Raymond Lee			(need to get)			$223.41			3%			62.4			$   13,940.78			Contract Compliance Management 


			Senior Engineer			Kevin Masuda			$147,517			$   191.49			0%			0.0			$   - 0			Design review and research


			Planner			Pedro Arce			$110,240			$   143.10			1%			20.8			$   2,976.48			Horizontal and vertical design review


																					- 0


			Support Staff Subtotal															312.00			$   60,486





			OCII Staff Costs Total FY 15-16															1352.00			$   208,749






































Planning


			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).  








Warriors only


			Mission Bay- Warriors 


			DPW Task Force Scope of Services and Estimate																																				Date: July 23, 2014





															2014															2015																																				2016																																				2017																																				2018


															Aug			Sep			Oct			Nov			Dec			Jan			Feb			Mar			Apr			May			Jun			Jul			Aug			Sep			Oct			Nov			Dec			Jan			Feb			Mar			Apr			May			Jun			Jul			Aug			Sep			Oct			Nov			Dec			Jan			Feb			Mar			Apr			May			Jun			Jul			Aug			Sep			Oct			Nov			Dec			Jan			Feb			Mar			City			Hawk			NOTES





			TENTATIVE MAP																																	Includes General Plan Referal																																																																																																																					The estimate is based on the customary infrastructure development process in Mission  Bay. 


						PUC-WATER


						PUC-SEWER


						PUC-BLHP


						PUC-SWMP																																																																																																																																																			The actual billing will be based on time and materials costs and be billed to FOCIL/MBDG


						PUC-POWER


						DPW-BSM-MAP


						DPW-BSM-PERMIT																																																																																																																																																			The estimate does not include City Attorney (DCA) fees;  DCA bills are handled through OCII.


						MTA-DPT


						DBI


																																																																																																																																																Subtoal			$   7,000			$   12,000





			FINAL MAP																																																						Includes preparaton and presentation to the Board of Supervisors


						PUC-WATER


						PUC-SEWER


						DPW-BSM-MAP


						DBI-FIRE


						DBI-BLDG.


																																																																																																																																																Subtoal			$   2,000			$   10,000





			PIA


						DPW-BSM-MAP


																																																																																																																																																Subtoal			-			$   3,500





			INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN AMENDMENT


						DPW-BSM


						DPW-S&H


						MTA


																																																																																																																																																Subtoal			$   7,000			$   7,000





			EASEMENT VACATION																																																			Removal of Easements needed for land encumburance


						DPW-BSM-MAP





			  																																																																																																																																													Subtoal			$   1,000			$   5,000





						PROJECT MANAGEMENT


						DURING MAPPING ETC.


																																																																																																																																																Subtoal			$   30,000			-





			UPDATED IMPROVEMENT PLANS


			DUE TO CHANGES IN INFRASTURE PLAN











			IMPROVEMENT PLAN/PERMIT & REVIEWS																																	30%									65%									95%						Permit


						PUC-WATER


						PUC-SEWER


						PUC-BLHP


						PUC-SWMP


						DPW-BSM-MAP


						DPW-PERMIT


						DPW-MECH


						DPW-LA


						DPW-ADA


						DPW-S&H


						MTA- MUNI, DPT


						DBI


																																																																																																																																																Subtoal			$   16,700			$   11,000





						PROJECT MANAGEMENT


						DURING IMPROVEMENT PLAN


																																																																																																																																																Subtoal			$   30,000			-











			NON-LABOR																																																												Hawk Rent and Xerox																																																																																				$   5,100


			ADMINISTRATIVE FEES																		Map ApplicationFee, Improvement Permit Application Fee, and General Plan Referal Application Fee																																																																																																																														$   15,000			-





			TOTAL without Construction Inspection																																																																																																																																													Total without Construction Inspection			$   113,800			$   48,500			$   162,300





















































R01 - MTA WarBud-Value Only


						SFMTA Budget Proposal FY14/15


						SFMTA Division, Name, Classification									Fully Loaded Hrly			FTE


						UPI												34.0%			130,402.09


						Peter Albert			9181 Manager VII			Manager of Urban Planning Initiatives (UPI).  			229.74			8.0%			38,229.48


						Erin Miller			5502 Proj Mngr I			Section Leader UPI, Development & Transportation Integration.  Project Manager, SFMTA Coordinator, main point of contact.			169.74			25.0%			88,264.71


						Carli Paine			9174 Manager IV			Manager UPI, Transportation Demand Management			187.88			1.0%			3,907.90


						Livable Streets												6.5%			26,990.92


						Darby Watson			5238 Planner 5			Section Leader, Livable Streets.  Meetings, staff oversight, communications.			199.87			2.5%			10,393.03


						Mike Sallaberry			5211 Sr Engineer			Design Review, Livable Streets.  Meetings, staff oversight, design review, communications.			209.26			3.0%			13,057.67


						Heath Maddox			5290 Transportation Planner IV			Livable Streets Division, Bay Area Bike Share Program Manager.  Meetings, design review, communications.			170.20			1.0%			3,540.22


						Taxis & Accessible Servics												2.0%			7,991.79


						Annette Williams			9174 Manager IV			Manager, Accessible Services.  Meetings, project site accessibility oversight, communications.			187.88			0.5%			1,953.95


						Virginia Rathke			5289 Trans Planner III			Planner, Accessible Services.   Meetings, project site accessibility oversight, communications.			145.72			0.5%			1,515.45


						Kate Toren			9183 Deptuty Dir I			Director, Taxi Division.  Meetings, taxi coordination, communications.			259.57			0.5%			2,699.51


						Jarvis Murray			9177 Manager III			Manager, Taxi Division.  Meetings, taxi coordination, communications.			175.28			0.5%			1,822.88


						Transit												10.5%			42,602.31


						Julie Kirschbaum			5506 Proj Mngr III			Manager, Operations Planning and Scheduling Manager.  Project oversight, communications.			233.93			2.5%			12,164.22


						Jeff Flynn			5283 Planner 5			Planner, Operations Planning and Scheduleling.  Project meetings and communications.			199.87			4.0%			16,628.85


						Scott Jefferies			9141 Transit Mngr 2			Manager, Transit Division.  Project oversight, communications.			165.98			4.0%			13,809.24


						Engineering												6.0%			23,872.99


						Brian Dusseault			5211 Sr Engineer			Traffic Engineering Division Senior Engineer.  Proejct oversight.			209.26			2.0%			8,705.12


						Norman Wong			5241 Engineer			Traffic Engineering Division Engineer.  Proejct oversight, meetings, project traffic plan review.			182.31			4.0%			15,167.87





						Total												59.0%			231,860.10
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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: Laura Tam
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hamalian, Seth
Cc: Joe LaClair
Subject: Re: Mission Bay tour for ULI
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 2:04:36 PM


Hi Catherine and Seth (Joe, I know you are out this week)
I wanted to check in on an itinerary for the Mission Bay part of the tour next
Wednesday. ULI would like to know where their bus driver should go, and it would
be helpful for planning the Creek part of the tour to discuss dropoff and pickup
locations.
If possible it would be great to hear from you today or tomorrow - I am only
sporadically available on Friday and Monday is of course a holiday.
thanks
Laura


On Wed, Aug 20, 2014 at 11:29 AM, Laura Tam <ltam@spur.org> wrote:
Hi Catherine and Seth,


I'm writing to see if you could propose an itinerary for the ULI tour on 9/3. Here is
a description of the program on ULI's website, and below a suggested rough
agenda developed by me and Elliot Stein at ULI. As Catherine and I discussed
yesterday, it is probably ideal to show people a lot of the area by coach as at least
40 people have already signed up and it is hard to move that many people on/off
the bus. I learned this morning that the bus is a coach that holds 50 people and
has a microphone.


The ULI tour folks would like to be able to give the bus driver a route, and ideally,
if we could figure out where the bus could pull over to let people out, they would
like to know that too. Would you be able to send something by next Wednesday?


Joe, you and I should discuss how we will present the Mission Creek Project and
what we should show people along the promenade. 


thanks
Laura


Preliminary Itinerary (revised by Elliot, 8/12/14)


1:00-1:30 Depart Hyatt Regency and travel along the Embarcadero to Mission Bay.
Talk about the Port and how the waterfront has been developed and redeveloped
and its resiliency challenges *Note: we should try to identify someone from the
Port of SF to join us for this portion 


1:30-2:45 Bus Tour of Mission Bay. Informational presentation about Mission Bay,
see the Warriors & Mission Rock sites, Pier 70, UCSF, discuss resiliency practices,
seismic, public infrastructure & parks  Speakers: Seth Hamalian and Catherine
Reilly.  


2:45-3:45 Bus drops everyone off at Mission Creek nr 3rd.  Park, stop and talk
about vulnerability of Mission Creek and potential solutions. Speakers: Laura Tam



mailto:ltam@spur.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:shamalian@mbaydevelopment.com
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and Joe LaClair. Then walk up along the north side of the creek to complete the
walking part of the tour.


3:45 Pick up at [AT&T Park?] for bus transport back to hotel by 4:00.


-- 
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 >>


-- 
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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From: Karl Heisler
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,


Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:04:21 AM
Attachments: GSW_14-0827_Tasks-only.pdf


GSW_14-0827_Full.pdf


I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
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 ID  Task Name  Duration  Start  Finish  Predecessors  Resource Names
 1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14
2 CEQA Process Kick‐off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14
3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2
4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2
5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS‐1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4
6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5
7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6
8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7
9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8
10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9
11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays
12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15
14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14
16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16
18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks
19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk
20 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17
21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: Exte6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20
22 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21
23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15
24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23
25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24
26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days
27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26
28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27
29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days
30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays
32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays
33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 104 days Tue 5/12/15 Fri 10/2/15 32
35 Review comments and strategize on responses 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32
36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32
37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/22/15 32
38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/23/15 Mon 8/3/15 37
39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 2 wks Tue 8/4/15 Mon 8/17/15 38
40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 4 wks Tue 8/18/15 Mon 9/14/15 39
41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Tue 9/15/15 Thu 9/17/15 40
42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Fri 9/18/15 Fri 9/18/15 41
43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 1 wk Tue 9/15/15 Mon 9/21/15 40
44 SEIR Certification 2 wks Mon 9/21/15 Fri 10/2/15 42
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 104 days Tue 5/12/15 Fri 10/2/15 32



35 Review comments and strategize on responses 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32



36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32



37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/22/15 32



38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/23/15 Mon 8/3/15 37



39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 2 wks Tue 8/4/15 Mon 8/17/15 38



40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 4 wks Tue 8/18/15 Mon 9/14/15 39



41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Tue 9/15/15 Thu 9/17/15 40



42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Fri 9/18/15 Fri 9/18/15 41



43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 1 wk Tue 9/15/15 Mon 9/21/15 40



44 SEIR Certification 2 wks Mon 9/21/15 Fri 10/2/15 42
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 9:50:00 AM
Attachments: Proposed SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_082014_without Cost Estimate.pdf


Is it usual that we don’t see the budget, but the applicant does?  Just curious…..
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:47 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
 
Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
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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August 20, 2014 
 
 
To: Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080 
San Francisco, CA 94105 



 
Cc: (without cost estimate)  
 Catherine Reilly, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
 Chris Kern, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event 



Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
 



Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a scope of work for environmental review services for 
the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center and mixed-use development in Mission Bay at Blocks 
29-32 (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 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(Subsequent EIR) is required, and that the SEIR will be tiered from the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR 
(Mission Bay FSEIR). 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. OCII and EP have reviewed and approved a preliminary version of 
this scope of work, and this scope of work incorporates all of their comments as well as further details that were 
discussed at the July 30, 2014 meeting at the Planning Department; this scope of work also incorporates previous 
input provided by the Project Sponsor.  
 
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 about 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, 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. 



Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed tasks, major deliverables and associated costs to conduct the 
environmental services for the project. A proposed budget summary for the services, broken down by firm and 
task, is presented in Attachment C, as is a detailed breakdown by individual staff.1  Key CEQA work 
assumptions used to develop the scope of work are included in Attachment D. A preliminary proposed schedule  



                                                      
1  Please note the cost estimate for the transportation subconsultants includes certain incurred and already invoiced charges from Fehr and 



Peers, as well as other incurred but not-yet-invoiced charges from Fehr and Peers, Adavant and LCW. 











 



Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors 
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 
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showing all key milestones through the publication of the Draft SEIR is included in Attachment E.  The 
proposed schedule reflects “standard” review times for City staff. 



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 and be actively involved during the entirety of the EIR 
process. 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, Gary, and/or Paul will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project as directed by 
OCII or EP. 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 within their particular specialty and experience, 
appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SEIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, 
Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise 
(LBE)-certified by the City’s Contract Monitoring Division. 



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 the Mission Bay development 
program. 
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The proposed event center 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.  
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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. The project 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 currently operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, 
respectively).  



The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 747,000 
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 for use during 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. OCII indicates modifications to 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 
Subsequent 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. Section 15168(c)(1) 
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) of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that 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 
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before. Thus, for the GSW project, ESA proposes to prepare an Initial Study, which will focus the EIR, and a 
Subsequent EIR that tiers off of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  



Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Subsequent EIR for the GSW project 
in Mission Bay will focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: 
Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues 
associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding); in addition, the SEIR could potentially include detailed 
analyses of Utilities (water and wastewater) and 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(d), 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 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 Attend 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. ESA will prepare an administrative draft NOP for review and comment by OCII, 
EP, and the project sponsor; and will then respond to and incorporate all comments into a screencheck draft NOP 
for a second round of review, prior to finalizing the NOP for publication. The City has also requested preparation 
of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study under Task 2, below. 



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 and Initial Study as requested by the City EP 
and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute up to 250 copies of the NOP, and up to 30 copies of the 
NOP/IS, plus up to 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 and help facilitate 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 Initial Study, and provide this summary to the City. 



Task 2. Prepare Initial Study 



The City has requested preparation of an 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 
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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 Section 15162; 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 
 Aesthetics 
 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 



 
ESA will prepare an Initial Study on the new event center, using current significance criteria and the existing 
conditions (2014) as the baseline, but using the modified checklist and answering questions asking whether the 
event center would have new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The Initial Study will first summarize how each of the topics listed 
above (with the exception of Aesthetics) were addressed for the Mission Bay plan as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 
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 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. Topics for which no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts are identified do not need to be studied in the Subsequent EIR—presumably, those resource areas listed 
above. 



With respect to Aesthetics, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. 
The eligibility of the proposed project under SB 743 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 Initial Study or the SEIR, but the Initial Study 
will provide the rationale for focusing this issue out. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or 
inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or the SEIR. 



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, 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. Rather, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be 
addressed in full detail in the SEIR. 



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 might merit a 
more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be 
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addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, some of 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 Subsequent EIR #1 



ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft Subsequent 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 Subsequent EIR.  



The SEIR will use the same approach to the impact analysis as the Initial Study, i.e., using current significance 
criteria and the existing conditions as the baseline. The SEIR will also summarize how each of the topics 
requiring further analysis were addressed for the Mission Bay project as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 in the 
Mission Bay FSEIR, describe any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and identify 
conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The SEIR will then provide a qualitative comparison of the 
conclusions of the current impact analysis against conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The analysis will 
identify any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as well as 
any new or substantially different mitigation measures from those previously analyzed, as appropriate.  



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 analysis (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 SEIR sections. Nevertheless, 
working together with the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s in-house technical experts will prepare the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SEIR, while the sponsor's consultants will provide the 
technical supporting documentation for use in the EIR appendices as appropriate. 



The key topics to be covered in the SEIR and their associated scope are summarized below: 
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 Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SEIR and how it 
relates to the Mission Bay FSEIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments 
received during the scoping period. The Introduction will also include a summary of the Mission Bay 
redevelopment project and development program analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it relates to the 
proposed GSW project on Blocks 29 to 32.  



 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 SEIR 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 as provided by the Project Sponsor. As described above, the project description will not include any 
visual simulations of the project. 



ESA will prepare and submit a preliminary draft project description for review and comment prior to ADSEIR 
#1 to ensure that the impact analysis in ADSEIR #1 is based on consistent and approved project description 
assumptions. Upon receipt and resolution of comments received on the preliminary draft project description, it 
is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description. ESA will then revise 
the project description based on this first round of review, and submit the revised project description as part of 
ADSEIR #1. 



 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, and other 
applicable plans (e.g., 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 be 
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). 



 Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work for Adavant 
Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Fehr and Peers. As indicated in Attachment C, the City has formally 
approved this scope of work.  ESA’s in-house transportation analyst would conduct a QA/QC as part of a 
focused review of all transportation deliverables.  



 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 pile-driving 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 at Blocks 29 to 32. 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; 
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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, such as the Mission Bay 
Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement. 



 Air Quality (including potential Health Risk Assessment option) — 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, 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 section of the Subsequent EIR. 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. 



Optional Task: Support Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Prepare Impact Discussion. Because the 
project site is not located in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, it is currently assumed that a project 
specific health risk assessment (HRA) will not be needed for the Subsequent EIR. However, in the event 
that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part 
of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work, and it would include 
coordination with the project sponsor and Environ—who would conduct the HRA and provide results to 
ESA—for consistency in project understanding and analysis methodology as well as preparation of the air 
quality impact sections related to health risks. 



 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 greenhouse gas emissions, and 
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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 SB 743. 



 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 
collaborate with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, 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, rather than 
conduct a peer review, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR Wind 
section using 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 in 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 
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rise inundation maps available for the project area, including the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission's (SFPUC) recently published sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay 
shoreline. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design flood level for the project site taking into 
consideration 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 flood 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 flood impacts. 



 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 project-specific 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. This scope of work assumes that 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. 



 Alternatives — The SEIR will tier off the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as 
analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the SEIR. This scope of work assumes the SEIR 
alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently, approved development on Blocks 
29 to 32) and one other alternative (likely to be a reduced intensity alternative); these alternatives will be 
analyzed qualitatively. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail, although alternative locations 
considered and rejected (such as Piers 30-32) will be discussed.  



Optional Task: Quantitative Analysis of Alternatives. If directed by OCII and EP, ESA will conduct a 
quantitative for one or more EIR topics, including but not limited, to, transportation, air quality, and/or noise. 



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. 
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ESA will submit ADSEIR #1 to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor for review and comment in electronic format 
only. It is assumed that EP will then provide a consolidated set of non-conflicting comments in electronic format 
to ESA for use in preparing ADSEIR #2. 



Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft Subsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft Subsequent EIR  



This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative 
Draft Subsequent 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. ADSEIR #2 will also include the first draft of the Summary chapter of the SEIR. 



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. ESA will submit ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR in 
electronic format only. 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 up to 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus up to 200 CDs and up to 
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 
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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, Notice of Determination, and Consolidated Final SEIR 



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. It is also assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees. 



Following certification of the Final SEIR, ESA will prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD), and it is 
assumed the City will file the NOD. Following the 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. ESA will print 10 hard copies 
of the consolidated Final SEIR and 20 CDs. 



Optional Task: Appeal Support. ESA will provide support services to OCII and EP in the event of an appeal of 
the SEIR certification. ESA would 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.  



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 as needed, but not more frequently than 
monthly, and will update milestone status at each regular weekly CEQA team meeting.  



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 
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(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 
review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. Further, 
it is assumed that ESA will be responsible for assembling and organizing the references and materials developed 
specifically for the SEIR, but that if required, the City would be responsible for providing the administrative 
record associated with the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR (including associated addenda) and/or the 1990 Mission Bay 
Final Environmental Impact Report in the appropriate format suitable for posting.  



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 
developed specifically for the SEIR 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. 



Conclusion 



In summary, the ESA team appreciates the opportunity to participate in this critically important project on behalf 
of GSW and the City. We appreciate your expeditious response to this request, as we continue working with you 
and the City on a fast-track schedule with the objective of publishing the Draft SEIR in March of 2015 (see 
Attachment E for a preliminary schedule). Please don’t hesitate to contact me, Karl Heisler, or Paul Mitchell if 
you have any questions or require any further information on this contract modification request.  
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Sincerely, 



 
Gary W. Oates 
President 
 
 
 
 
Attachment A:  Transportation Scope of Work and Budget 
Attachment B:  Administrative Record and SB 743 Compliance Support 
Attachment C:  Proposed Budget Summary, by Consultant and Task 
Attachment D:  Assumptions for Environmental Services for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



Project in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
Attachment E:  Preliminary Schedule 
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TRANSPORTATION SCOPE OF WORK AND BUDGET 











SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



www.sfplanning.org  
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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  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         



Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1     



 1 
 



2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



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 24 



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 
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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 
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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. 



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. 
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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  



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. 



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: 
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• 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 
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• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  
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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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  
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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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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. 



It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project will begin with the GSW's submittal of the Environmental 
Evaluation (EE) Application or equivalent form 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. 
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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 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)). 
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 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)). 











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



A B C D E F G H I J K L



Topic Category Date Received/Sent Document Date Recipient(s)/ Affiliation
Author/ 
Affiliation



Document Name Document Subject Number of Pages
Document/ 
Media Type



Bates 
Numbers



Digital File 
Name



Other 
Notes



PDF Emails and documents are categorized by topic.  This column identifies the 
date the document was 
received or sent.



This is the date 
shown on the 
document.



This identifies the recipient 
of the document.



This identifies the 
author of the 
document.



This column identifies the title of the 
document or PDF Email attachment. If 
an PDF Email does not include an 
attachment, the entry will be blank.



This column identifies 
the subject(s) of the 
document using key 
words



This identifies the 
number of pages in the 
document.



This identifies the 
entry's document 
type or media 
format.



A unique bates 
range will identify 
each entry



This identifies name 
of the digital file 
associated with the 
entry.  All 
documents saved in 
pdf format



     e.g., Notice of Preparation, Draft SEIR, Responses to Comments, Notice of Determination, CEQA Findings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, etc.



    e.g., Applicable memos, correspondence and other miscellaneous information related to application (such as technical reports related to GHG analysis, correspondence with CARB, approval from Governor's Office, etc.)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with  NOP (through publication)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with non‐technical SEIR sections (e.g., Introduction, etc.)



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Project Description



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Plans and Policies



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Land Use



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Population and Housing



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Cultural and Paleontological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Transportation and Circulation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Noise and Vibration



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Air Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Greenhouse Gases



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Wind and Shadow



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Recreation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Utilties and Service Systems



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Biological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Geology and Soils



15   IS/SEIR ‐ Utilities and Service Systems (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



16  IS/SEIR ‐ Biological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



17  IS/SEIR  ‐ Geology and Soils (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



10   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Noise and Vibration (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



11   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Air Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



12   IS/SEIR ‐ Greenhouse Gases (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



13   IS/SEIR ‐ Wind and Shadow (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



14   IS/SEIR  ‐ Recreation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



00  Final Key Documents



01   SB 743



02  Notice of Preparation (NOP) 



03   SEIR ‐ General (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



04   IS/SEIR ‐ Project Description (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



05   SEIR ‐ Plans and Policies (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



06   IS/EIR ‐ Land Use (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



07   IS/EIR ‐ Population and Housing (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



08  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



09  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Transportation and Circulation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)
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    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIRHydrology and Water Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Mineral and Energy Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Agriculture Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with Other CEQA Issues (Growth Inducement, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Significant and Irreversible Changes, and Areas of Known Controversy



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with EIR Alternatives



    Agency, Public and Organization Scoping Comments Received in Response to NOP



    Agency, Public and Organization Comments on Draft EIR



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with multiple EIR topics 



    e.g., Agenda, Minutes, from Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with potential EIR appeal, and appeal response



32    Permits 



20   IS/EIR‐ Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



21   IS/SEIR  ‐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



22   IS/SEIR ‐ Mineral and Energy Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



23   IS/SEIR‐ Agriculture and Forest Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



25   SEIR ‐ Alternatives (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



24   SEIR EIR ‐ Other CEQA Issues (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



30  SEIR Appeal



28   Correspondence ‐ General 



26   NOP Scoping Comments



27   Comments on Draft SEIR 



29   Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings
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ATTACHMENT D 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FOR THE  



EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN  
MISSION BAY AT BLOCKS 29-32 



Key CEQA Work Scope Assumptions 



There shall be a presumption against the need for change orders requested by ESA during preparation of the 
SEIR. ESA and its team members acknowledge that certain details and features of the project are still being 
resolved and refined but agree that such changes will not constitute the need for change orders unless such 
changes constitute a fundamental change in the overall scope and character of the project and associated CEQA 
services. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “fundamental changes” means changes of at least the 
following scope and magnitude: 
 
 The schedule for SEIR completion and certification changes significantly (i.e., more than one month from 



any of the key milestone dates) and for reasons outside ESA’s control from that set forth in the schedule. 



 Directives from the OCII and/or the San Francisco Planning Department for expanded and/or additional 
analyses clearly beyond that specified in this Scope of Services. This would include but not be limited to, 
potential detailed or quantitative analysis for any environmental topics originally assumed to addressed in 
lesser detail, or expanded or new analysis, whether quantitative or otherwise, for environmental topics being 
qualitatively analyzed. 



 Requirement to conduct any of the Optional Tasks described in the Scope of Work but not authorized under 
the Agreement. Addition of any of the Optional Tasks may be subject to further scope and budget 
refinement. 



 Substantial modification of the currently proposed project site development plan from that set forth in the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 



 Substantial additional issues requiring new analysis as a result of public scoping and/or presentations to 
City agencies and as directed by OCII or the San Francisco Planning Department. 



 More detailed alternatives analysis in the SEIR including but not limited to: (1) need for quantitative impact 
analysis for any resource topics; (2) one or more additional alternatives requiring detailed analysis (beyond 
the No Project alternative and one reduced intensity alternative): (3) addition of an off-site alternative for 
detailed analysis. 



 The inclusion in the SEIR of one or more project variants requiring analysis at an equal level of detail as the 
proposed project.  



 Substantial changes in the project, circumstances under which the project is to be undertaken, and/or new 
information of substantial importance to the project which arises following publication of the Draft SEIR 
necessitating a recirculation of the Draft SEIR as determined by the OCII, EP and the City. 
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 Responses to public comments received on the Draft SEIR require major new analysis, including field 
measurement or any kind of modeling. 



 Recirculation of the SEIR is required by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as a result of an appeal of 
SEIR certification and the certification determination is not upheld. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE 



 











ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 148 days Tue 7/8/14 Thu 1/29/15



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 6 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/27/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 2 wks Tue 10/28/14 Mon 11/10/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 4 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/8/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 4 days Tue 12/9/14 Fri 12/12/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Mon 12/15/14 Mon 12/15/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period (extended due to holidays) 45 edays Mon 12/15/14 Thu 1/29/15 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Wed 1/14/15 Wed 1/14/15 8FF+23 days



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 4 wks Tue 10/21/14 Mon 11/17/14 18



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



7/8



12/15



1/14
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4/30
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Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 20, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0819
Date: Wed 8/20/14








			MB Blocks 29-32 Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.pdf


			Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR


			Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


			Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


			Task 3 – Data Collection


			Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


			Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


			Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


			Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


			Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


			Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


			Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


			Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


			Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


			Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


			Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts





			Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


			Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


			Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


			Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


			Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


			Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments



















From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 9:50:00 AM
Attachments: Proposed SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_082014_without Cost Estimate.pdf


Is it usual that we don’t see the budget, but the applicant does?  Just curious…..
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:47 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
 
Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
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:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com
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August 20, 2014 
 
 
To: Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080 
San Francisco, CA 94105 



 
Cc: (without cost estimate)  
 Catherine Reilly, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
 Chris Kern, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event 



Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
 



Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a scope of work for environmental review services for 
the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center and mixed-use development in Mission Bay at Blocks 
29-32 (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 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(Subsequent EIR) is required, and that the SEIR will be tiered from the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR 
(Mission Bay FSEIR). 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. OCII and EP have reviewed and approved a preliminary version of 
this scope of work, and this scope of work incorporates all of their comments as well as further details that were 
discussed at the July 30, 2014 meeting at the Planning Department; this scope of work also incorporates previous 
input provided by the Project Sponsor.  
 
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 about 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, 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. 



Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed tasks, major deliverables and associated costs to conduct the 
environmental services for the project. A proposed budget summary for the services, broken down by firm and 
task, is presented in Attachment C, as is a detailed breakdown by individual staff.1  Key CEQA work 
assumptions used to develop the scope of work are included in Attachment D. A preliminary proposed schedule  



                                                      
1  Please note the cost estimate for the transportation subconsultants includes certain incurred and already invoiced charges from Fehr and 



Peers, as well as other incurred but not-yet-invoiced charges from Fehr and Peers, Adavant and LCW. 
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showing all key milestones through the publication of the Draft SEIR is included in Attachment E.  The 
proposed schedule reflects “standard” review times for City staff. 



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 and be actively involved during the entirety of the EIR 
process. 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, Gary, and/or Paul will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project as directed by 
OCII or EP. 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 within their particular specialty and experience, 
appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SEIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, 
Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise 
(LBE)-certified by the City’s Contract Monitoring Division. 



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 the Mission Bay development 
program. 
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The proposed event center 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.  
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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. The project 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 currently operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, 
respectively).  



The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 747,000 
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 for use during 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. OCII indicates modifications to 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 
Subsequent 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. Section 15168(c)(1) 
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) of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that 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 
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before. Thus, for the GSW project, ESA proposes to prepare an Initial Study, which will focus the EIR, and a 
Subsequent EIR that tiers off of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  



Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Subsequent EIR for the GSW project 
in Mission Bay will focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: 
Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues 
associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding); in addition, the SEIR could potentially include detailed 
analyses of Utilities (water and wastewater) and 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(d), 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 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 Attend 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. ESA will prepare an administrative draft NOP for review and comment by OCII, 
EP, and the project sponsor; and will then respond to and incorporate all comments into a screencheck draft NOP 
for a second round of review, prior to finalizing the NOP for publication. The City has also requested preparation 
of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study under Task 2, below. 



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 and Initial Study as requested by the City EP 
and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute up to 250 copies of the NOP, and up to 30 copies of the 
NOP/IS, plus up to 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 and help facilitate 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 Initial Study, and provide this summary to the City. 



Task 2. Prepare Initial Study 



The City has requested preparation of an 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 
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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 Section 15162; 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 
 Aesthetics 
 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 



 
ESA will prepare an Initial Study on the new event center, using current significance criteria and the existing 
conditions (2014) as the baseline, but using the modified checklist and answering questions asking whether the 
event center would have new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The Initial Study will first summarize how each of the topics listed 
above (with the exception of Aesthetics) were addressed for the Mission Bay plan as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 
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 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. Topics for which no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts are identified do not need to be studied in the Subsequent EIR—presumably, those resource areas listed 
above. 



With respect to Aesthetics, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. 
The eligibility of the proposed project under SB 743 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 Initial Study or the SEIR, but the Initial Study 
will provide the rationale for focusing this issue out. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or 
inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or the SEIR. 



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, 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. Rather, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be 
addressed in full detail in the SEIR. 



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 might merit a 
more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be 
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addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, some of 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 Subsequent EIR #1 



ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft Subsequent 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 Subsequent EIR.  



The SEIR will use the same approach to the impact analysis as the Initial Study, i.e., using current significance 
criteria and the existing conditions as the baseline. The SEIR will also summarize how each of the topics 
requiring further analysis were addressed for the Mission Bay project as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 in the 
Mission Bay FSEIR, describe any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and identify 
conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The SEIR will then provide a qualitative comparison of the 
conclusions of the current impact analysis against conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The analysis will 
identify any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as well as 
any new or substantially different mitigation measures from those previously analyzed, as appropriate.  



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 analysis (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 SEIR sections. Nevertheless, 
working together with the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s in-house technical experts will prepare the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SEIR, while the sponsor's consultants will provide the 
technical supporting documentation for use in the EIR appendices as appropriate. 



The key topics to be covered in the SEIR and their associated scope are summarized below: 
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 Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SEIR and how it 
relates to the Mission Bay FSEIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments 
received during the scoping period. The Introduction will also include a summary of the Mission Bay 
redevelopment project and development program analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it relates to the 
proposed GSW project on Blocks 29 to 32.  



 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 SEIR 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 as provided by the Project Sponsor. As described above, the project description will not include any 
visual simulations of the project. 



ESA will prepare and submit a preliminary draft project description for review and comment prior to ADSEIR 
#1 to ensure that the impact analysis in ADSEIR #1 is based on consistent and approved project description 
assumptions. Upon receipt and resolution of comments received on the preliminary draft project description, it 
is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description. ESA will then revise 
the project description based on this first round of review, and submit the revised project description as part of 
ADSEIR #1. 



 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, and other 
applicable plans (e.g., 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 be 
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). 



 Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work for Adavant 
Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Fehr and Peers. As indicated in Attachment C, the City has formally 
approved this scope of work.  ESA’s in-house transportation analyst would conduct a QA/QC as part of a 
focused review of all transportation deliverables.  



 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 pile-driving 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 at Blocks 29 to 32. 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; 











 



Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors 
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 



10 



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, such as the Mission Bay 
Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement. 



 Air Quality (including potential Health Risk Assessment option) — 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, 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 section of the Subsequent EIR. 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. 



Optional Task: Support Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Prepare Impact Discussion. Because the 
project site is not located in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, it is currently assumed that a project 
specific health risk assessment (HRA) will not be needed for the Subsequent EIR. However, in the event 
that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part 
of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work, and it would include 
coordination with the project sponsor and Environ—who would conduct the HRA and provide results to 
ESA—for consistency in project understanding and analysis methodology as well as preparation of the air 
quality impact sections related to health risks. 



 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 greenhouse gas emissions, and 
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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 SB 743. 



 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 
collaborate with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, 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, rather than 
conduct a peer review, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR Wind 
section using 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 in 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 
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rise inundation maps available for the project area, including the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission's (SFPUC) recently published sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay 
shoreline. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design flood level for the project site taking into 
consideration 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 flood 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 flood impacts. 



 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 project-specific 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. This scope of work assumes that 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. 



 Alternatives — The SEIR will tier off the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as 
analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the SEIR. This scope of work assumes the SEIR 
alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently, approved development on Blocks 
29 to 32) and one other alternative (likely to be a reduced intensity alternative); these alternatives will be 
analyzed qualitatively. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail, although alternative locations 
considered and rejected (such as Piers 30-32) will be discussed.  



Optional Task: Quantitative Analysis of Alternatives. If directed by OCII and EP, ESA will conduct a 
quantitative for one or more EIR topics, including but not limited, to, transportation, air quality, and/or noise. 



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. 
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ESA will submit ADSEIR #1 to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor for review and comment in electronic format 
only. It is assumed that EP will then provide a consolidated set of non-conflicting comments in electronic format 
to ESA for use in preparing ADSEIR #2. 



Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft Subsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft Subsequent EIR  



This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative 
Draft Subsequent 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. ADSEIR #2 will also include the first draft of the Summary chapter of the SEIR. 



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. ESA will submit ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR in 
electronic format only. 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 up to 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus up to 200 CDs and up to 
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 
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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, Notice of Determination, and Consolidated Final SEIR 



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. It is also assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees. 



Following certification of the Final SEIR, ESA will prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD), and it is 
assumed the City will file the NOD. Following the 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. ESA will print 10 hard copies 
of the consolidated Final SEIR and 20 CDs. 



Optional Task: Appeal Support. ESA will provide support services to OCII and EP in the event of an appeal of 
the SEIR certification. ESA would 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.  



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 as needed, but not more frequently than 
monthly, and will update milestone status at each regular weekly CEQA team meeting.  



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 
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(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 
review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. Further, 
it is assumed that ESA will be responsible for assembling and organizing the references and materials developed 
specifically for the SEIR, but that if required, the City would be responsible for providing the administrative 
record associated with the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR (including associated addenda) and/or the 1990 Mission Bay 
Final Environmental Impact Report in the appropriate format suitable for posting.  



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 
developed specifically for the SEIR 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. 



Conclusion 



In summary, the ESA team appreciates the opportunity to participate in this critically important project on behalf 
of GSW and the City. We appreciate your expeditious response to this request, as we continue working with you 
and the City on a fast-track schedule with the objective of publishing the Draft SEIR in March of 2015 (see 
Attachment E for a preliminary schedule). Please don’t hesitate to contact me, Karl Heisler, or Paul Mitchell if 
you have any questions or require any further information on this contract modification request.  
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Sincerely, 



 
Gary W. Oates 
President 
 
 
 
 
Attachment A:  Transportation Scope of Work and Budget 
Attachment B:  Administrative Record and SB 743 Compliance Support 
Attachment C:  Proposed Budget Summary, by Consultant and Task 
Attachment D:  Assumptions for Environmental Services for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



Project in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
Attachment E:  Preliminary Schedule 











 



Preliminary Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed 
Golden State Warriors Event Center Development in Mission Bay 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 
Page A-1 



 



ATTACHMENT A 
ADAVANT / LCW / FEHR & PEERS  



TRANSPORTATION SCOPE OF WORK AND BUDGET 











SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



www.sfplanning.org  
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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  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         



Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1     



 1 
 



2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



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 24 



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 
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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 
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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. 



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. 
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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  



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. 



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: 
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• 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 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
Event Center at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32  August 13, 2014 
2012.0718E – Final Transportation Scope of Work Page 8 



 



• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  
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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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  
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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. 











 



Preliminary Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed 
Golden State Warriors Event Center Development in Mission Bay 



 



Clarke Miller 
August 20, 2014 
Page B-1 



 



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. 



It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project will begin with the GSW's submittal of the Environmental 
Evaluation (EE) Application or equivalent form 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. 
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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 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)). 
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 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)). 











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



A B C D E F G H I J K L



Topic Category Date Received/Sent Document Date Recipient(s)/ Affiliation
Author/ 
Affiliation



Document Name Document Subject Number of Pages
Document/ 
Media Type



Bates 
Numbers



Digital File 
Name



Other 
Notes



PDF Emails and documents are categorized by topic.  This column identifies the 
date the document was 
received or sent.



This is the date 
shown on the 
document.



This identifies the recipient 
of the document.



This identifies the 
author of the 
document.



This column identifies the title of the 
document or PDF Email attachment. If 
an PDF Email does not include an 
attachment, the entry will be blank.



This column identifies 
the subject(s) of the 
document using key 
words



This identifies the 
number of pages in the 
document.



This identifies the 
entry's document 
type or media 
format.



A unique bates 
range will identify 
each entry



This identifies name 
of the digital file 
associated with the 
entry.  All 
documents saved in 
pdf format



     e.g., Notice of Preparation, Draft SEIR, Responses to Comments, Notice of Determination, CEQA Findings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, etc.



    e.g., Applicable memos, correspondence and other miscellaneous information related to application (such as technical reports related to GHG analysis, correspondence with CARB, approval from Governor's Office, etc.)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with  NOP (through publication)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with non‐technical SEIR sections (e.g., Introduction, etc.)



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Project Description



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Plans and Policies



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Land Use



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Population and Housing



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Cultural and Paleontological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Transportation and Circulation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Noise and Vibration



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Air Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Greenhouse Gases



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Wind and Shadow



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Recreation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Utilties and Service Systems



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Biological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Geology and Soils



15   IS/SEIR ‐ Utilities and Service Systems (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



16  IS/SEIR ‐ Biological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



17  IS/SEIR  ‐ Geology and Soils (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



10   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Noise and Vibration (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



11   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Air Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



12   IS/SEIR ‐ Greenhouse Gases (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



13   IS/SEIR ‐ Wind and Shadow (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



14   IS/SEIR  ‐ Recreation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



00  Final Key Documents



01   SB 743



02  Notice of Preparation (NOP) 



03   SEIR ‐ General (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



04   IS/SEIR ‐ Project Description (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



05   SEIR ‐ Plans and Policies (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



06   IS/EIR ‐ Land Use (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



07   IS/EIR ‐ Population and Housing (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



08  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



09  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Transportation and Circulation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIRHydrology and Water Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Mineral and Energy Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Agriculture Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with Other CEQA Issues (Growth Inducement, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Significant and Irreversible Changes, and Areas of Known Controversy



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with EIR Alternatives



    Agency, Public and Organization Scoping Comments Received in Response to NOP



    Agency, Public and Organization Comments on Draft EIR



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with multiple EIR topics 



    e.g., Agenda, Minutes, from Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with potential EIR appeal, and appeal response



32    Permits 



20   IS/EIR‐ Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



21   IS/SEIR  ‐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



22   IS/SEIR ‐ Mineral and Energy Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



23   IS/SEIR‐ Agriculture and Forest Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



25   SEIR ‐ Alternatives (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



24   SEIR EIR ‐ Other CEQA Issues (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



30  SEIR Appeal



28   Correspondence ‐ General 



26   NOP Scoping Comments



27   Comments on Draft SEIR 



29   Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings
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ATTACHMENT D 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FOR THE  



EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN  
MISSION BAY AT BLOCKS 29-32 



Key CEQA Work Scope Assumptions 



There shall be a presumption against the need for change orders requested by ESA during preparation of the 
SEIR. ESA and its team members acknowledge that certain details and features of the project are still being 
resolved and refined but agree that such changes will not constitute the need for change orders unless such 
changes constitute a fundamental change in the overall scope and character of the project and associated CEQA 
services. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “fundamental changes” means changes of at least the 
following scope and magnitude: 
 
 The schedule for SEIR completion and certification changes significantly (i.e., more than one month from 



any of the key milestone dates) and for reasons outside ESA’s control from that set forth in the schedule. 



 Directives from the OCII and/or the San Francisco Planning Department for expanded and/or additional 
analyses clearly beyond that specified in this Scope of Services. This would include but not be limited to, 
potential detailed or quantitative analysis for any environmental topics originally assumed to addressed in 
lesser detail, or expanded or new analysis, whether quantitative or otherwise, for environmental topics being 
qualitatively analyzed. 



 Requirement to conduct any of the Optional Tasks described in the Scope of Work but not authorized under 
the Agreement. Addition of any of the Optional Tasks may be subject to further scope and budget 
refinement. 



 Substantial modification of the currently proposed project site development plan from that set forth in the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 



 Substantial additional issues requiring new analysis as a result of public scoping and/or presentations to 
City agencies and as directed by OCII or the San Francisco Planning Department. 



 More detailed alternatives analysis in the SEIR including but not limited to: (1) need for quantitative impact 
analysis for any resource topics; (2) one or more additional alternatives requiring detailed analysis (beyond 
the No Project alternative and one reduced intensity alternative): (3) addition of an off-site alternative for 
detailed analysis. 



 The inclusion in the SEIR of one or more project variants requiring analysis at an equal level of detail as the 
proposed project.  



 Substantial changes in the project, circumstances under which the project is to be undertaken, and/or new 
information of substantial importance to the project which arises following publication of the Draft SEIR 
necessitating a recirculation of the Draft SEIR as determined by the OCII, EP and the City. 
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 Responses to public comments received on the Draft SEIR require major new analysis, including field 
measurement or any kind of modeling. 



 Recirculation of the SEIR is required by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as a result of an appeal of 
SEIR certification and the certification determination is not upheld. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE 



 











ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 148 days Tue 7/8/14 Thu 1/29/15



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 6 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/27/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 2 wks Tue 10/28/14 Mon 11/10/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 4 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/8/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 4 days Tue 12/9/14 Fri 12/12/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Mon 12/15/14 Mon 12/15/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period (extended due to holidays) 45 edays Mon 12/15/14 Thu 1/29/15 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Wed 1/14/15 Wed 1/14/15 8FF+23 days



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 4 wks Tue 10/21/14 Mon 11/17/14 18



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



7/8



12/15



1/14



3/25



4/30



7/6 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/10 8/17 8/24 8/31 9/7 9/14 9/21 9/28 10/510/1210/1910/2611/2 11/911/1611/2311/3012/712/1412/2112/28 1/4 1/11 1/18 1/25 2/1 2/8 2/15 2/22 3/1 3/8 3/15 3/22 3/29 4/5 4/12 4/19 4/26 5/3 5/10 5/
y August September October November December January February March April May
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			MB Blocks 29-32 Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.pdf


			Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR
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			Task 3 – Data Collection
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			Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


			Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


			Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


			Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


			Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments



















From: Laura Tam
To: Joe LaClair
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hamalian, Seth
Subject: Re: Mission Bay tour for ULI
Date: Monday, August 25, 2014 12:22:14 PM


Joe, just to clarify - the tour is 3 hours start to finish. This includes the bussing to
and from the Hyatt & Mission Bay. Elliot Stein at ULI suggested 1/2 hour on each
end for the transportation, leaving about an hour each for the Mission Bay bus tour
and the Mission Creek walk.
thanks
Laura


On Fri, Aug 22, 2014 at 3:00 PM, Joe LaClair <joel@bcdc.ca.gov> wrote:
That sounds reasonable to me. Laura and I discussed some talking points yesterday, where we would
cover the Mission Creek Project (10 min. Laura) and the Adapting to Rising Tides Project (Joe 10 min.)
leaving y'all some time to talk about the nearby project elements, and with walking time, that sounds
like an hour.


Joe


From: Catherine Reilly <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Laura Tam <ltam@spur.org>, Seth Hamalian <SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com>
Cc: Joe LaClair <joel@bcdc.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: Mission Bay tour for ULI


Thanks, Laura. 


Seth – I would love your input in suggested routes as you have this down.  My thought would be
to shorten the driving part – say 30-45 minutes and drop off at the end Berry near the sports
courts to then walk east towards the ballpark (give that an hour).  We can shorten the walk, if the


driving takes longer, by dropping folks off at the 5th Street cut through and walking from there).


 


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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Laura Tam [mailto:ltam@spur.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 11:29 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hamalian, Seth
Cc: Joe LaClair
Subject: Mission Bay tour for ULI


 


Hi Catherine and Seth,


 


I'm writing to see if you could propose an itinerary for the ULI tour on 9/3. Here is a description of the
program on ULI's website, and below a suggested rough agenda developed by me and Elliot Stein at ULI.
As Catherine and I discussed yesterday, it is probably ideal to show people a lot of the area by coach as
at least 40 people have already signed up and it is hard to move that many people on/off the bus. I
learned this morning that the bus is a coach that holds 50 people and has a microphone.


 


The ULI tour folks would like to be able to give the bus driver a route, and ideally, if we could figure out
where the bus could pull over to let people out, they would like to know that too. Would you be able to
send something by next Wednesday?


 


Joe, you and I should discuss how we will present the Mission Creek Project and what we should show
people along the promenade. 


 


thanks


Laura


 


Preliminary Itinerary (revised by Elliot, 8/12/14)


 


1:00-1:30 Depart Hyatt Regency and travel along the Embarcadero to Mission Bay. Talk about the Port
and how the waterfront has been developed and redeveloped and its resiliency challenges *Note: we
should try to identify someone from the Port of SF to join us for this portion 
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1:30-2:45 Bus Tour of Mission Bay. Informational presentation about Mission Bay, see the Warriors &
Mission Rock sites, Pier 70, UCSF, discuss resiliency practices, seismic, public infrastructure & parks
 Speakers: Seth Hamalian and Catherine Reilly.  


 


2:45-3:45 Bus drops everyone off at Mission Creek nr 3rd.  Park, stop and talk about vulnerability of
Mission Creek and potential solutions. Speakers: Laura Tam and Joe LaClair. Then walk up along the
north side of the creek to complete the walking part of the tour.


 


3:45 Pick up at [AT&T Park?] for bus transport back to hotel by 4:00.


 


 


--


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 >>


-- 
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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From: Karl Heisler
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,


Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:04:19 AM
Attachments: GSW_14-0827_Tasks-only.pdf


GSW_14-0827_Full.pdf


I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
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 ID  Task Name  Duration  Start  Finish  Predecessors  Resource Names
 1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14
2 CEQA Process Kick‐off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14
3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2
4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2
5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS‐1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4
6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5
7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6
8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7
9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8
10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9
11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays
12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15
14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14
16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16
18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks
19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk
20 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17
21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: Exte6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20
22 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21
23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15
24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23
25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24
26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days
27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26
28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27
29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days
30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays
32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays
33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 104 days Tue 5/12/15 Fri 10/2/15 32
35 Review comments and strategize on responses 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32
36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32
37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/22/15 32
38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/23/15 Mon 8/3/15 37
39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 2 wks Tue 8/4/15 Mon 8/17/15 38
40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 4 wks Tue 8/18/15 Mon 9/14/15 39
41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Tue 9/15/15 Thu 9/17/15 40
42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Fri 9/18/15 Fri 9/18/15 41
43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 1 wk Tue 9/15/15 Mon 9/21/15 40
44 SEIR Certification 2 wks Mon 9/21/15 Fri 10/2/15 42



GSW_14‐0827.mpp



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 27, 2014)













ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 104 days Tue 5/12/15 Fri 10/2/15 32



35 Review comments and strategize on responses 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32



36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32



37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/22/15 32



38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/23/15 Mon 8/3/15 37



39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 2 wks Tue 8/4/15 Mon 8/17/15 38



40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 4 wks Tue 8/18/15 Mon 9/14/15 39



41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Tue 9/15/15 Thu 9/17/15 40



42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Fri 9/18/15 Fri 9/18/15 41



43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 1 wk Tue 9/15/15 Mon 9/21/15 40



44 SEIR Certification 2 wks Mon 9/21/15 Fri 10/2/15 42
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From: Karl Heisler
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,


Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:04:26 AM
Attachments: GSW_14-0827_Tasks-only.pdf


GSW_14-0827_Full.pdf


I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
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 ID  Task Name  Duration  Start  Finish  Predecessors  Resource Names
 1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14
2 CEQA Process Kick‐off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14
3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2
4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2
5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS‐1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4
6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5
7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6
8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7
9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8
10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9
11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays
12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15
14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14
16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16
18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks
19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk
20 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17
21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: Exte6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20
22 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21
23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15
24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23
25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24
26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days
27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26
28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27
29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days
30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays
32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays
33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 104 days Tue 5/12/15 Fri 10/2/15 32
35 Review comments and strategize on responses 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32
36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32
37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/22/15 32
38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/23/15 Mon 8/3/15 37
39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 2 wks Tue 8/4/15 Mon 8/17/15 38
40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 4 wks Tue 8/18/15 Mon 9/14/15 39
41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Tue 9/15/15 Thu 9/17/15 40
42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Fri 9/18/15 Fri 9/18/15 41
43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 1 wk Tue 9/15/15 Mon 9/21/15 40
44 SEIR Certification 2 wks Mon 9/21/15 Fri 10/2/15 42
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays
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13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 104 days Tue 5/12/15 Fri 10/2/15 32



35 Review comments and strategize on responses 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32



36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 1 wk Tue 5/12/15 Mon 5/18/15 32



37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/22/15 32



38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/23/15 Mon 8/3/15 37



39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 2 wks Tue 8/4/15 Mon 8/17/15 38



40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 4 wks Tue 8/18/15 Mon 9/14/15 39



41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Tue 9/15/15 Thu 9/17/15 40



42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Fri 9/18/15 Fri 9/18/15 41



43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 1 wk Tue 9/15/15 Mon 9/21/15 40



44 SEIR Certification 2 wks Mon 9/21/15 Fri 10/2/15 42
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 2:44:10 PM
Attachments: Proposed SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_082014_without Cost Estimate.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/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:47 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
 
Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
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:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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August 20, 2014 
 
 
To: Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080 
San Francisco, CA 94105 



 
Cc: (without cost estimate)  
 Catherine Reilly, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
 Chris Kern, San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division 
 
 
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event 



Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32 
 



Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a scope of work for environmental review services for 
the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center and mixed-use development in Mission Bay at Blocks 
29-32 (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 Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(Subsequent EIR) is required, and that the SEIR will be tiered from the 1998 Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR 
(Mission Bay FSEIR). 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. OCII and EP have reviewed and approved a preliminary version of 
this scope of work, and this scope of work incorporates all of their comments as well as further details that were 
discussed at the July 30, 2014 meeting at the Planning Department; this scope of work also incorporates previous 
input provided by the Project Sponsor.  
 
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 about 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, 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. 



Table 1 presents a summary of the proposed tasks, major deliverables and associated costs to conduct the 
environmental services for the project. A proposed budget summary for the services, broken down by firm and 
task, is presented in Attachment C, as is a detailed breakdown by individual staff.1  Key CEQA work 
assumptions used to develop the scope of work are included in Attachment D. A preliminary proposed schedule  



                                                      
1  Please note the cost estimate for the transportation subconsultants includes certain incurred and already invoiced charges from Fehr and 



Peers, as well as other incurred but not-yet-invoiced charges from Fehr and Peers, Adavant and LCW. 
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showing all key milestones through the publication of the Draft SEIR is included in Attachment E.  The 
proposed schedule reflects “standard” review times for City staff. 



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 and be actively involved during the entirety of the EIR 
process. 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, Gary, and/or Paul will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project as directed by 
OCII or EP. 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 within their particular specialty and experience, 
appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SEIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, 
Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise 
(LBE)-certified by the City’s Contract Monitoring Division. 



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 the Mission Bay development 
program. 
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The proposed event center 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.  
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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. The project 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 currently operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, 
respectively).  



The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 747,000 
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 for use during 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. OCII indicates modifications to 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 
Subsequent 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. Section 15168(c)(1) 
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) of the CEQA Guidelines 
indicates that 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 
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before. Thus, for the GSW project, ESA proposes to prepare an Initial Study, which will focus the EIR, and a 
Subsequent EIR that tiers off of the Mission Bay FSEIR.  



Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Subsequent EIR for the GSW project 
in Mission Bay will focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: 
Transportation, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues 
associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding); in addition, the SEIR could potentially include detailed 
analyses of Utilities (water and wastewater) and 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 CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(d), 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 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 Attend 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. ESA will prepare an administrative draft NOP for review and comment by OCII, 
EP, and the project sponsor; and will then respond to and incorporate all comments into a screencheck draft NOP 
for a second round of review, prior to finalizing the NOP for publication. The City has also requested preparation 
of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study under Task 2, below. 



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 and Initial Study as requested by the City EP 
and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute up to 250 copies of the NOP, and up to 30 copies of the 
NOP/IS, plus up to 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 and help facilitate 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 Initial Study, and provide this summary to the City. 



Task 2. Prepare Initial Study 



The City has requested preparation of an 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 
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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 Section 15162; 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 
 Aesthetics 
 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 



 
ESA will prepare an Initial Study on the new event center, using current significance criteria and the existing 
conditions (2014) as the baseline, but using the modified checklist and answering questions asking whether the 
event center would have new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. The Initial Study will first summarize how each of the topics listed 
above (with the exception of Aesthetics) were addressed for the Mission Bay plan as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 
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 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. Topics for which no new or substantially more severe significant 
impacts are identified do not need to be studied in the Subsequent EIR—presumably, those resource areas listed 
above. 



With respect to Aesthetics, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. 
The eligibility of the proposed project under SB 743 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 Initial Study or the SEIR, but the Initial Study 
will provide the rationale for focusing this issue out. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or 
inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in either the Initial Study or the SEIR. 



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, 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. Rather, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be 
addressed in full detail in the SEIR. 



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 might merit a 
more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be 
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addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, some of 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 Subsequent EIR #1 



ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft Subsequent 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 Subsequent EIR.  



The SEIR will use the same approach to the impact analysis as the Initial Study, i.e., using current significance 
criteria and the existing conditions as the baseline. The SEIR will also summarize how each of the topics 
requiring further analysis were addressed for the Mission Bay project as it related to Blocks 29 to 32 in the 
Mission Bay FSEIR, describe any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and identify 
conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The SEIR will then provide a qualitative comparison of the 
conclusions of the current impact analysis against conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The analysis will 
identify any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR as well as 
any new or substantially different mitigation measures from those previously analyzed, as appropriate.  



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 analysis (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 SEIR sections. Nevertheless, 
working together with the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s in-house technical experts will prepare the Air Quality, 
Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SEIR, while the sponsor's consultants will provide the 
technical supporting documentation for use in the EIR appendices as appropriate. 



The key topics to be covered in the SEIR and their associated scope are summarized below: 
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 Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SEIR and how it 
relates to the Mission Bay FSEIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments 
received during the scoping period. The Introduction will also include a summary of the Mission Bay 
redevelopment project and development program analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it relates to the 
proposed GSW project on Blocks 29 to 32.  



 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 SEIR 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 as provided by the Project Sponsor. As described above, the project description will not include any 
visual simulations of the project. 



ESA will prepare and submit a preliminary draft project description for review and comment prior to ADSEIR 
#1 to ensure that the impact analysis in ADSEIR #1 is based on consistent and approved project description 
assumptions. Upon receipt and resolution of comments received on the preliminary draft project description, it 
is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description. ESA will then revise 
the project description based on this first round of review, and submit the revised project description as part of 
ADSEIR #1. 



 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, and other 
applicable plans (e.g., 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 be 
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). 



 Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work for Adavant 
Consulting, LCW Consulting, and Fehr and Peers. As indicated in Attachment C, the City has formally 
approved this scope of work.  ESA’s in-house transportation analyst would conduct a QA/QC as part of a 
focused review of all transportation deliverables.  



 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 pile-driving 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 at Blocks 29 to 32. 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; 
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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, such as the Mission Bay 
Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement. 



 Air Quality (including potential Health Risk Assessment option) — 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, 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 section of the Subsequent EIR. 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. 



Optional Task: Support Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Prepare Impact Discussion. Because the 
project site is not located in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, it is currently assumed that a project 
specific health risk assessment (HRA) will not be needed for the Subsequent EIR. However, in the event 
that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved 
development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant 
Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part 
of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work, and it would include 
coordination with the project sponsor and Environ—who would conduct the HRA and provide results to 
ESA—for consistency in project understanding and analysis methodology as well as preparation of the air 
quality impact sections related to health risks. 



 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 greenhouse gas emissions, and 
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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 SB 743. 



 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 
collaborate with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, 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, rather than 
conduct a peer review, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR Wind 
section using 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 in 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 
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rise inundation maps available for the project area, including the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission's (SFPUC) recently published sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay 
shoreline. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design flood level for the project site taking into 
consideration 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 flood 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 flood impacts. 



 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 project-specific 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. This scope of work assumes that 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. 



 Alternatives — The SEIR will tier off the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as 
analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the SEIR. This scope of work assumes the SEIR 
alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently, approved development on Blocks 
29 to 32) and one other alternative (likely to be a reduced intensity alternative); these alternatives will be 
analyzed qualitatively. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail, although alternative locations 
considered and rejected (such as Piers 30-32) will be discussed.  



Optional Task: Quantitative Analysis of Alternatives. If directed by OCII and EP, ESA will conduct a 
quantitative for one or more EIR topics, including but not limited, to, transportation, air quality, and/or noise. 



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. 
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ESA will submit ADSEIR #1 to OCII, EP, and the project sponsor for review and comment in electronic format 
only. It is assumed that EP will then provide a consolidated set of non-conflicting comments in electronic format 
to ESA for use in preparing ADSEIR #2. 



Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft Subsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft Subsequent EIR  



This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative 
Draft Subsequent 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. ADSEIR #2 will also include the first draft of the Summary chapter of the SEIR. 



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. ESA will submit ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR in 
electronic format only. 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 up to 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus up to 200 CDs and up to 
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 
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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, Notice of Determination, and Consolidated Final SEIR 



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. It is also assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, 
including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees. 



Following certification of the Final SEIR, ESA will prepare the Notice of Determination (NOD), and it is 
assumed the City will file the NOD. Following the 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. ESA will print 10 hard copies 
of the consolidated Final SEIR and 20 CDs. 



Optional Task: Appeal Support. ESA will provide support services to OCII and EP in the event of an appeal of 
the SEIR certification. ESA would 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.  



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 as needed, but not more frequently than 
monthly, and will update milestone status at each regular weekly CEQA team meeting.  



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 
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(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 
review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. Further, 
it is assumed that ESA will be responsible for assembling and organizing the references and materials developed 
specifically for the SEIR, but that if required, the City would be responsible for providing the administrative 
record associated with the 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR (including associated addenda) and/or the 1990 Mission Bay 
Final Environmental Impact Report in the appropriate format suitable for posting.  



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 
developed specifically for the SEIR 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. 



Conclusion 



In summary, the ESA team appreciates the opportunity to participate in this critically important project on behalf 
of GSW and the City. We appreciate your expeditious response to this request, as we continue working with you 
and the City on a fast-track schedule with the objective of publishing the Draft SEIR in March of 2015 (see 
Attachment E for a preliminary schedule). Please don’t hesitate to contact me, Karl Heisler, or Paul Mitchell if 
you have any questions or require any further information on this contract modification request.  
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Sincerely, 



 
Gary W. Oates 
President 
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ATTACHMENT A 
ADAVANT / LCW / FEHR & PEERS  



TRANSPORTATION SCOPE OF WORK AND BUDGET 











SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



TRANSPORTATION STUDY 
SCOPE OF WORK 



A CKNO WL ED GEMEN T A ND APPRO VA  



Date: August 19, 2014 



Transmittal To: LCW and Adavant Consultants, Transportation Consultants 



The proposed scope of work for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development on Mission Bay Redevelopment Area Blocks 29-32, dated August 2014 is hereby 



Z 	Approved as submitted 



Approved as revised and resubmitted 



LII 	Approved subject to comments below 



Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 



Signed: 
Transportation Planne 	 Environmental Review Pler 



Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the 
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the 
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in 
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to 
accommodate such additional issues. 



1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 



Reception: 



415.558.6378 



Fax: 



415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



415.558.6377 



www.sfplanning.org  
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LCW Consulting 
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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  



Final: August 13, 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. 
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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. 
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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 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game 



w/out 
SF 



Giants 
Game 



with  
SF 



Giants 
Game  



Existing Scenarios         



Existing  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



Project Scenarios         



Existing + Project w/out events at 
arena 1     



 1 
 



2 



Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 



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 24 



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 
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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 
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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. 



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. 
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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  



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. 



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: 
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• 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 
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• 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 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 
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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 
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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.  
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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)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. 



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 



                                                      
 



1 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. 
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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.  
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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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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. 



It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project will begin with the GSW's submittal of the Environmental 
Evaluation (EE) Application or equivalent form 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. 
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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 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)). 
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 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)). 











TABLE 1
SAMPLE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX



A B C D E F G H I J K L



Topic Category Date Received/Sent Document Date Recipient(s)/ Affiliation
Author/ 
Affiliation



Document Name Document Subject Number of Pages
Document/ 
Media Type



Bates 
Numbers



Digital File 
Name



Other 
Notes



PDF Emails and documents are categorized by topic.  This column identifies the 
date the document was 
received or sent.



This is the date 
shown on the 
document.



This identifies the recipient 
of the document.



This identifies the 
author of the 
document.



This column identifies the title of the 
document or PDF Email attachment. If 
an PDF Email does not include an 
attachment, the entry will be blank.



This column identifies 
the subject(s) of the 
document using key 
words



This identifies the 
number of pages in the 
document.



This identifies the 
entry's document 
type or media 
format.



A unique bates 
range will identify 
each entry



This identifies name 
of the digital file 
associated with the 
entry.  All 
documents saved in 
pdf format



     e.g., Notice of Preparation, Draft SEIR, Responses to Comments, Notice of Determination, CEQA Findings, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, etc.



    e.g., Applicable memos, correspondence and other miscellaneous information related to application (such as technical reports related to GHG analysis, correspondence with CARB, approval from Governor's Office, etc.)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with  NOP (through publication)



    e.g.,  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with non‐technical SEIR sections (e.g., Introduction, etc.)



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Project Description



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with SEIR Plans and Policies



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Land Use



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Population and Housing



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Cultural and Paleontological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Transportation and Circulation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Noise and Vibration



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Air Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Greenhouse Gases



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Wind and Shadow



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Recreation



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Utilties and Service Systems



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Biological Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Geology and Soils



15   IS/SEIR ‐ Utilities and Service Systems (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



16  IS/SEIR ‐ Biological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



17  IS/SEIR  ‐ Geology and Soils (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



10   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Noise and Vibration (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



11   IS/SEIR EIR ‐ Air Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



12   IS/SEIR ‐ Greenhouse Gases (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



13   IS/SEIR ‐ Wind and Shadow (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



14   IS/SEIR  ‐ Recreation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



00  Final Key Documents



01   SB 743



02  Notice of Preparation (NOP) 



03   SEIR ‐ General (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



04   IS/SEIR ‐ Project Description (Draft SEIR + Response to Comments)



05   SEIR ‐ Plans and Policies (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



06   IS/EIR ‐ Land Use (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



07   IS/EIR ‐ Population and Housing (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



08  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Cultural and Paleontological Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



09  IS/EIR EIR ‐ Transportation and Circulation (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)











TABLE 1
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    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIRHydrology and Water Quality



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Mineral and Energy Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with IS/SEIR Agriculture Resources



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with Other CEQA Issues (Growth Inducement, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts, Significant and Irreversible Changes, and Areas of Known Controversy



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with EIR Alternatives



    Agency, Public and Organization Scoping Comments Received in Response to NOP



    Agency, Public and Organization Comments on Draft EIR



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with multiple EIR topics 



    e.g., Agenda, Minutes, from Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings



    e.g.  Applicable email correspondence, memos, and other miscellaneous information associated with potential EIR appeal, and appeal response



32    Permits 



20   IS/EIR‐ Hydrology and Water Quality (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



21   IS/SEIR  ‐ Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



22   IS/SEIR ‐ Mineral and Energy Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



23   IS/SEIR‐ Agriculture and Forest Resources (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



25   SEIR ‐ Alternatives (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



24   SEIR EIR ‐ Other CEQA Issues (Draft EIR + Response to Comments)



30  SEIR Appeal



28   Correspondence ‐ General 



26   NOP Scoping Comments



27   Comments on Draft SEIR 



29   Agency‐Sponsor Coordination Meetings
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ATTACHMENT D 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES FOR THE  



EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IN  
MISSION BAY AT BLOCKS 29-32 



Key CEQA Work Scope Assumptions 



There shall be a presumption against the need for change orders requested by ESA during preparation of the 
SEIR. ESA and its team members acknowledge that certain details and features of the project are still being 
resolved and refined but agree that such changes will not constitute the need for change orders unless such 
changes constitute a fundamental change in the overall scope and character of the project and associated CEQA 
services. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “fundamental changes” means changes of at least the 
following scope and magnitude: 
 
 The schedule for SEIR completion and certification changes significantly (i.e., more than one month from 



any of the key milestone dates) and for reasons outside ESA’s control from that set forth in the schedule. 



 Directives from the OCII and/or the San Francisco Planning Department for expanded and/or additional 
analyses clearly beyond that specified in this Scope of Services. This would include but not be limited to, 
potential detailed or quantitative analysis for any environmental topics originally assumed to addressed in 
lesser detail, or expanded or new analysis, whether quantitative or otherwise, for environmental topics being 
qualitatively analyzed. 



 Requirement to conduct any of the Optional Tasks described in the Scope of Work but not authorized under 
the Agreement. Addition of any of the Optional Tasks may be subject to further scope and budget 
refinement. 



 Substantial modification of the currently proposed project site development plan from that set forth in the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 



 Substantial additional issues requiring new analysis as a result of public scoping and/or presentations to 
City agencies and as directed by OCII or the San Francisco Planning Department. 



 More detailed alternatives analysis in the SEIR including but not limited to: (1) need for quantitative impact 
analysis for any resource topics; (2) one or more additional alternatives requiring detailed analysis (beyond 
the No Project alternative and one reduced intensity alternative): (3) addition of an off-site alternative for 
detailed analysis. 



 The inclusion in the SEIR of one or more project variants requiring analysis at an equal level of detail as the 
proposed project.  



 Substantial changes in the project, circumstances under which the project is to be undertaken, and/or new 
information of substantial importance to the project which arises following publication of the Draft SEIR 
necessitating a recirculation of the Draft SEIR as determined by the OCII, EP and the City. 
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 Responses to public comments received on the Draft SEIR require major new analysis, including field 
measurement or any kind of modeling. 



 Recirculation of the SEIR is required by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors as a result of an appeal of 
SEIR certification and the certification determination is not upheld. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE 



 











ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 148 days Tue 7/8/14 Thu 1/29/15



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 6 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/27/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 2 wks Tue 10/28/14 Mon 11/10/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 4 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/8/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 4 days Tue 12/9/14 Fri 12/12/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Mon 12/15/14 Mon 12/15/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period (extended due to holidays) 45 edays Mon 12/15/14 Thu 1/29/15 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Wed 1/14/15 Wed 1/14/15 8FF+23 days



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 4 wks Tue 10/21/14 Mon 11/17/14 18



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



7/8



12/15



1/14



3/25



4/30



7/6 7/13 7/20 7/27 8/3 8/10 8/17 8/24 8/31 9/7 9/14 9/21 9/28 10/510/1210/1910/2611/2 11/911/1611/2311/3012/712/1412/2112/28 1/4 1/11 1/18 1/25 2/1 2/8 2/15 2/22 3/1 3/8 3/15 3/22 3/29 4/5 4/12 4/19 4/26 5/3 5/10 5/
y August September October November December January February March April May
r 3, 2014 Qtr 4, 2014 Qtr 1, 2015 Qtr 2, 2015



Task



Split



Milestone



Summary



Project Summary
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External Milestone



Inactive Task



Inactive Milestone



Inactive Summary



Manual Task



Duration‐only



Manual Summary Rollup



Manual Summary



Start‐only



Finish‐only



Deadline



Progress
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Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 20, 2014)
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			Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


			Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR
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From: Joe LaClair
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Laura Tam; Hamalian, Seth
Subject: Re: Mission Bay tour for ULI
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 3:02:27 PM


That sounds reasonable to me. Laura and I discussed some talking points yesterday, where we would cover 
the Mission Creek Project (10 min. Laura) and the Adapting to Rising Tides Project (Joe 10 min.) leaving y'all 
some time to talk about the nearby project elements, and with walking time, that sounds like an hour.


Joe


From: Catherine Reilly <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Laura Tam <ltam@spur.org>, Seth Hamalian <SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com>
Cc: Joe LaClair <joel@bcdc.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: Mission Bay tour for ULI


Thanks, Laura. 


Seth – I would love your input in suggested routes as you have this down.  My thought would be to 
shorten the driving part – say 30-45 minutes and drop off at the end Berry near the sports courts to 
then walk east towards the ballpark (give that an hour).  We can shorten the walk, if the driving 


takes longer, by dropping folks off at the 5th Street cut through and walking from there).
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 
From: Laura Tam [mailto:ltam@spur.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 11:29 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hamalian, Seth
Cc: Joe LaClair
Subject: Mission Bay tour for ULI
 
Hi Catherine and Seth,
 
I'm writing to see if you could propose an itinerary for the ULI tour on 9/3. Here is a 
description of the program on ULI's website, and below a suggested rough agenda developed 
by me and Elliot Stein at ULI. As Catherine and I discussed yesterday, it is probably ideal to 
show people a lot of the area by coach as at least 40 people have already signed up and it is 
hard to move that many people on/off the bus. I learned this morning that the bus is a coach 
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that holds 50 people and has a microphone.
 
The ULI tour folks would like to be able to give the bus driver a route, and ideally, if we 
could figure out where the bus could pull over to let people out, they would like to know that 
too. Would you be able to send something by next Wednesday?
 
Joe, you and I should discuss how we will present the Mission Creek Project and what we 
should show people along the promenade. 
 
thanks
Laura


 
Preliminary Itinerary (revised by Elliot, 8/12/14)
 
1:00-1:30 Depart Hyatt Regency and travel along the Embarcadero to Mission Bay. Talk 
about the Port and how the waterfront has been developed and redeveloped and its resiliency 
challenges *Note: we should try to identify someone from the Port of SF to join us for this 
portion 
 
1:30-2:45 Bus Tour of Mission Bay. Informational presentation about Mission Bay, see the 
Warriors & Mission Rock sites, Pier 70, UCSF, discuss resiliency practices, seismic, public 
infrastructure & parks  Speakers: Seth Hamalian and Catherine Reilly.  
 
2:45-3:45 Bus drops everyone off at Mission Creek nr 3rd.  Park, stop and talk about 
vulnerability of Mission Creek and potential solutions. Speakers: Laura Tam and Joe LaClair. 
Then walk up along the north side of the creek to complete the walking part of the tour.
 
3:45 Pick up at [AT&T Park?] for bus transport back to hotel by 4:00.
 
 
--
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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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: CEQA Schedule
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 5:29:00 PM


Chris – could we set up a time to talk with Planning and the CEQA team on the proposed schedule. 
The GSW would like to tighten up the schedule, so we wanted to talk prior to Wednesday’s meeting
to get the City/ESA on the same page.  I am out tomorrow and Monday, but can talk Tuesday, or we
can have the GSW come in ½ hour later on Wednesday and use the first part to talk internally before
they come in.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: RE: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 9:59:41 AM


I doubt anyone would come to a community meeting on a Saturday at 3:00pm.  Agree? Not sure if we
can wait a week to do it on the following Saturday. 
 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 4:28 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Fwd: RE: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk
 
 
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
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Nicole Agbayani <nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org>
To: corinnewoods <corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Aug 15, 2014 9:27 am
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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: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Laura Tam"; Hamalian, Seth
Cc: Joe LaClair
Subject: RE: Mission Bay tour for ULI
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 2:18:00 PM


Thanks, Laura. 


Seth – I would love your input in suggested routes as you have this down.  My thought would be to
shorten the driving part – say 30-45 minutes and drop off at the end Berry near the sports courts to
then walk east towards the ballpark (give that an hour).  We can shorten the walk, if the driving


takes longer, by dropping folks off at the 5th Street cut through and walking from there).
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 
From: Laura Tam [mailto:ltam@spur.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 11:29 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hamalian, Seth
Cc: Joe LaClair
Subject: Mission Bay tour for ULI
 
Hi Catherine and Seth,
 
I'm writing to see if you could propose an itinerary for the ULI tour on 9/3. Here is a
description of the program on ULI's website, and below a suggested rough agenda developed
by me and Elliot Stein at ULI. As Catherine and I discussed yesterday, it is probably ideal to
show people a lot of the area by coach as at least 40 people have already signed up and it is
hard to move that many people on/off the bus. I learned this morning that the bus is a coach
that holds 50 people and has a microphone.
 
The ULI tour folks would like to be able to give the bus driver a route, and ideally, if we
could figure out where the bus could pull over to let people out, they would like to know that
too. Would you be able to send something by next Wednesday?
 
Joe, you and I should discuss how we will present the Mission Creek Project and what we
should show people along the promenade. 
 
thanks
Laura
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Preliminary Itinerary (revised by Elliot, 8/12/14)
 
1:00-1:30 Depart Hyatt Regency and travel along the Embarcadero to Mission Bay. Talk
about the Port and how the waterfront has been developed and redeveloped and its resiliency
challenges *Note: we should try to identify someone from the Port of SF to join us for this
portion 
 
1:30-2:45 Bus Tour of Mission Bay. Informational presentation about Mission Bay, see the
Warriors & Mission Rock sites, Pier 70, UCSF, discuss resiliency practices, seismic, public
infrastructure & parks  Speakers: Seth Hamalian and Catherine Reilly.  
 
2:45-3:45 Bus drops everyone off at Mission Creek nr 3rd.  Park, stop and talk about
vulnerability of Mission Creek and potential solutions. Speakers: Laura Tam and Joe LaClair.
Then walk up along the north side of the creek to complete the walking part of the tour.
 
3:45 Pick up at [AT&T Park?] for bus transport back to hotel by 4:00.
 
 
--
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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From: Donna Dell"Era
To: 255berry@yahoogroups.com; linda@slhawk.com; steve@slhawk.com; wail.poon@fsresidential.com;


jmccarthylangley@sbcglobal.net; bruce.h.agid@gmail.com; bettina.cohen@sonic.net; Springer, Matt (UCSF);
jvega@mercyhousing.org; Reilly, Catherine (CII); corinnewoods@cs.com; Hussain, Lila (CII);
GaryPegueros@sbcglobal.net; eelliott@ccareynkf.com; nconover@mercyhousing.org; "Peggy Fahnestock (Peggy
Fahnestock)"


Subject: MBCAC Meeting August 16, 2014
Date: Saturday, August 16, 2014 12:05:51 PM


Thursday night’s MBCAC meeting focused on the Golden State Warriors’ preliminary site
design concept for their arena and adjacent buildings.  There were other, more local,
issues too.
 
Topic 1 - Golden State Warrior Arena Complex 
Representatives of the GSW and Snohetta Architecture firm presented their conceptual
design and answered questions from the community.
 
Below is an abbreviated list of the elements of the design.  For fuller information, see their
power point presentation. http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?
documentid=7099
.


·         Approx 18,000 seat multi-purpose arena, 500,000 sq ft of office and lab space,
55,000><95,000 sq ft of retail (primarily food oriented)


·         3.2 acres of plazas and public space.  The main public space will be approximately
the same size as Union Square.


·         There will be one underground level that will provide 700 parking spaces for arena,
event, retail, and office use as well as truck loading docks for event set up and take
down. There will be two entrances – one on South Street and one on 16th Street.
There  will be approximately 300 bike parking spaces; some valet, some in the
open.


·         Highest point of the arena will be 135’, tapering out to the perimeter.  Office building
heights will be 160’/90’


·         Project will complete in 4 years (per the representative, that is half the normal time
for like projects).


 
Questions from the community


·         Below ground level engineering – water intrusion control; ventilation, especially
during exiting after an event; ease of vehicular exit.  The designers said they were
aware of these issues are working to remediate these problems and will present
specifics to the community as the design phase progresses.  They will have GSW
personnel on site post event to ensure continued traffic flow on surface streets
around the arena.


·         Street traffic/public transportation/ bicycling issues - (ever present concern)
Strategy development for pre and post event will begin in October, with
opportunities for community input.


·         Quality of Life issues – noise, litter, public safety, and traffic conditions for local
population.  Strategies will be developed with input from the community as project
advances.  Site trash pickup will take place underground.


·         Local jobs – A member of the community asked for assurance that construction as
well as retail jobs would be available for local population.  The presenters said they
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support the City’s regulations on hiring of local personnel and intend to comply.
·         Overlap with SF Giants games – They said overlap might occur 1 or 2 times a


season (perhaps more if the Warriors get in the playoffs).  All Warrior games are
evening starts, so there will not be an overlap with commute traffic or Giants day
games.  The infrequent exception will be managed to reduce disruption as well as
possible. 


 
Bottom line: The Warriors’ organization and Snohetta will continue to work with the
community as design, then construction progresses.  The next MBCAC meeting will be
held on Thursday, September 18th, where GSW/Snohetta will present the major phase
design, which will include more detail and structure massing. This is one week later than
the normal “second Thursday” schedule, due to a Giant’s day game on the 11th.  A project
workshop will be held the following Saturday, September 20th.  Keep these dates in
mind.  Both will be opportunities for the community to be heard. In October, there is
expected to be a presentation of the new Transportation Management Plan.
 
Topic 2 – Affordable housing block 6E  - 4th St between China Basin St and Mission
Bay Blvd North (see map attached)
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation (TNDC) was selected by the OCII to
develop and manage a 100% affordable housing project.  TNDC presented their
conceptual design to the MBCAC for overview and comments.
Below is a summary of the elements of the project:


·         135 residential units – divided evenly:  45 1 bedroom, 45 2 bedroom, and 45 3
bedroom


·         80% Average Median Income  (AMI), 20% formerly homeless
·         95,000 sq ft retail space along Fourth Street
·         Management presence 24x7
·         After School program for children 6 through 18 years old: 826 Valencia Program: 


Structured, creative expository writing school on site.  Associated with the Valencia
program will be a Pirate Store at Fourth Street and Channel. Sorry, no details given
on what a Pirate Store is.


·         Parking - 0.25 x 1 ratio slots to units. I did the math – that’s 35 residential spaces,
plus some 5 for retail.


TNDC and Mithun-Solomon Architects will return to a future MBCAC meeting for review of
their massing structure.
By the way, Mithun-Solomon were the architects of the almost finished 1180 4th Street
Mercy Housing (corner of 4th and Channel – the green one) as well as the two Mission
Walk buildings on the 300 block of Berry Street.  Both projects (in my opinion) are positive
additions to the neighborhood.
 
Topic 3 – Future Park Phasing
20 acres of park will be developed in the next 2½ - 3 years, triggered to tax basis
increasing with the new building developments completing soon.  Most of these parks will
be along the bay waterfront and channel. (see map attached for site locations)


·         Houseboat area (P2/P8) - Channel street will be extended per the master plan and
the park design presently stopped just west of the glass pavilion will be continue
along the South side of the channel to the traffic circle.  This will change the nature
of Huffacre park (I don’t know if the name will continue).  The community garden







will relocate further south (inland).
·         Hotel/residential site opposite side of channel from China Basin Bldg (P3):  This will


be developed in tandem with the hotel complex.
·         Children’s Park (P6) – long awaited
·         Dog Park (P5) – In tandem with the residential buildings going up around the site.
·         Mariposa Park (P26) – In tandem with UCSF hospital.  (My favorite park plan)
·         Shoreline Park (P22) – In tandem with Warrior Arena
·         Small  park near Fibrogen (P24) – at Mariposa and Terry François Blvd.


 
First on the schedule are the Houseboat area (P2 and P8) and the large shoreline park
(P22).  The commons parks (P7 and P9) will go later. 
There was concern expressed by residents along these barren commons lots.  They
reported dust from these areas plus construction activity has been unacceptable and they
would like to see something done to alleviate the dust problem.  There was an open
discussion of potential options, since park development will not be occurring along the
commons for some time. Laying out astro turf or gravel was suggested.  Covering the
construction dirt heaps was also requested.  The issue was left open, to be continued after
some investigation is done.
 
Long, interesting meeting.  I know this email was long.  Hopefully it was interesting, too.
 
Respectfully,
Donna Dell’Era
255 Berry Street Outreach Committee
MB CAC member
 


This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus protection is
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy; Joyce; Karl  Heisler; "Paul Mitchell"
Subject: RE: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 12:21:21 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2014.08.08_GSW_MissionBay_InitialStudy_CulturalOnly_PrelimDraft_GSWComment.docx


Brett and Chris,
 
Apologies for the belated submission. Please see the attached for comments from myself, Clarke,
and Mary.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
PLEASE NOTE: I will be out of the country and away from email from Thursday, August 21 – Monday, August 25.
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 10:09 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Mary Murphy; Malamut, John (CAT); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
All:
 
Just a gentle reminder that your comments on the Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Section for the Warriors
were due last Friday .  Please submit your comments to EP when you have completed your review.  Thanks, and
please don’t hesitate to call me with any questions.
 
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: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:21 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Mary Murphy; Malamut, John (CAT)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Subject: RE: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
Woops – make that Friday 8/15.
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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	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This label in particular is not very clear to a layperson. The labels overall are a little long and require a few readings to track meaning. I’d like to make sure the public can read, understand, and comment adequately despite the unusual format. 


			Newly Feasible or Different Mitigation Measures or Alternatives	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Please clarify relationship to significant impact determinations (does this only apply if the impact was previously determined to be significant?). Please clarify reference to “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	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Global GSW comment: This chapter is fairly detailed and exhaustive. Please confirm level of necessary detail in each section and verify that the Initial Study process does in fact end up reducing the overall time spent on SEIR production. 


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 of 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.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I do not believe proximity should count in a site-specific project. Cultural resource impacts do not bleed outwards the way sections like noise, light, and traffic – which should be neighborhood-wide analyses – do.  [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 mappingmaps  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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See above. I do not believe it is relevant to discuss off-site considerations for Cultural/Arch Resources. [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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I assume the general Initial Study/Chicklist intro clarifies that mitigation measures ID’d in 1998 will apply here (if not already undertaken). 


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 within 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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Please clarify that the actions listed were not undertaken by the current project sponsor.


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 which 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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See comments above re: off-site considerations for this section. [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 to 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. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Please clarify that the actions listed were not undertaken by the current project sponsor.


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.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Is this relevant in Mission Bay? Same goes for any other similar actions/programs usually required in a SF EIR.


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.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See above


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.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: How is “high public interest or interpretive value” defined and determined? 


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.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Citation?


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 those 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. T, though the possibility of such a discovery 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).	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Please clarify project sponsor role in this process. 


· 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	8	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision






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: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:10 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Mary Murphy; John.Malamut@sfgov.org
Cc: Brett Bollinger
Subject: FW: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
Hi all,
Here’s the sample Initial Study section for review as discussed at our meeting last Wednesday.
Please provide any comments (in track changes) me and Brett by COB next Friday (8/14).
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
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 1:54 PM
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
 
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: Clarke Miller
To: Kate Aufhauser; "Bob Grandy"; Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Jesse Blout; David Carlock
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 9:46:30 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Likewise, my availability is the same as Kate’s – all of Bob’s dates work for me except 9/12.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 12:08 PM
To: 'Bob Grandy'; Miller, Erin; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; David Carlock
Cc: Reilly, Catherine
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
I’m available for the times Bob listed below except 9/12. Thanks Erin.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Bob Grandy [mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:23 AM
To: Miller, Erin; Kate Aufhauser; Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; David Carlock
Cc: Reilly, Catherine
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Erin:
 
The following is my availability for a meeting over the next few weeks. Thanks.
 
§  Sep. 2: available 1-4 pm
§  Sep. 5: available 10:30 am-12 noon
§  Sep. 8: available 3-5 pm
§  Sep. 10: available 9 am-12 noon
§  Sep. 11: available 10 am-12 noon
§  Sep. 12: available 10:30 am-4 pm


 
Bob Grandy
Principal
Director of Transit Services


Direct: (415) 426.2520
Mobile: (916) 802.0525
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From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 10:09 AM
To: 'Kate Aufhauser'; Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy; Reilly, Catherine
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Kate, Bob, Et al.:
 


I can help to set up a meeting on 16th Street whenever you are ready.  Let me know when you’d like
to move forward on that.
 
Thanks,
 
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: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 3:30 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com)
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Thanks Erin. Please let us know when you’ve checked in with folks on your end about calendaring
the necessary follow-up sessions.  
 
Enjoy your weekend!
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
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From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:56 PM
To: Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com)
Subject: FW: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Hello,
 
Forwarding you the draft notes and sign in sheet from the Aug 4 meeting with the Warriors and
MTA.  I’ve requested comments, and I’ll send out a final version with any revisions.
 
Have a great weekend.
 
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: Miller, Erin 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Sallaberry, Mike; Pangilinan, Chris; Kirschbaum, Julie B; Flynn, Jeffrey; Jefferis, Richard Scott;
Williams, Annette; Toran, Kate; Murray, Jarvis; Albert, Peter; Brisson, Liz; Grabarkiewctz, Christopher P;
Samii, Camron; Kothari, Amit; Wise, Viktoriya; Olea, Ricardo; Bollinger, Brett; Van de Water, Adam;
Rathke, Virginia; Wong, Norman; Reilly, Catherine; Maddox, Heath; West, Matthew A.; Padilla, Sandra;
Civic Center Conference Room (1SVN 3074); Lee, Mark D.; Osborn, Casey; Hall, Paige; Van de Water,
Adam; Bollinger, Brett; Lee, Mark D.; Reilly, Catherine; Dusseault, Brian; Hall, Paige; 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
 
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.
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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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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: "Bob Grandy"; Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Jesse Blout; "Clarke Miller"; David Carlock
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 12:08:51 PM
Attachments: image001.png


I’m available for the times Bob listed below except 9/12. Thanks Erin.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Bob Grandy [mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:23 AM
To: Miller, Erin; Kate Aufhauser; Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; David Carlock
Cc: Reilly, Catherine
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Erin:
 
The following is my availability for a meeting over the next few weeks. Thanks.
 
§  Sep. 2: available 1-4 pm
§  Sep. 5: available 10:30 am-12 noon
§  Sep. 8: available 3-5 pm
§  Sep. 10: available 9 am-12 noon
§  Sep. 11: available 10 am-12 noon
§  Sep. 12: available 10:30 am-4 pm


 
Bob Grandy
Principal
Director of Transit Services


Direct: (415) 426.2520
Mobile: (916) 802.0525


 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 10:09 AM
To: 'Kate Aufhauser'; Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy; Reilly, Catherine
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Kate, Bob, Et al.:
 


I can help to set up a meeting on 16th Street whenever you are ready.  Let me know when you’d like



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:erin.miller@sfmta.com

mailto:jblout@stradasf.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com







to move forward on that.
 
Thanks,
 
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: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 3:30 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com)
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Thanks Erin. Please let us know when you’ve checked in with folks on your end about calendaring
the necessary follow-up sessions.  
 
Enjoy your weekend!
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:56 PM
To: Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com)
Subject: FW: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Hello,
 
Forwarding you the draft notes and sign in sheet from the Aug 4 meeting with the Warriors and
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MTA.  I’ve requested comments, and I’ll send out a final version with any revisions.
 
Have a great weekend.
 
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: Miller, Erin 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Sallaberry, Mike; Pangilinan, Chris; Kirschbaum, Julie B; Flynn, Jeffrey; Jefferis, Richard Scott;
Williams, Annette; Toran, Kate; Murray, Jarvis; Albert, Peter; Brisson, Liz; Grabarkiewctz, Christopher P;
Samii, Camron; Kothari, Amit; Wise, Viktoriya; Olea, Ricardo; Bollinger, Brett; Van de Water, Adam;
Rathke, Virginia; Wong, Norman; Reilly, Catherine; Maddox, Heath; West, Matthew A.; Padilla, Sandra;
Civic Center Conference Room (1SVN 3074); Lee, Mark D.; Osborn, Casey; Hall, Paige; Van de Water,
Adam; Bollinger, Brett; Lee, Mark D.; Reilly, Catherine; Dusseault, Brian; Hall, Paige; 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
 
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
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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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From: Bob Grandy
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); "Kate Aufhauser"; Jesse Blout; "Clarke Miller"; David Carlock
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 11:24:29 AM
Attachments: image003.png


Erin:
 
The following is my availability for a meeting over the next few weeks. Thanks.
 
§  Sep. 2: available 1-4 pm
§  Sep. 5: available 10:30 am-12 noon
§  Sep. 8: available 3-5 pm
§  Sep. 10: available 9 am-12 noon
§  Sep. 11: available 10 am-12 noon
§  Sep. 12: available 10:30 am-4 pm


 
Bob Grandy
Principal
Director of Transit Services


Direct: (415) 426.2520
Mobile: (916) 802.0525


 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 10:09 AM
To: 'Kate Aufhauser'; Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy; Reilly, Catherine
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Kate, Bob, Et al.:
 


I can help to set up a meeting on 16th Street whenever you are ready.  Let me know when you’d like
to move forward on that.
 
Thanks,
 
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
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One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 3:30 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com)
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Thanks Erin. Please let us know when you’ve checked in with folks on your end about calendaring
the necessary follow-up sessions.  
 
Enjoy your weekend!
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:56 PM
To: Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com)
Subject: FW: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Hello,
 
Forwarding you the draft notes and sign in sheet from the Aug 4 meeting with the Warriors and
MTA.  I’ve requested comments, and I’ll send out a final version with any revisions.
 
Have a great weekend.
 
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
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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 15, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Sallaberry, Mike; Pangilinan, Chris; Kirschbaum, Julie B; Flynn, Jeffrey; Jefferis, Richard Scott;
Williams, Annette; Toran, Kate; Murray, Jarvis; Albert, Peter; Brisson, Liz; Grabarkiewctz, Christopher P;
Samii, Camron; Kothari, Amit; Wise, Viktoriya; Olea, Ricardo; Bollinger, Brett; Van de Water, Adam;
Rathke, Virginia; Wong, Norman; Reilly, Catherine; Maddox, Heath; West, Matthew A.; Padilla, Sandra;
Civic Center Conference Room (1SVN 3074); Lee, Mark D.; Osborn, Casey; Hall, Paige; Van de Water,
Adam; Bollinger, Brett; Lee, Mark D.; Reilly, Catherine; Dusseault, Brian; Hall, Paige; 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
 
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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From: Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: FW: Warriors construction workforce agreement
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 10:16:14 AM
Attachments: ConstructionWorkforceAgreement (draft.2014.08.20).docx


Catherine and Lila,
 
FYI, attached is the second draft of a construction workforce agreement proposed for the Warriors. 
Please note it’s very preliminary; Jim and I will discuss again in our meeting this Thursday.
 
Thanks,
Ray
 


From: Lee, Raymond C. (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 12:32 PM
To: Morales, James (CII)
Subject: Warriors construction workforce agreement
 
Jim,
 
For our meeting tomorrow, attached is a preliminary draft of a construction workforce agreement
with the Warriors.  The approach I took this time is to add to Exhibit D to our MOU with OEWD.  Text
highlighted in yellow are primary additions.
 
Thanks,
Ray



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=1DF0D5C581EA4BA18A7011CD3C9215F6-RAYMOND C.

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org



CONSTRUCTION WORK FORCE AGREEMENT





I. PURPOSE.  This Agreement is entered into between the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (“OCII” or “Agency”), as successor agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and Golden State Warriors, LLC  (hereinafter “Owner”) for the purposes of implementing the Construction Workforce Policy (“Policy”), which is incorporated in the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (“South OPA”) as Attachment H Schedule 1.  All provisions of the Construction Workforce Policy are hereby incorporated into this Agreement by reference.  If there is a conflict between the Policy and this Agreement, the provisions in this Agreement shall prevail. 





II. DEFINITIONS.


The following definitions apply to this Agreement. 





A. “CityBuild” means the construction employment program of the Workforce Development Division of the San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD).





B. "Contract" means any agreement in excess of $10,000 between the Owner, its Contractors and a person to provide or procure labor, materials or services for the construction of the Owner Improvements, including a purchase order that requires installation of materials.





C. "Contractor" means the Owner's general contractor, all prime contractors and all subcontractors (regardless of tier) having a Contract or subcontract in excess of $10,000 and who employ persons in a Trade for construction of the Owner Improvements. 





D. "Owner" has the meaning set forth in the South OPA. 





E. "Owner Improvements" has the meaning set forth in the South OPA.





F. “Project Area Resident” means a San Francisco Resident who resides in a redevelopment area under the management of OCII. 





G. "San Francisco Resident" in the case of a new hire shall mean an individual who has lived in San Francisco for at least one week prior to submitting his/her initial application for employment to work on the Owner Improvements. In the case of a person employed by the Owner or its Contractor or Consultant prior to assignment to the Owner Improvements, this term shall mean a person who has lived in San Francisco for at least six months prior to the date he/she applied for a transfer to a position at the Owner Improvements or the date he/she was assigned to work on the Owner Improvements, whichever is earlier; or a person who establishes, to the satisfaction of the Agency, that he/she lived in San Francisco prior to applying for or being considered for a position with the Owner, Contractor or Consultant. 





III. WORK FORCE GOALS.


The Owner agrees and will require each Contractor and all subcontractors to use good faith efforts to employ 50 percent of its construction workforce hires by trade and by hours from qualified San Francisco Residents with first consideration given to Project Area Residents.  Owner and Contractors will be deemed in compliance with this Agreement and the Policy by meeting or exceeding the goal or by demonstrating good faith efforts toward compliance.





In no event, however, shall Owner, Contractor, or subcontractor achieve a San Francisco Resident participation level of less than 25 percent, even with demonstration of good faith efforts, unless it has sought a written exception from OCII.





IV. GOOD FAITH EFFORTS.   [the following is essentially Exhibit D to the MOU with OEWD]





In addition to the diversity program components of Article III of the Policy, the Owner, Contractor and subcontractors (when applicable) shall comply with the following good faith efforts procedures.





A. Submission of Labor Force Projections and Other Data


The Contractor shall submit, to the extent available, labor force projections to the OCII Compliance Officer, or its agent, within two (2) weeks of contract award.  





B. Submit Subcontractor Information Form


The Contractor shall submit to the Compliance Officer, or its agent, the Subcontractor Information Forms, twenty-four (24) hours prior to the preconstruction meeting. The Subcontractor Information Forms are available from the Compliance Officer upon request.





C. Preconstruction Meeting


The Contractor shall hold a preconstruction meeting which shall be attended by the Compliance Officer, CityBuild, all prime contractor(s) and all subcontractor(s). The preconstruction meeting shall be scheduled between two (2) days and thirty (30) days prior to the start of construction at a time and place convenient to all attendees. The purpose of the meeting is to discuss: the hiring goals, workforce composition, worker referral process, certified payroll reporting, procedure for termination and replacement of workers covered by this Agreement and to explore any anticipated problems in complying with the Agreement. All questions regarding how this Agreement applies to the Owner, Contractor, subcontractors and consultants should be answered at this meeting. Failure to hold or attend at least one (1) preconstruction meeting will be a breach of the Policy and this Agreement that may result in the Agency ordering a suspension of work until the breach has been cured. Suspension under this provision is not subject to arbitration.





D. Submit Construction Worker Request Form


For the Term of the Agreement, each time the Owner or Contractor seeks to hire workers for the construction or rehabilitation of improvements, they must first submit, by fax, email or hand delivery, an executed construction worker request form to CityBuild. Preferably this request will be submitted at least two (2) business days before the workers are needed. However, requests with less than two (2) business days notice will be accepted. The construction worker request form will indicate generally: the number of workers needed, duration needed, required skills or trade and date/time to report. The construction worker request form is available from the Compliance Officer upon request.





E. Response from CityBuild


CityBuild shall respond, in writing, via fax, email or hand delivery to each request for construction workers. The response shall state that CityBuild was able to satisfy the request in full, in part or was unable to satisfy the request. CityBuild shall look to their own referral lists, as well as confer with CBOs in an attempt to find qualified Project Area Residents and San Francisco Residents. If CityBuild is able to satisfy the request in full or in part, it shall direct the qualified Project Area Resident(s) or San Francisco Resident(s) to report to the Contractor on the date and time indicated in the request. If CityBuild is unable to satisfy the request, then CityBuild shall send a fax or email stating that no qualified Project Area Residents or San Francisco Residents are currently available.





F. Action by Contractor When Referrals Available


The Owner or Contractor whose request has been satisfied in full or in part shall make the final determination of whether the Project Area Residents or San Francisco Residents are qualified for the positions and the ultimate hiring decision. The Agency strongly encourages the Contractor to hire the qualified Project Area Residents or San Francisco Residents referred by CityBuild. However, if the Contractor finds the Project Area Residents or San Francisco Residents are not qualified, then the Contractor shall send the Project Area Residents or San Francisco Residents back to CityBuild. Before the close of business on the same day, the Contractor shall fax or email a statement addressed td CityBuild stating in detail the reason(s) the Project Area Residents or San Francisco Residents were not qualified or the reason(s) for not hiring the Project Area Residents or San Francisco Residents. CityBuild shall, within one (1) business day of receipt of the fax or email, send new qualified Project Area Residents or San Francisco Residents that meet the legitimate qualifications set by the Contractor or alternatively, send a fax or email stating that no qualified Project Area Residents or San Francisco Residents are currently available.





G. Action by Contractor When Referrals Unavailable


If a Contractor receives a response from CityBuild stating that no qualified Project Area Residents or San Francisco Residents are currently available, then the Contractor may hire the number of construction workers requested from CityBuild, using its own recruiting methods, giving first consideration to Project Area Residents and then San Francisco Residents. Any additional new construction workforce hires (including the replacement of any terminated workers) must comply with this Policy, unless the Contractor has already met or exceeded the goal. The Contractor must keep a copy of the response it receives from CityBuild as proof of compliance and submit a copy of each response received to the Compliance Officer upon request.





H. Action by Contractor When No Response From CityBuild


If a Contractor has not received a response to its construction worker request from CityBuild within two (2) business days, then the Contractor should immediate advise the Compliance Officer by phone, fax or email. The Compliance Officer or his/her designee shall cause a response to be sent to the Contractor within two (2) business days of being notified. If the Contractor does not receive a response from CityBuild within four (4) business days (the original two (2) business days plus the additional two (2) business days), then the Contractor may hire the number of construction workers requested from CityBuild, using its own recruiting methods, giving first consideration to Project Area Residents and then San Francisco Residents. Any construction workforce hires (including the replacement of any terminated workers) must comply with this Policy, unless the Contractor has already met or exceeded the goal. The Contractor must keep a copy of the response it receives from CityBuild as proof of compliance and submit a copy of each response received to the Compliance Officer upon request. This Policy is intended to provide qualified Project Area and San Francisco Residents with employment opportunities without causing undue delay in hiring needed construction workers.





I. Action by Contractor When No Response From Union


The Contractor should immediately advise the Compliance Officer by phone, fax or email when the Contractor has sent a qualified Project Area Resident or San Francisco Resident to a union hall for referral in accordance with a collective bargaining agreement and the union did not refer the qualified Project Area or San Francisco Resident back for employment or when the union referral process impedes the Contractor's ability to meet its obligations under this Policy. Nothing in this Policy shall be interpreted to interfere with or prohibit existing labor agreements or collective bargaining agreements.





J. Hiring Apprentices


A Contractor may meet part of the Construction Workforce Goal by hiring apprentices. However, hiring an apprentice does not satisfy or waive the trainee hiring obligation, if any, for design professionals. Unless otherwise permitted by law, apprentices must be trained pursuant to training programs approved by the U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration, Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training or the California Department of Industrial Relations, Division of Apprenticeship Standards. Credit towards compliance will only be given for paid apprentices actually working on the project. No credit is available for apprentices while receiving class room training. Under no circumstances shall the ratio of apprentices to journeymen in a particular trade or craft exceed 1:5.





K. Termination and Replacement of Referrals


If at any time it becomes necessary to terminate for cause a construction worker who was hired under this Policy, the Contractor shall notify CityBuild in writing via fax or email and submit a report of termination pursuant to Section (B)(4). If the Contractor intends to fill the vacant position, then the Contractor shall follow the process set forth in this Policy beginning at Section (A)(6).





V. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.





A. Submission of Certified Payroll Reports


Each Contractor subject to this Policy shall submit to the Agency a certified payroll report for the preceding work week on each of its employees. The Owner is ultimately responsible for the submission of these reports by the Contractors. The certified payroll report is due to the Agency by noon each Wednesday. To facilitate compliance, the Agency uses an online Project Reporting System (PRS) for submission of certified payroll reports. This system is available at no cost to the Contractor. Training and educational materials for PRS are available at no cost online and through the Compliance Officer. Contractors are required to report certified payroll using PRS. However, a waiver may be granted to any Contractors who do not have a computer or online access.





B. Additional Information


In order to prevent unlawful discrimination in the selection, hiring and termination of employees on the basis of race, ethnicity, gender or any other basis prohibited by law and to identify and correct such unlawful practices, the Agency will monitor and collect information on the ethnicity and gender of each construction worker and apprentice. If an identifiable pattern of apparent discrimination is revealed by this additional information, it will be treated as a breach of this Policy and may be addressed as set forth in the arbitration provisions included in Agency contracts.


[bookmark: _GoBack]


C. Report on Terminations


In the event a Project Area Resident or San Francisco Resident hired pursuant to this Policy is terminated for cause, the responsible Contractor shall within two (2) days fax or email a termination report to CityBuild with a copy to the Compliance Officer stating in detail: (1) the name of the worker(s) terminated; (2) his/her job title and duties; (3) the reasons and circumstances leading to the termination(s); (4) whether the Contractor replaced the construction worker(s); and (5) whether the replacement worker(s) were Project Area Resident(s) or San Francisco Resident(s).





D. Inspection of Records


The Owner and each Contractor shall make the records required under this Agreement available for inspection or copying by authorized representatives of the Agency and its designated Compliance Officer, and shall permit such representatives to interview construction workers and apprentices during working hours on the job.





E. Failure to Submit Reports


If a Contractor fails or refuses to provide the reports as required it will be treated as a breach of this Agreement and the Policy, and may be addressed under arbitration provisions pursuant to Article VIII (Arbitration of Disputes) of Attachment H of the South OPA.





F. Submission of Good Faith Effort Documentation


If the Owner's or Contractor's good faith efforts are at issue, the Contractor shall provide the Agency or its designated Compliance Officer with the documentation of its efforts to comply with this Policy and the Agreement. The Owner or Contractor must maintain for the duration of the Term, a current file of the names, addresses and telephone numbers of each Project Area Resident or San Francisco Resident applicant referral (whether a self-referral or a referral from a union, CBO or CityBuild referral) and what action was taken with respect to each such individual.





G. Coding Certified Payrolls


Each Contractor shall include, on the weekly payroll submissions, the proper job classification (as approved by the California Department of Industrial Relations), apprentice's craft (if applicable), skill level, protected class status, and domicile of each construction worker.





VI. RECORDKEEPING REQUIREMENTS.


Contractor shall comply with the requirements of California Labor Code Section 1776, as amended, regarding the keeping, filing and furnishing of certified copies of payroll records of wages paid to its employees and to the employees of its subcontractors of all tiers.





In addition, each Contractor shall keep, or cause to be kept, for a period of four years from the date of substantial completion of Owner Improvements, certified payroll and basic records, including time cards, tax forms, and superintendent and foreman daily logs, for all workers within each trade performing work on the Owner Improvements. Such records shall include the name, address and social security number of each worker who worked on the covered project, his or her classification, a general description of the work each worker performed each day, the apprentice or journey-level status of each worker, daily and weekly number of hours worked, the self-identified race, gender, and ethnicity of each worker, whether or not the worker was a local resident or disadvantaged worker, and the referral source or method through which the Contractor hired or retained that worker for work on the Owner Improvements (e.g., core workforce, name call, union hiring hall, City-designated referral source, or recruitment or hiring method). Contractor may verify that a worker is a local resident through the worker's possession of a valid SF City ID Card or other government-issued identification. OCII may require additional records to be kept with regard to Contractor’s compliance with this Agreement. All records described in this section shall at all times be open to inspection and examination by the duly authorized officers and agents of OCII, including representatives of the OEWD. [Content from Admin Code 6.22(G)(7)(c) Recordkeeping] 





VII. ARBITRATION OF DISPUTES.


Pursuant to Article VIII (Arbitration of Disputes) of Attachment H of the South OPA, any dispute regarding this Construction Work Force Agreement shall be determined by arbitration through the American Arbitration Association, San Francisco, California office ("AAA") in accordance with the Commercial Rules of the AAA then applicable, but subject to the further revisions thereof. The arbitration shall take place in the City and County of San Francisco.








I, hereby certify that I have authority to execute this Construction Work Force Agreement on behalf of the Owner listed below and that Owner agrees to diligently exercise good faith efforts to comply with this Agreement to meet or exceed the construction work force participation goals.  I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above statement is true and correct.











			


Signature	Date





			


Print Your Name	Title





			


Company Name 	Phone Number
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: Call at 5PM
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 2:49:00 PM


John is going to see the GSW designs at 5PM and I will send the invite in case you are able to join in
as well.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 



mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Miller, Erin
To: "Kate Aufhauser"; Jesse Blout; "Clarke Miller"; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 10:09:40 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Kate, Bob, Et al.:
 


I can help to set up a meeting on 16th Street whenever you are ready.  Let me know when you’d like
to move forward on that.
 
Thanks,
 
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: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 3:30 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com)
Subject: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Thanks Erin. Please let us know when you’ve checked in with folks on your end about calendaring
the necessary follow-up sessions.  
 
Enjoy your weekend!
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
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From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:56 PM
To: Jesse Blout; 'Clarke Miller'; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock
Cc: Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com)
Subject: FW: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
 
Hello,
 
Forwarding you the draft notes and sign in sheet from the Aug 4 meeting with the Warriors and
MTA.  I’ve requested comments, and I’ll send out a final version with any revisions.
 
Have a great weekend.
 
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: Miller, Erin 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Sallaberry, Mike; Pangilinan, Chris; Kirschbaum, Julie B; Flynn, Jeffrey; Jefferis, Richard Scott;
Williams, Annette; Toran, Kate; Murray, Jarvis; Albert, Peter; Brisson, Liz; Grabarkiewctz, Christopher P;
Samii, Camron; Kothari, Amit; Wise, Viktoriya; Olea, Ricardo; Bollinger, Brett; Van de Water, Adam;
Rathke, Virginia; Wong, Norman; Reilly, Catherine; Maddox, Heath; West, Matthew A.; Padilla, Sandra;
Civic Center Conference Room (1SVN 3074); Lee, Mark D.; Osborn, Casey; Hall, Paige; Van de Water,
Adam; Bollinger, Brett; Lee, Mark D.; Reilly, Catherine; Dusseault, Brian; Hall, Paige; 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
 
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.
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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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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 10:58:53 AM


Yes.
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 9:50 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
 
Is it usual that we don’t see the budget, but the applicant does?  Just curious…..
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:47 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: Proposed Scope of Work for SEIR for GSW Project in Mission Bay
 
Chris and Catherine:
 
Attached is ESA’s proposed scope of work/schedule for CEQA services for the proposed Golden
State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay at Blocks 29-32.  In a
separate email, we sent Clarke Miller the same scope of work/schedule, but with a cost estimate as
well.  We are happy to answer any questions regarding this scope of work should they arise. 
 
We look forward to working with the City on this important project.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
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San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 



mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com






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: RE: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
Date: Tuesday, August 26, 2014 10:07:08 AM


Hi all:
 
I haven’t heard much from you, so I’m going to consider the notes final.  If you have anything to add
or modify, please let me know by EOB today.
 


I need to set up a meeting for a focused look at 16th Street with the transp. Consultant.  My plan is
to invite Jeff and/or Scott, Ricardo, Sandra, Camron, and Chris.
 
Sound right to you all? 
 
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: Miller, Erin 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Sallaberry, Mike; Pangilinan, Chris; Kirschbaum, Julie B; Flynn, Jeffrey; Jefferis, Richard Scott;
Williams, Annette; Toran, Kate; Murray, Jarvis; Albert, Peter; Brisson, Liz; Grabarkiewctz, Christopher P;
Samii, Camron; Kothari, Amit; Wise, Viktoriya; Olea, Ricardo; Bollinger, Brett; Van de Water, Adam;
Rathke, Virginia; Wong, Norman; Reilly, Catherine; Maddox, Heath; West, Matthew A.; Padilla, Sandra;
Civic Center Conference Room (1SVN 3074); Lee, Mark D.; Osborn, Casey; Hall, Paige; Van de Water,
Adam; Bollinger, Brett; Lee, Mark D.; Reilly, Catherine; Dusseault, Brian; Hall, Paige; 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
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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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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (OCII)
Subject: Check in before you go
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:22:00 PM


Could we chat a few minutes before you go – specifically on the GSW workshop timing?  I think I
finally got a call from the Alzeheimer’s group.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 



mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Oerth, Sally (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 3:04:00 PM
Attachments: GSW_14-0828_Full_Short_C&R.pdf


GSW_14-0828_Tasks-only_Short_C&R.pdf


Tiffany/Sally – I wanted you to have a copy of the current draft CEQA schedule (see below for
explanations/caveats of the two files).  These are revised from yesterday’s meeting, but the end
date has not changed from what we discussed with the Warriors, but they have this copy as well. 
The difference between the two schedules is one shows a best-case for the FEIR, and the other
leaves the FEIR off the schedule (the typical way the schedule is shown at this stage since the
timeline of the FEIR is hard to tiedown until the DEIR is circulated).
 
The Planning Department has already shortened the process from what they typically do by:
 


-          Shortening review periods
-          Removing stand alone technical studies (except for traffic)
-          Deleted one of the screencheck drafts
-          Traffic is still keeping to its original schedule, even though the data they were promised in


the early summer is just coming in now
 
I will get you more information on the implications on the rest of the schedule once we have the
next round of calls on the schedule over the next two days.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Karl Heisler [mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:21 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com; David Kelly
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
Please see the attached.  I shortened most of the C&R tasks (indicated in red in the duration box)
and also moved the EIR certification date from a Thursday (Planning Commission meeting day) to a
Tuesday (OCII meeting day).



mailto:tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org

mailto:sally.oerth@sfgov.org

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32



35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32



38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37



39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38



40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39



41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41



43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42
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 ID  Task Name  Duration  Start  Finish  Predecessors
 1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14
2 CEQA Process Kick‐off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14
3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2
4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2
5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS‐1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4
6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5
7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6
8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7
9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8
10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9
11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays
12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15
14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14
16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16
18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks
19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk
20 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17
21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 



Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)
6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21
23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24
26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days
27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26
28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27
29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days
30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays
32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays
33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32
35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32
38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37
39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38
40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39
41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41
43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42
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Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:07 AM
To: Karl Heisler; Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,
Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
Thank you, Karl – very helpful.  Would it be possible to change the FEIR timeframe to be 4 months
(can include a big caveat on the bottom that 4 months is a best case scenario and it may vary
depending on the comments received).  I just want to make sure that if we forward the schedules
around that we are consistent with the 4 month discussion we had yesterday.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Karl Heisler [mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
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550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 








From: Catherine Mukai
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Range, Jessica (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Michael Keinath; Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; KHeisler@esassoc.com
Subject: Golden State Warriors AQ SOW
Date: Monday, August 25, 2014 8:19:50 PM
Attachments: GSW in MB AQ Scope of Work_DRAFT 2014-08-25.docx


GSW in MB AQ SOW HRA Supplement_DRAFT 2014-08-25.docx


Hello Chris, Jessica, and Catherine,
 
I have attached ENVIRON’s Air Quality Scope of Work for the Golden State Warriors Mission Bay
arena project. It is in large part similar to the approved AQ SOW for the Piers 30-32 project, however,
since the project is not in an APEZ the optional HRA SOW has been included only as a supplement.
The optional HRA methodology addresses a Project build-out year and a 2040 cumulative analysis but
no intermediate year.
 
Michael and I are happy to discuss any of the details of the AQ SOW or set up a call if that’s easier.
Looking forward to your comments,
 
Catherine
 


 


Catherine Mukai, PE | Manager
ENVIRON International Corporation
201 California Street, Suite 1200 | San Francisco, CA 94111
T: +1 415 426 5014 | F: +1 415 398 5812
cmukai@environcorp.com
 


This message contains information that may be confidential, privileged or otherwise
protected by law from disclosure. It is intended for the exclusive use of the
Addressee(s). Unless you are the addressee or authorized agent of the addressee,
you may not review, copy, distribute or disclose to anyone the message or any
information contained within. If you have received this message in error, please
contact the sender by electronic reply to email@environcorp.com and immediately
delete all copies of the message.
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1 [bookmark: _Toc288561971][bookmark: _Toc396721794]Introduction


At the request of Environmental Science Associates (ESA), on behalf of the Golden State Warriors (GSW or Sponsor), ENVIRON International Corporation (ENVIRON) will conduct a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis of criteria air pollutants and precursor emissions associated with the proposed construction of a multi-purpose event center and ancillary development Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 in San Francisco, CA (“Project” or “Site”).[footnoteRef:1] The analysis prepared by ENVIRON will become an Air Quality Technical Appendix (AQTA) to the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) on the project. This Air Quality Protocol describes the methodology for evaluation of air quality impacts from construction and operational sources. This analysis will be performed to support the Project’s CEQA documentation at the request of the San Francisco Planning Department’s Environmental Planning (EP) Division. The lead agency for the SEIR is the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). [1: 	A separate greenhouse gas inventory will be prepared using similar methods as part of an application for judicial streamlining under Senate Bill 743.] 



The proposed project is not located in an Air Pollution Exposure Zone (APEZ) as defined by EP. As such, ENVIRON understands no Project-specific health risk assessment (HRA) is required for the SEIR to quantify impacts of the Project on nearby receptors such as residents. However, in the event that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved development for the site in the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work. The methodology for an HRA, if one is required is included here as a supplemental document, however the addition of an optional task would require additional coordination with the Sponsor and ESA to determine the deliverables and SEIR Air Quality impact discussions related to health risks.


1.1 [bookmark: _Toc288561972][bookmark: _Toc396721795]Project Understanding


The proposed Project would be located at Blocks 29-32 of Mission Bay, as designated in the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area. The Mission Bay Redevelopment Area has a Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) from1998.


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. Two alternatives are to be considered, as discussed below.


1.1.1 Proposed Project


The Project would be located at Blocks 29-32 of Mission Bay within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area of San Francisco. The rectangular site is bound by Third Street to the west, South Street to the north, Terry Francois Boulevard to the east, and 16th Street to the south. Blocks 29-32 are approximately 12 acres, which are currently vacant. Currently there are residential land uses to the northwest and south of the proposed Project site, but none immediately adjacent to the site.


The Golden State Warriors, the Project proponent, propose to create 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. Based on data provided by the GSW, the Project build-out for Blocks 29-32 would include approximately 700,486 gross square feet (GSF) for a multi-use events center and 25,000 GSF for two smaller theaters; 39,000 GSF for a cinema; 20,000 GSF for the GSW offices; 494,210 GSF of non-GSW office space; 342,475 GSF of parking (845 spaces); 111,000 GSF of visitor-serving retail, restaurants, and entertainment.[footnoteRef:2] The privately financed events center would host the Bay Area’s National Basketball Association (NBA) basketball team, the GSW, during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including, but not limited to, concerts, cultural events, family shows, conferences, and conventions. [2: 	Preliminary Project Description, Table 1. July 15, 2014.] 



The Project will also include new back-up generators and new emergency fire pumps, and potentially on-site alternative power sources.


The proposed site design will be described in the Project Description chapter of the SEIR and will be the basis for this Air Quality analysis as it is provided by the Planning Department or ESA. The preliminary, conceptual layout is shown in Figure 1 of this Air Quality Protocol.


Construction of the Project is anticipated to proceed with the offices and arena being built concurrently. The air quality analysis will use the construction schedule and phases proposed by the Project Sponsor to estimate construction impacts.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Design Site Plan
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1.1.2 Project Alternatives


This scope of work assumes the SEIR alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently approved development on Blocks 29-32) and one other alternative, a reduced intensity project. These alternatives will be analyzed qualitatively for the AQTR. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail for the AQTR.


Two Alternatives to the proposed Project location will be considered. Below we describe each alternative and how we propose to evaluate each for the AQTA.


Alternative A: No Project


Under the first alternative, all aspects of the current operation at Oracle Arena in Oakland are retained.


In Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, up to 1 million square feet (MMSF) of office space would be constructed at the Project site instead of the proposed arena plus 494,210 GSF of office buildings and other uses. As part of the 1998 Mission Bay Redevelopment Area SEIR, Blocks 29-32 are entitled for up to 1 MMSF of office space.


ENVIRON can evaluate Alternative A to an equal level of detail as the Project, with the exception of construction. ENVIRON would model construction emissions using accepted methodologies such as modeling with California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod®). Because there is no change at the Oracle Arena in Alternative A, the sole impacts come from the 1 MMSF of office space at Blocks 29-32. As such, only the 1 MMSF of office space would be considered in the impacts analysis.


Alternative B: Reduced Intensity at Blocks 29-32


Under Alternative B, Blocks 29-32 adjustments will be made to retail uses, office uses, and parking spaces at Blocks 29-32. All other aspects of the proposed Project will remain unchanged.


From an air quality perspective, this Alternative is expected to have reduced impacts from those of the Project because of its reduced scope. As such, ENVIRON will make a qualitative comparison of Alternative B to the Project.


ENVIRON can prepare an operational criteria pollutant inventory for Alternative A. ENVIRON will qualitatively compare the impacts of Alternative B to the Project.


1.2 [bookmark: _Toc300760554][bookmark: _Toc300760555][bookmark: _Toc300760556][bookmark: _Toc300760557][bookmark: _Toc300760558][bookmark: _Toc300760559][bookmark: _Toc288561973][bookmark: _Toc396721796]Objective


The purpose of the air quality analysis is to assess potential criteria pollutant emissions and ozone precursor emissions that would result from construction and operation of the proposed Project consistent with guidelines and methodologies from air quality agencies, specifically, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the California Air Resources Board (ARB), and the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).


Consistent with CEQA requirements, this Air Quality Analysis Protocol evaluates mass emissions of criteria air pollutants (CAP) from both construction and operational activities (including traffic generated from the proposed Project). As an optional task, the scope of this Air Quality Analysis Protocol can be expanded to include an HRA, as discussed in the HRA supplement to this Protocol.


1.3 [bookmark: _Toc396721797]Project Methodology


It is ENVIRON’s understanding that there will be operational emissions associated with the Project from traffic-related sources and stationary sources such as standby emergency generators (the number, type and location to be determined with ESA and the Sponsor). ENVIRON will follow the May 2011 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 2011) when evaluating any impacts from the Project.


When an alternative warrants quantitative evaluation, ENVIRON will use the same methodology for the Project and Alternative. To that extent, the “Project Methodology” discussed throughout this document applies to all Alternatives.


1.3.1 Project Impacts


ENVIRON will evaluate the following three sources of emissions in the Project build-out year, which will be specified by the Project Sponsor. For the construction years, ENVIRON assumes unmitigated emissions based on the construction fleet statewide average for that year. For example, in 2015, the fleet-average emission factor for 2015 will be used, and in 2016 the fleet-average emission factor for 2016 will be used. ENVIRON will work with ESA and the CEQA transportation analysts to determine appropriate assumptions for trip lengths and origin of vehicles. Estimation of trip lengths may rely on state survey data and season ticket holder addresses.


The three sources of emissions considered are:


1. Project construction (both without implementation of measures to reduce Project impacts and with mitigation measures in place as per Section 5 of this protocol)


2. Project stationary source emissions in the first Project operation year; and


3. Project traffic emissions in the first Project operation year.


The same analysis will be conducted for Alternative A, with the exception of construction emissions, as discussed in Section 1.1.2. The same methodology as used for the Project will be applied to Alternative A.


1.4 [bookmark: _Toc396721798][bookmark: _Toc288561974]Deliverables and Schedule


Based on our understanding, ESA's transportation subconsultant will provide Project-specific trip generation for use in operational CAP emissions estimates. In the event that an HRA is required, ESA will also provide the trip distribution on the street network for use in the operational HRA. We understand that trip generation will become available after comments from the City have been received on the Traffic Impact Study Draft.


Prior to finalizing analyses for the SEIR submittal, ENVIRON will prepare a list of assumptions for both construction and operation and present them to OCII and EP and other stakeholders (e.g., Project Sponsor) for approval and verification.


ENVIRON will present draft results for review by OCII and EP, in person at a work session or via teleconference, prior to presentation of the final results in a technical appendix to the SEIR. The goal of this preliminary review would be to assess results and determine if model refinements are necessary. Furthermore, if required, the review will help identify feasible measures to reduce Project impacts and the methodology for evaluating the effectiveness of those measures.
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2 [bookmark: _Toc288561975][bookmark: _Toc396721799][bookmark: _Toc275500255]Emissions Estimates


[bookmark: _Toc288561976]The methods used to estimate the emissions of CAPs and Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) from the Project are described here. Because estimation techniques are different for construction and operation, they are discussed separately below.


2.1 [bookmark: _Toc396721800]Calculation Methodologies for Construction Emission Sources


Construction emission calculation methodologies cover off-road equipment, which is primarily diesel-fueled, on-road vehicles, and architectural coatings. Calculation methodologies for each type of emissions are explained separately. The methodology used to calculate emissions from each category is presented in Table 2: Emissions Calculations Methodology.


2.1.1 [bookmark: _Toc288561977][bookmark: _Toc288562013]Off-road Diesel Equipment


Project-specific construction equipment inventories that include details on the type, quantity, construction schedule, and hours of operation anticipated for each piece of equipment for each construction phase will be used as provided by the Sponsor. For the diesel-fueled equipment, ENVIRON will use methodologies consistent with CalEEMod® to estimate emissions.[footnoteRef:3] Where Project-specific equipment information is not available, CalEEMod® default values will be used. Load factors for each piece of equipment will be based on the default load factor in ARB’s 2011 Off-Road Equipment Model (OFFROAD2011). [3: 	http://caleemod.com/] 



2.1.2 [bookmark: _Toc288561978][bookmark: _Toc288562014]On-road Haul Trucks and Delivery Trucks and Vans


On-road truck emissions will be calculated using the total number of trucks provided by the Sponsor as part of the SEIR project description and emission factors from ARB’s EMission FACtor model (EMFAC2011) model. For haul trucks, a 20-mile one-way trip length will be used, based on CalEEMod® default truck trip lengths, and for vendor trucks a 7.3-mile trip length will be used, based on the regional default vendor trip length from CalEEMod®. The emission factors for running emissions for criteria pollutants will be generated with the current version of the EMFAC2011, released on September 30, 2011, and updated in January 2013. This version reflects the emissions benefits of recent ARB rulemakings including on-road diesel fleet rules, Pavley Clean Car Standards, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS). The model also includes updated information on California’s car and truck fleets and travel activity.


Emissions reported by the model will be converted to units of grams of pollutant emitted per vehicle mile traveled (VMT) or trip using the daily VMT or trips.


2.1.3 [bookmark: _Toc288561979][bookmark: _Toc288562015]Construction Worker Commuting Vehicles


Worker commute trip emissions will be included in the emissions inventory for construction. The number of trips by workers will be estimated based on data received from ESA in coordination with the Sponsor with regard to Construction Phasing. ENVIRON will use emission factors from EMFAC2011 and default construction worker trip lengths from CalEEMod® to estimate worker trip emissions.


2.1.4 Architectural Coating Emissions


ENVIRON will use CalEEMod® to estimate TOG emissions from architectural coating. ENVIRON will assume compliance with BAAQMD regulations restricting the VOC content of commercial paints.


2.1.5 [bookmark: _Toc288561980][bookmark: _Toc288562016]Summary of Project Construction Criteria Pollutant Emissions


[bookmark: _GoBack]CAPs from Project construction phases will be added and then normalized over the number of days in the construction period.


2.2 [bookmark: _Toc396721801]Calculation Methodologies for Operational Emission Sources


Operational emission calculation methodologies are divided into stationary, area, and mobile sources. For each category, emissions will be estimated based on data from the Project Sponsor.


2.2.1 Stationary Sources


The proposed Project will include new diesel back-up generators and emergency fire pumps, the number, type, and location of which are to be provided by ESA and the Sponsor. Emissions will be calculated based on information provided by the Project Sponsor. If project-specific information is unavailable, emissions will be estimated assuming Tier 2 ARB and USEPA off-road diesel engine standards (ARB 2013). It should be noted that these stationary sources will be permitted with the BAAQMD and all sources are expected to comply with applicable Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and Best Available Control Technology for Toxics (TBACT) requirements.


2.2.2 Area Sources


The proposed Project includes area sources such architectural coatings, landscape equipment, and consumer products use. These emissions will be estimated using CalEEMod®, based on the type and size of land uses associated with the Project. Any Project sustainability features that will reduce area source emissions will be incorporated into the CalEEMod® runs.


2.2.3 Mobile Sources


The proposed Project would generate vehicle trips, which will be provided by SEIR transportation analysts in coordination with ESA. Project traffic will be evaluated using EMFAC2011 for the vehicle fleet mix in San Francisco County. Additionally, Project-specific types of traffic such as delivery trucks will be evaluated using vehicle-type specific emission factors from EMFAC2011, based on Project-specific traffic data as provided by ESA in coordination with the Sponsor.


ENVIRON will use Project-specific traffic inputs from ESA or the Sponsor to estimate mobile source operational emissions for the unique land uses of the project. However, ENVIRON may use CalEEMod® to estimate mobile source operational emissions for standard land uses such as office buildings.


2.2.4 Summary of Project Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions


CAPs from operations will be estimated and presented to OCII and EP before inclusion in the SEIR.
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3 [bookmark: _Toc396721802][bookmark: _Toc211241440]Optional Task: HRA


The proposed project is not located in an APEZ as defined by EP. As such, ENVIRON understands no Project-specific HRA is required for the SEIR to quantify impacts of the Project on nearby sensitive receptors, such as residents. However, in the event that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over those assumed for prior approved development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required.


The proposed methodology for the optional HRA is attached to this document as a supplement. If the optional HRA is required, ENVIRON will complete the HRA in accordance with the most recent guidance from the BAAQMD, the ARB, the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), and the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).
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4 [bookmark: _Toc396721803]Measures to Reduce Project Impacts


Based on the analysis above and in consultation with OCII, EP, and ESA, ENVIRON can coordinate with OCII, EP, and the Project sponsor to identify and develop feasible measures that would reduce Project impacts. These measures will either be presented as mitigation measures for significant impacts, improvement measures for less-than-significant impacts, or if approved by the Project Sponsor, be incorporated into the proposed Project. ENVIRON will work with OCII, EP, and ESA to determine appropriate methodologies for assessing the benefits of such measures, which may include either qualitative or quantitative analysis. Any such identified measures and methodology for analyzing the effectiveness of those measures will be presented and described in the project SEIR.


5 [bookmark: _Toc288562006][bookmark: _Toc356398880][bookmark: _Toc396721804]References	
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Tables














			[bookmark: _Ref380487914][bookmark: _Toc380605259]Table 1:	Level of Analysis


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			 


			Project


			Alternative A
No Project


			Alternative B
Reduced Intensity





			Construction





			Emission Categories





			Off-Road Source Emissions


			Based on construction contractor information


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			On-Road Haul and Vendor Sources Emissions


			Based on construction contractor offhaul & material delivery estimates


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			On-Road Worker Trip Emissions


			Will be evaluated to determine if de minimis


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			CalEEMod® analysis based on land use characteristics


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Analyses





			Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions


			Sum of four source categories described above


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project















			Table 1:	Level of Analysis, Continued


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			


			Project


			Alternative A
No Project


			Alternative B
Reduced Intensity





			Operational





			Emission Categories





			Stationary Sources Emissions


			Based on Project Sponsor data


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Area Source Emissions


			CalEEMod® analysis based on land use characteristics


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Traffic Emissions


			Based on trip generation from traffic consultants


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Analyses





			Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions


			Sum of three source categories described above


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project
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			[bookmark: _Ref311620198][bookmark: _Ref311620209][bookmark: _Toc380605260]Table 2:	Emissions Calculations Methodology


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			Type


			Source


			Methodology and Formula


			Reference





			Construction Equipment


			Off-Road Equipment1


			Ec = Σ(EFc * HP * LF * Hr * C)


			ARB/USEPA Engine Standards
USEPA NONROAD 





			Construction and Operational On-Road Mobile Sources2


			Running Exhaust and Running Losses


			ER = Σ(EFR * VMT * C) , where VMT = Trip Length * Trip Number


			EMFAC2011





			


			Starting Exhaust and Evaporative ROG


			ES = Σ(EFS * Trip Number* C)


			EMFAC2011





			


			Idling Exhaust


			EI = Σ(EFI * Trip Number *TI* C)


			EMFAC2011





			Operation


			Generator3


			E = EF * HP * Hr


			ARB/USEPA Off-Road Engine Standards











Notes:


1. Ec: off-road equipment exhaust emissions (lb).


EFc: emission factor (g/hp-hr). CalEEMod® 2011.1.1 default emission factors used.


HP: equipment horsepower. OFFROAD2011.


LF: equipment load factor. OFFROAD2011.


Hr: equipment hours.


C: unit conversion factor.





2. On-road mobile sources include all diesel truck trips. Emissions associated with mobile sources were calculated using the following formulas.





ER: running exhaust and running losses emissions (lb).


EFR: running emission factor (g/mile). From EMFAC2011.


VMT: vehicle miles traveled


C: unit conversion factor.


The calculation involves the following assumptions:


a. All material transporting and soil hauling trucks are heavy-heavy duty trucks.


b. Trip Length: The one-way trip length as calculated based on the truck route. 


c. Trip Number: provided by the construction contractor or estimated in CalEEMod®.





Es: vehicle starting exhaust and evaporative ROG emissions (lb).


EFs: vehicle starting or evaporative ROG emission factor (g/trip). From EMFAC2011. EMFAC reports emission rates in g/vehicle/day, vehicle population and trips in trips/day. The emission factor is calculated as the product of emission rates and vehicle population, divided by the daily trips. 


C: unit conversion factor.





EI: vehicle idling emissions (lb).


EFI: vehicle idling emission factor (g/hr-trip). From EMFAC2011.


TI: idling time


C: unit conversion factor.





3. E: generator engine emissions


EF: compression-ignition (diesel) engine emission factor. ARB/USEPA engine PM standard based on engine tier will be used.


HP: generator horsepower.


Hr: generator hours. If usage not known, will assume 50 hours of operation annually as a conservative assumption.





Abbreviations:


ARB: California Air Resources Board


BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District


CalEEMod®: CAlifornia Emissions Estimator MODel


EF: Emission Factor


EMFAC: EMission FACtor Model


EP: Environmental Planning


g: gram


HP: Horsepower


lb: pound


LF: Load Factor


mi: mile


USEPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency


VMT: vehicle miles traveled





References:
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1 [bookmark: _Toc288561971][bookmark: _Toc396722776]Introduction


At the request of Environmental Science Associates (ESA), on behalf of the Golden State Warriors (GSW or Sponsor), ENVIRON International Corporation (ENVIRON) will conduct a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis of criteria air pollutants and precursor emissions associated with the proposed construction of a multi-purpose event center and ancillary development Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 in San Francisco, CA (“Project” or “Site”).[footnoteRef:1] The analysis prepared by ENVIRON will become an Air Quality Technical Appendix (AQTA) to the subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR) on the project. The AQTA will be performed to support the Project’s CEQA documentation at the request of the San Francisco Planning Department’s Environmental Planning (EP) Division. The lead agency for the SEIR is the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). [1: 	A separate greenhouse gas inventory will be prepared using similar methods as part of an application for judicial streamlining under Senate Bill 743.] 



The Air Quality Protocol to which this is a supplement describes the methodology for evaluation of air quality emissions impacts from construction activities and operational sources. The proposed project is not located in an Air Pollution Exposure Zone (APEZ) as defined by EP. In the event that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved development for the site in the Mission Bay Final SEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, a project-specific Health Risk Assessment (HRA) could become required. As such, this HRA supplement to the Air Quality Protocol details the optional task of a Project-specific HRA. In the case that an HRA is required, ENVIRON will work with the Project Sponsor and ESA to develop the timeline and deliverables for the HRA.


The analyses described here will not be performed unless EP requires an HRA for the Project.


1.1 [bookmark: _Toc288561973][bookmark: _Toc396722777]Objective


The purpose of the HRA is to assess potential health risks that would result from construction and operation of the proposed Project consistent with guidelines and methodologies from air quality agencies, specifically, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the California Air Resources Board (ARB), the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), and the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). Consistent with guidelines and recommended methods from these agencies, the HRA evaluates the estimated cancer risk from Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) and Total Organic Gases (TOGs), and PM2.5 (particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in aerodynamic diameter) concentrations associated with diesel exhaust that will be emitted by construction activities and operational emissions from traffic-related sources and stationary sources such as standby emergency generators (the number, type and location to be determined with ESA and the Sponsor).


The City of San Francisco has initiated a City-wide HRA to evaluate cumulative cancer risks and PM2.5 concentrations from existing stationary, mobile, and other area sources. For purposes of this proposal, the database in development for this effort is referred to as the Citywide HRA. The cumulative analysis of this HRA estimates excess lifetime cancer risks and PM2.5 concentrations that are attributable to other mobile and stationary sources as calculated in the Citywide HRA in addition to effects from the Project.


If required by OCII and EP, this HRA will evaluate:


1. Project-level health risk assessment of cancer risk impacts and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) concentrations from construction and operational emissions on off-site populations for operational impacts); and


2. Cumulative health risk assessment of cancer risk impacts and fine particulate matter concentrations (to both on-site and off-site receptors) resulting from the proposed Project operation in addition to risks from other sources of stationary, area, and mobile emissions as calculated in the Citywide HRA.


1.2 [bookmark: _Toc396722778]Project Methodology


To meet these objectives, the HRA will be conducted consistent with the following guidance:


· [bookmark: _DV_M201][bookmark: _DV_M202]Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines (California Environmental Protection Agency [Cal/EPA] 2003);


· The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation, V10 (BAAQMD 2012b);


· [bookmark: _DV_M203][bookmark: _DV_M205]May 2011 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 2011);


· BAAQMD Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards (BAAQMD 2012a); and


· California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association (CAPCOA) Health Risk Assessment for Proposed Land Use Projects (CAPCOA 2009).


ENVIRON will evaluate cancer risk impacts and fine particulate matter concentrations by implementing the methodology for the scenarios below, based on the results of the CAP inventories. ENVIRON will use the same methodology for the Project and any Alternatives, which are discussed in the Air Quality Protocol. The “Project Methodology” discussed throughout this document applies to the Project and any Alternatives.


1.2.1 Project-level Impacts at Build-Out 


ENVIRON will evaluate the cancer risk impacts and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) concentrations for each of the following three sources of emissions in the Project build-out year, which will be specified by the Project Sponsor. ENVIRON will work with ESA and the CEQA transportation analysts to determine appropriate assumptions for trip lengths and origin of vehicles. Estimation of trip lengths may rely on state survey data and season ticket holder addresses.



The three sources of emissions considered are:


1. Project construction (both without implementation of measures to reduce Project impacts and with mitigation measures in place as per Section 5 of this protocol)


2. Project stationary source emissions in the first Project operation year;


3. Project traffic emissions in the first Project operation year.


The same analysis will be conducted for any Alternatives that require more refined emission inventories or site-specific modeling, as discussed in the Air Quality Protocol. In all cases, the same methodology as used for the Project will be applied to the Alternatives.


1.2.2 Cumulative Impacts at Project Horizon Year (2040)


As part of the cumulative health risk assessment, ENVIRON will evaluate the cancer risk impacts and PM2.5 concentrations for each of the following five sources of emissions in the Project Horizon Year (2040):


1. Project construction (without implementation of measures to reduce Project impacts). For the construction years, ENVIRON assumes unmitigated emissions based on the construction fleet statewide average for that year. For example, in 2015, the fleet-average emission factor for 2015 will be used, and in 2016 the fleet-average emission factor for 2016 will be used.


2. Project stationary source emissions in 2040


3. Project traffic emissions in 2040


4. Non-Project cumulative traffic emissions in 2040


5. Non-Project stationary source emissions in 2040


Project stationary source emissions in the Project Horizon Year (2040) are assumed to be identical to the emissions at Project build-out. Thus, ENVIRON will perform one round of modeling for the Project stationary sources and present the risks for each set of emissions separately.


Project traffic in 2040 will be based on Project-specific traffic data provided by the traffic consultants to account for the Project’s contribution to cumulative traffic in 2040. The corresponding PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk will be calculated based on 2040 emissions and Citywide HRA exposure assumptions. ENVIRON will also determine impacts due to non-Project cumulative traffic in 2040. ENVIRON will do so by incorporating PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk results due to cumulative traffic from the SFCHAMP model for 2040 from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) and subtracting out Project traffic impacts in 2040 for these same segments. The approach allows for the determination of the Project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts.


Impacts due to nearby non-Project stationary sources will be retrieved from the Citywide HRA database and presented with the above source categories in order to evaluate the cumulative excess lifetime cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations at the receptors.


ENVIRON will add a cancer risk field and a PM2.5 concentration field to the Citywide HRA database (Year 2040) for emissions related to Project construction and Project non-traffic operational sources. For construction emissions, the fields will be added for all offsite receptors within 1,000 feet of the Project. For non-traffic operational emissions, the fields will be added for all onsite and offsite receptors within 1,000 feet of the Project. The evaluation of cumulative traffic impacts from all sources in the 1,000-foot zone of influence is already incorporated in the Citywide HRA database.


ENVIRON will conduct the same analysis for the Alternatives that require more refined emission inventories or site-specific modeling.


1.3 [bookmark: _Toc396722779][bookmark: _Toc288561974]Deliverables and Schedule


If an HRA is required, ENVIRON will work with OCII, EP, and ESA to develop a schedule of completion.


ENVIRON will present draft results for review by OCII and EP, in person at a work session or via teleconference, prior to presentation of the final results in a technical appendix to the SEIR. The goal of this preliminary review would be to assess results and determine if model refinements are necessary. Furthermore, if required, the review will help identify feasible measures to reduce Project impacts and the methodology for evaluating the effectiveness of those measures.


For the Project and each Alternative, ENVIRON will also provide a modified Citywide HRA database with the Project or Alternative impacts added.
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2 [bookmark: _Toc288561975][bookmark: _Toc396722780][bookmark: _Toc275500255]Emissions Estimates


[bookmark: _Toc288561976][bookmark: Table1]Emissions estimates for Criteria Air Pollutants (CAPs) for the Project and Alternatives are discussed in the Air Quality Protocol. ENVIRON will use those emissions as inputs to the HRA. All diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions will be conservatively assumed to be equal to PM10 or Fine Particulate Matter Less than 2.5 Micrometer in Diameter (PM2.5) emissions from diesel equipment. Other toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions will be estimated by speciation of on-road vehicle gasoline exhaust emissions. Table 1: Level of Analysis summarizes the emission categories that will be included in the construction and operation emission inventories, as well as analyses that will be performed by ENVIRON for the Project and Alternatives.
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3 [bookmark: _Toc288561986][bookmark: _Toc396722781]Estimated Air Concentrations


Consistent with the Citywide HRA, the air toxics analysis will evaluate health risks and PM2.5 concentrations resulting from the Project upon the surrounding community. For the Project, this would include emissions during construction activities, as well as operational emissions in the Project build-out year and 2040 (Project horizon year). The methodologies used to evaluate emissions for the Project and cumulative HRA are based on the most recent BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 2011).


3.1 [bookmark: _Toc288561987][bookmark: _Toc396722782]Chemical Selection


The cancer risk analysis in the HRA is based on DPM concentrations and TOGs from diesel equipment and on-road gasoline vehicles. Diesel exhaust, a complex mixture that includes hundreds of individual constituents (Cal/EPA 1998), is identified by the State of California as a known carcinogen (Cal/EPA 2012). Under California regulatory guidelines, DPM is used as a surrogate measure of carcinogen exposure for the mixture of chemicals that make up diesel exhaust as a whole (Cal/EPA 2012). Cal/EPA and other proponents of using the surrogate approach to quantifying cancer risks associated with the diesel mixture indicate that this method is preferable to a component-based approach. A component-based approach involves estimating risks for each of the individual components of a mixture. Critics of the component-based approach believe it will underestimate the risks associated with diesel as a whole because the identity of all chemicals in the mixture may not be known or exposure and health effects information for all chemicals identified within the mixture may not be available. Furthermore, Cal/EPA has concluded that “potential cancer risk from inhalation exposure to whole diesel exhaust will exceed the multi-pathway cancer risk from the speciated components (Cal/EPA 2003).” The analysis of DPM for this Project will be based on the surrogate approach, as recommended by Cal/EPA.


3.2 [bookmark: _Toc300760568][bookmark: _Toc288561988][bookmark: _Toc396722783]Project Sources and Background Traffic


Near-field air dispersion modeling of DPM and PM2.5 from Project construction and operational sources will be conducted using the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) AERMOD model.[footnoteRef:2] For each receptor location, the model generates average air concentrations (or air dispersion factors as unit emissions will be modeled) that result from emissions from multiple sources. [2: 	On November 9, 2005, the USEPA promulgated final revisions to the federal Guideline on Air Quality Models, in which it recommended that AERMOD be used for dispersion modeling evaluations of criteria air pollutant and toxic air pollutant emissions from typical industrial facilities.] 



Air dispersion models such as AERMOD require a variety of inputs such as source parameters, meteorological parameters, topography information, and receptor parameters. When site-specific information is unknown, ENVIRON will use default parameter sets that are designed to produce conservative (i.e., overestimated) air concentrations.


3.2.1 Meteorological Data


Air dispersion modeling applications require the use of meteorological data that ideally are spatially and temporally representative of conditions in the immediate vicinity of the site under consideration. For this HRA, BAAQMD’s Mission Bay meteorological data for the year 2008 will be used, which aligns with the San Francisco Citywide HRA Methodology (BAAQMD 2012b).


3.2.2 Terrain Considerations


Elevation and land use data will be imported from the National Elevation Dataset (NED) maintained by the United States Geological Survey (USGS 2013). An important consideration in an air dispersion modeling analysis is the selection of whether or not to model an urban area. Due to the urban nature of San Francisco, the site will be modeled with the urban population of 805,235, corresponding to the 2010 US Census.


3.2.3 Emission Rates


Emitting activities will be modeled to reflect the actual hours of construction or operation. Emissions will be modeled using the /Q (“chi over q”) method, such that each phase has unit emission rates (i.e., 1 gram per second [g/s]), and the model estimates dispersion factors (with units of [µg/m3]/[g/s]).


For annual average ambient air concentrations, the estimated annual average dispersion factors are multiplied by the annual average emission rates. The emission rates will vary day to day, with some days having no emissions. For simplicity, the model will assume a constant emission rate during the entire year.


In the construction model, modeled meteorological hours of the day are restricted to 7:00 am to 6:00 pm, the likely hours for emissions to occur. This way, only representative meteorological data will be considered in determining the dispersion factors. To reflect the probable daily construction schedule, the emissions rates in grams per second will be calculated based on the modeled activity. Thus, the model will provide an annual average concentration that can be incorporated directly into the health risk calculations assuming 24 hours of daily exposure, as discussed below in Section 3.2.6.


3.2.4 Source Parameters


Source location and parameters are necessary to model the dispersion of air emissions. The duration of Blocks 29-32 construction is anticipated to be up to 25 months, with arena and office building construction proceeding concurrently. At any given time there will be multiple emissions sources associated with construction equipment within the construction zone.


The construction area will be modeled as an Area source encompassing the entire Project site, following Citywide HRA Methodology. A release height of 5 meters will be used, with an initial vertical dimension of 1.4 meters. Emissions will be distributed uniformly throughout the area source representing construction of that phase.


In addition, off-site trucks (trucks going to and from construction zones[footnoteRef:3]) will be modeled as volume sources, but the initial lateral dimension will be calculated by dividing the width of the roadway by 2.15, consistent with USEPA guidance (1995) for modeling adjacent volume sources as a line source. Details of the construction source parameters to be used for this HRA are presented in Table 2: Modeling Parameters. [3: 	ENVIRON will assume a 20 mile one-way trip length for Construction Hauling, based on CalEEModTM default values, if Project-specific data is not available.] 



Following Citywide HRA Methodology, on-road emissions during Project operation will be modeled in AERMOD as adjacent volume sources, with the number of sources dependent on the length and width of the roadway segment. ENVIRON will include traffic segments that are included in the Project traffic study. For AERMOD modeling, the release height of each volume source will be set to 2.5 meters, the initial lateral dimension will be variable (dependent on roadway width), and the initial vertical dimension will be set at 2.3 meters, following Citywide HRA Methodology.


For operation, the location of the diesel backup generators is to be determined by the Sponsor. Refined modeling of the operational emissions will be performed for the new emergency generators and fire pumps (the number, type, and locations of which are to be determined with ESA and the Sponsor). Each generator or fire pump will be modeled as a point source, with a release height of 3.66 meters, a stack exit temperature of 739.8 Kelvin, a stack exit velocity of 45.3 meters per second, and a stack diameter of 0.183 meters, consistent with the Citywide HRA Methodology. If actual stack parameters are available for the proposed generators, the actual parameters will be used preferentially over the Citywide HRA parameters. Building downwash (the wake effects caused by air flow around buildings) caused by the Project buildings, as well as neighboring buildings, will be accounted for in the operational modeling.


3.2.5 Receptors


In order to evaluate health impacts to onsite receptors, during operations and at project build-out, and offsite receptors, receptors will be placed at locations collocated with the receptors used in the Citywide HRA and within 1,000 feet of the Project site. Receptors will be modeled at a height of 1.8 meters above terrain height, a default breathing height for ground-floor receptors, consistent with the Citywide HRA analysis. As discussed previously, maximum average annual dispersion factors will be estimated for each receptor location. The types of receptors in the area are discussed in more detail in Section 4.1.


3.2.6 [bookmark: _Ref377475039]Modeling Adjustment Factors


Cal/EPA (2003) recommends applying an adjustment factor to the annual average concentration modeled assuming continuous emissions (i.e., 24 hours per day, 7 days per week), when the actual emissions are less than 24 hours per day and exposures are concurrent with construction and operation activities occurring at the Project. The modeling adjustment factors are discussed below.


Off-site residents are assumed to be exposed to construction and operation emissions 24 hours per day, seven days per week. This assumption is consistent with the modeled annual average air concentration (24 hours per day, 7 days per week). Thus, the annual average concentration need not be adjusted.


Exposure to construction activities is conservatively assumed to occur for 24 hours per day, seven days per week. However, actual construction operations may occur for fewer than 24 hours per day and fewer than 7 days per week. This approach simplifies the model set up, yet does not underestimate exposure since ENVIRON is evaluating chronic health risk impacts, and follows Citywide HRA Methodology.
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5 [bookmark: _Toc288561989][bookmark: _Toc396722784]Risk Characterization Methods


[bookmark: _Toc211241440]The following sections discuss in detail the various components required to conduct the HRA.


5.1 [bookmark: _Toc396722785][bookmark: _Toc288561990]Sources Evaluated


As discussed above, ENVIRON will evaluate cancer risks and PM2.5 concentrations for the following scenarios and years.


1. Project construction;


2. Project stationary sources in the Project build-out year and 2040 (Project Horizon Year);


3. Project traffic in the Project build-out year and 2040; and


4. Non-Project cumulative traffic in 2040 for all road segments within 1,000 feet of Project.


The SEIR transportation analysts in coordination with ESA will provide Project traffic counts for evaluation of Item 3 above. The 2040 Cumulative analysis will be based on the SFCTA SF CHAMP model runs, which already include the entitled uses at Blocks 29-32, that is, Alternative A. Therefore, the project’s contribution to traffic-related air quality impacts in 2040 can be considered by comparison of Alternative A’s traffic with Project-generated traffic in 2040 and identifying the Project’s incremental difference.


5.2 [bookmark: _Toc396722786]Exposure Assessment


5.2.1 Potentially Exposed Populations


The HRA will conservatively evaluate the following receptor populations:


· Off-site Child Residents for construction scenario.[footnoteRef:4]  [4: 	As Child Resident exposure assumptions are more conservative than those for Adult Residents, a conservative approach of considering all off-site receptors as Child Residents during Construction scenario will be used in this HRA.] 



· On-site and off-site 70-year lifetime cancer risks to residents from operation of the proposed Project.


As the residential exposure assumptions are more conservative than those for other sensitive receptor types, a conservative approach of considering all receptors as residential receptors will be used in this HRA. We will model all receptors using the Citywide HRA grid, which has 20-m spacing.


5.2.2 Exposure Assumptions


The exposure parameters used to estimate excess lifetime cancer risks for all potentially exposed populations for the construction and operation scenarios are based on risk assessment guidelines from Cal/EPA (2003) and BAAQMD (2010), unless otherwise noted, and are presented in the attached Table 3:	Exposure Parameters – Construction and Table 4:	Exposure Parameters – Operation.


5.2.3 Calculation of Intake


The dose estimated for each exposure pathway is a function of the concentration of a chemical and the intake of that chemical. The intake factor for inhalation, IFinh, can be calculated as follows:


IFinh = DBR * ET * EF * ED * CF


							AT


Where:


IFinh	=	Intake Factor for Inhalation (m3/kg-day)


DBR	=	Daily Breathing Rate (L/kg-day)


ET	=	Exposure Time (hours/24 hours)


EF	=	Exposure Frequency (days/year)


ED	=	Exposure Duration (years)


AT	=	Averaging Time (days)


CF 	= 	Conversion Factor, 0.001 (m3/L)


The chemical intake or dose is estimated by multiplying the inhalation intake factor, IFinh, by the chemical concentration in air, Ci. When coupled with the chemical concentration, this calculation is mathematically equivalent to the dose algorithm given in OEHHA Hot Spots guidance (Cal/EPA 2003).


5.3 [bookmark: _Toc288561991][bookmark: _Toc396722787]Toxicity Assessment


The toxicity assessment characterizes the relationship between the magnitude of exposure and the nature and magnitude of adverse health effects that may result from such exposure.


Following Citywide HRA Methodology for cancer risk calculations, ENVIRON will include toxicity for DPM for all source categories, and additionally include organic gases from on-road gasoline-powered vehicles and other pollutants from permitted stationary sources (e.g., DPM from emergency generators).


Toxicity values are summarized in Table 5: Carcinogenic Toxicity Values.


5.4 [bookmark: _Toc288561992][bookmark: _Toc288562028][bookmark: _Toc396722788]Calculated Age-Specific Sensitivity Factors


The estimated excess lifetime cancer risks for a resident child will be adjusted using the age sensitivity factors (ASFs) recommended in the Cal/EPA OEHHA Technical Support Document (TSD) (2009) and the cancer risk adjustment factors (CRAFs) recommended by BAAQMD (2010). This approach accounts for an “anticipated special sensitivity to carcinogens” of infants and children. Cancer risk estimates are weighted by a factor of 10 for exposures that occur from the third trimester of pregnancy to two years of age and by a factor of three for exposures that occur from two years through 15 years of age. No weighting factor (i.e., an ASF of one, which is equivalent to no adjustment) is applied to ages 16 to 70 years. Table 6:	Age Sensitivity Factors (ASFs) - Construction shows the ASFs used for child residents for a construction period lasting approximately 30 months. Table 7:	Age Sensitivity Factors (ASFs) - Operation shows the ASF used for 70-year lifetime residents in the operation scenario.


5.5 [bookmark: _Toc361127669][bookmark: _Toc288561994][bookmark: _Toc288562030][bookmark: _Toc396722789]Estimation of Cancer Risks


Excess lifetime cancer risks are estimated as the upper-bound incremental probability that an individual will develop cancer over a lifetime as a direct result of exposure to potential carcinogens. The estimated risk is expressed as a unitless probability. The cancer risk attributed to a chemical is calculated by multiplying the chemical intake or dose at the human exchange boundaries (e.g., lungs) by the chemical-specific Cancer Potency Factor (CPF).


The equation used to calculate the potential excess lifetime cancer risk for the inhalation pathway is as follows:


Riskinh =Ci x CF x IFinh x CPF x ASF


Where:


Riskinh	=	Cancer Risk; the incremental probability of an individual developing cancer as a result of inhalation exposure to a particular potential carcinogen (unitless)


Ci	=	Annual Average Air Concentration for Chemicali (µg/m3)


CF	=	Conversion Factor (mg/µg)


IFinh	=	Intake Factor for Inhalation (m3/kg-day)


CPFI	=	Cancer Potency Factor for Chemicali 
(mg chemical/kg body weight-day)-1


ASF	=	Age Sensitivity Factor (unitless)


6 [bookmark: _Toc396722790]Measures to Reduce Project Impacts


Based on the analysis above and in consultation with EP and ESA, ENVIRON will coordinate with EP and the Project sponsor to identify and develop feasible measures that would reduce Project impacts. These measures will either be presented as mitigation measures for significant impacts, improvement measures for less-than-significant impacts, or if approved by the Project Sponsor, be incorporated into the proposed Project. ENVIRON will work with EP and ESA to determine appropriate methodologies for assessing the benefits of such measures, which may include either qualitative or quantitative analysis. Any such identified measures and methodology for analyzing the effectiveness of those measures will be presented and described in the project SEIR and may require updates to the final Citywide HRA + Project database.
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Tables














			[bookmark: _Ref380487914][bookmark: _Toc380605259]Table 1: Level of Analysis


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			 


			Project


			Alternative A
No Project


			Alternative B
Reduced Intensity





			Construction





			Emission Categories





			Off-Road Source Emissions


			Based on construction contractor information


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			On-Road Haul and Vendor Sources Emissions


			Based on construction contractor offhaul & material delivery estimates


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			On-Road Worker Trip Emissions


			Will be evaluated to determine if de minimis


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Analyses





			Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions


			Sum of three source categories described above


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Modeling and Project Build-Out Year Health Risk Assessment


			HRA of three source categories described above


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project












			 


			Project


			Alternative A
No Project


			Alternative B
Reduced Intensity





			Operational





			Emission Categories





			Stationary Sources Emissions


			Based on Project Sponsor data


			Same as Project


			Same as Project





			Area Source Emissions


			CalEEMod® analysis based on land use characteristics


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			Same as Project





			Traffic Emissions


			Based on trip generation from traffic consultants


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			Same as Project





			Analyses





			Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions


			Sum of three source categories described above


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			Same as Project





			Modeling and Project Build-Out Year Health Risk Assessment


			Modeling at Blocks 29-32 using turning volumes from traffic consultants


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			Same as Project















			 


			Project


			Alternative A
No Project


			Alternative B
Reduced Intensity





			Cumulative Health Risk Assessment





			Source Categories





			Project Construction


			Same as Project discussed above


			Same as Alternative A discussed above


			See Project





			Project Stationary Sources 2040


			Assume same as Project build-out year impacts


			Same as Project


			Same as Project





			Project Traffic 2040


			Project impacts adjusted for 2040 traffic volumes and emission factors


			Alternative A impacts adjusted for 2040 traffic volumes and emission factors


			Same as Project





			Non-Project Cumulative Traffic 2040


			Cumulative 2040 Citywide HRA traffic impacts less 2040 Alternative A traffic impacts


			Cumulative 2040 Citywide HRA traffic impacts less 2040 Alternative A traffic impacts


			Same as Project





			Non-Project Stationary Sources


			From latest Citywide HRA database


			Same as Project


			Same as Project
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			[bookmark: _Ref311620260][bookmark: _Ref311620269][bookmark: _Toc380605261]Table 2: Modeling Parameters


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			Period


			Source


			Source Type1


			Source Dimension


			Number of Sources2


			Release Height3,4


			Exit Temperature3


			Exit Velocity3


			Exit Diameter3


			Initial Vertical Dimension5


			Initial Lateral Dimension5





			


			


			


			[m]


			


			[m]


			[K]


			[m/s]


			[m]


			[m]


			[m]





			Construction


			Construction Equipment


			Area 


			Project Area


			2


			5.0


			 


			 


			 


			1.4


			N/A





			Construction


			On-Road Trucks


			Volume


			Variable


			TBD


			4.0


			


			


			


			0.9


			Variable





			Operation


			On-Road Fleet (Traffic)


			Volume


			Variable


			TBD


			2.5


			


			


			


			2.3


			Variable





			Operation


			Back-up Generator


			Point


			 


			1


			3.66


			739.8


			45.3


			0.183


			 


			 















Table 2: Modeling Parameters (notes)





Notes:


1 Due to lack of specific instructions on modeling of construction emissions from BAAQMD, ENVIRON will use methodology from the Citywide HRA when setting up the model. According to the Citywide HRA methodology, construction sources will be modeled as area sources.


2 The number of sources is to be determined based on the geometry of the truck routes.


3 Source parameters for the generator are based on Citywide HRA default values.


4 According to the Citywide HRA methodology, initial vertical dimension of the modeled construction equipment volume sources was set to 1.4 meters; initial vertical dimension of the operational traffic volume sources was set to 2.3 meters. 


5 According to USEPA ISC3 User's Guide Volume II, initial lateral dimension of single volume sources is length of side divided by 4.3. For a line source modeled as adjacent volume sources, the initial lateral dimension is the length of the side divided by 2.15. 





Abbreviations:


BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District


ISC: Industrial Source Complex Model


K: Kelvin


LST: Local Significance Threshold


m: meter


s: second


SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality Management District


USEPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency





Sources:


BAAQMD, 2012b. The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation, V9.


SCAQMD. 2008. Final Localized Significance Threshold (LST) Methodology. July. Available at http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/lst/Method_final.pdf


USEPA. 1995. User's Guide for the Industrial Source Complex (ISC3) Dispersion Models. Volume II - Description of Model Algorithms. September. Available at http://www.epa.gov/scram001/userg/regmod/isc3v2.pdf


	Air Quality Analysis Protocol: HRA Supplement


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
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			[bookmark: _Ref311620310][bookmark: _Ref311620321][bookmark: _Toc380605262]Table 3: Exposure Parameters – Construction


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			Exposure Parameter


			Units


			Construction





			


			


			Child Resident





			Daily Breathing Rate (DBR)1


			[L/kg-day]


			581





			Exposure Time (ET)2


			[hours/24 hours]


			24





			Exposure Frequency (EF)3


			[days/year]


			350





			Exposure Duration (ED)4


			[years]


			2





			Averaging Time (AT)


			[days]


			25550





			Intake Factor, Inhalation (IFinh)


			[m3/kg-day]


			0.020





			








Notes:


1. Daily breathing rate for child resident reflects default breathing rate from BAAQMD 2010.


2. Exposure time for child resident reflects default exposure time from BAAQMD 2010.


3. Exposure frequency for child resident reflects default exposure frequency from BAAQMD 2010.


4 The exposure duration was assumed to be 2 years for child resident reflecting the actual construction duration.





Calculation:


Child resident:


IFinh = D


BR * ET * EF * ED * CF / AT


CF = 0.001 (m3/L)





Abbreviations:


BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District


L = liter


kg = kilogram


m3 = cubic meter





References:


BAAQMD. 2010b. Air Toxics NSR Program Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) Guidelines. January.





	Air Quality Analysis Protocol: HRA Supplement


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
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			[bookmark: _Ref311620315][bookmark: _Ref311620326][bookmark: _Toc380605263]Table 4: Exposure Parameters – Operation


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary 	Development


	San Francisco, California





			Exposure Parameter


			Units


			Operation





			


			


			Resident 


(70 Year)





			Daily Breathing Rate (DBR)1


			[L/kg-day]


			302





			Exposure Time (ET)2


			[hours/24 hours]


			24





			Exposure Frequency (EF)3


			[days/year]


			350





			Exposure Duration (ED)4


			[years]


			70





			Averaging Time (AT)


			[days]


			25550





			Intake Factor, Inhalation (IFinh)


			[m3/kg-day]


			0.29





			Notes:


1. Daily breathing rate for resident receptor reflects default breathing rate from BAAQMD 2010.


2. Exposure time for resident reflects default exposure time from BAAQMD 2010.


3. Exposure frequency for resident reflects default exposure frequency from BAAQMD 2010.


4. The exposure duration for resident reflects default exposure duration from BAAQMD 2010.





Calculation:


Resident:


IFinh = DBR * ET * EF * ED * CF / AT


CF = 0.001 (m3/L)





Abbreviations:


BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District


L = liter


kg = kilogram


m3 = cubic meter





References:


BAAQMD. 2010b. Air Toxics NSR Program Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) Guidelines. January.















[bookmark: _Ref356398082][bookmark: _Toc380605264]Table 5:	Carcinogenic Toxicity Values


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California


			Source


			Analysis


			Chemical


			Cancer Potency Factor





			


			


			


			[mg/kg-day]-1





			Construction and Operation


			Cancer Risk


			Diesel PM


			1.1





			On-Road Vehicles


			Cancer Risk


			1,3-Butadiene


			0.6





			


			


			Acetaldehyde


			0.01





			


			


			Benzene


			0.1





			


			


			Ethylbenzene


			0.0087





			


			


			Formaldehyde


			0.021





			


			


			Naphthalene


			0.12











Abbreviations:


ARB: Air Resources Board


Cal/EPA: California Environmental Protection Agency


mg/kg-day: per milligram per kilogram-day


OEHHA - Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment


PM: Particulate Matter





References:


Cal/EPA. 2012. OEHHA/ARB Consolidated Table of Approved Risk Assessment Health Values. May 3. 
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			[bookmark: _Ref311620856][bookmark: _Ref311620867][bookmark: _Ref311620874][bookmark: _Toc380605265]Table 6: Age Sensitivity Factors (ASFs) - Construction


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			Receptor


			Age Sensitivity Factor (ASF)


			





			Child Resident1,2


			10


			





			Notes:


1. Based on BAAQMD 2010.


2. Resident child is assumed to be exposed from the third trimester of pregnancy to 1.75 years of age (which reflects 2 years of construction activity).





Abbreviations:


ASF: Age Sensitivity Factor


BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District





References:


BAAQMD. 2010b. Air Toxics NSR Program Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) Guidelines. January.





			

















	Air Quality Analysis Protocol: HRA Supplement
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			[bookmark: _Ref311620879][bookmark: _Ref311620887][bookmark: _Ref311620892][bookmark: _Toc380605266]Table 7: Age Sensitivity Factors (ASFs) - Operation


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			Receptor


			Age Sensitivity Factor (ASF)





			Resident (70 years)1,2


			1.7





			Notes:


1. Based on BAAQMD 2010.


2. A resident is assumed to represent lifetime exposure.





Abbreviations:


ASF: Age Sensitivity Factor


BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District





References:


BAAQMD. 2010b. Air Toxics NSR Program Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) Guidelines. January.











	Air Quality Analysis Protocol: HRA Supplement


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Oerth, Sally (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Schedule from Yesterday"s Meeting
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 3:04:27 PM
Attachments: GSW_14-0828_Full_Short_C&R.pdf


GSW_14-0828_Tasks-only_Short_C&R.pdf


Tiffany/Sally – I wanted you to have a copy of the current draft CEQA schedule (see below for
explanations/caveats of the two files).  These are revised from yesterday’s meeting, but the end
date has not changed from what we discussed with the Warriors, but they have this copy as well. 
The difference between the two schedules is one shows a best-case for the FEIR, and the other
leaves the FEIR off the schedule (the typical way the schedule is shown at this stage since the
timeline of the FEIR is hard to tiedown until the DEIR is circulated).
 
The Planning Department has already shortened the process from what they typically do by:
 


-          Shortening review periods
-          Removing stand alone technical studies (except for traffic)
-          Deleted one of the screencheck drafts
-          Traffic is still keeping to its original schedule, even though the data they were promised in


the early summer is just coming in now
 
I will get you more information on the implications on the rest of the schedule once we have the
next round of calls on the schedule over the next two days.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Karl Heisler [mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:21 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com; David Kelly
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
Please see the attached.  I shortened most of the C&R tasks (indicated in red in the duration box)
and also moved the EIR certification date from a Thursday (Planning Commission meeting day) to a
Tuesday (OCII meeting day).



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

mailto:tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org

mailto:sally.oerth@sfgov.org

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors



1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14



2 CEQA Process Kick-off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14



3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2



4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2



5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS-1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4



6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5



7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6



8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7



9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8



10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9



11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays



12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15



14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14



16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14



17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16



18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks



19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk



20 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17



21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 
Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)



6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section-Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21



23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24



26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days



27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26



28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27



29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days



30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays



32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays



33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32



35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32



37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32



38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37



39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38



40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39



41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41



43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40



44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42
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Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Draft EIR Schedule



Preliminary ‐ Subject to Revision (August 28, 2014)



Project: GSW_14‐0828
Date: Thu 8/28/14













 ID  Task Name  Duration  Start  Finish  Predecessors
 1 NOP/Initial Study 113.5 days Tue 7/8/14 Fri 12/12/14
2 CEQA Process Kick‐off Meeting 0 days Tue 7/8/14 Tue 7/8/14
3 Sponsor provides prelim proj description 45 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/8/14 2
4 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Ad Draft #1 50 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/15/14 2
5 EP/OCII review NOP/IS‐1 4 wks Tue 9/16/14 Mon 10/13/14 4
6 Prepare NOP/Initial Study, Draft 2 1.5 wks Tue 10/14/14 Thu 10/23/14 5
7 EP/OCII review Draft 2 NOP/IS 2 wks Thu 10/23/14 Thu 11/6/14 6
8 Finalize NOP/IS, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Thu 11/6/14 Tue 11/11/14 7
9 Publish NOP/Initial Study 1 day Tue 11/11/14 Wed 11/12/14 8
10 Public Scoping Period 30 edays Wed 11/12/14 Fri 12/12/14 9
11 Public Scoping Meeting 0 days Tue 12/2/14 Tue 12/2/14 8FF+21 edays
12



13 Draft SEIR 187 days Tue 7/8/14 Wed 3/25/15
14 Finalize SEIR scope of work 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
15 Sponsor provides detailed proj description inputs 40 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 9/1/14
16 Complete Travel Demand Memo, draft and final 20 days Tue 7/8/14 Mon 8/4/14
17 Review TDM, draft and final 8 wks Tue 8/5/14 Mon 9/29/14 16
18 Prepare Draft SEIR Project Description 15 wks Tue 7/8/14 Mon 10/20/14 15FF+4 wks
19 Review Draft PD 2 wks Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/17/14 18,24FF+1 wk
20 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 1 11 wks Tue 9/30/14 Mon 12/15/14 15FF+4 wks,17
21 EP/OCII Review Transportation Section Draft 1 (Note: 



Extended by 2 weeks from normal due to holidays.)
6 wks Tue 12/16/14 Mon 1/26/15 20



22 Transportation PDEIR Section‐Draft 2 3 wks Tue 1/27/15 Mon 2/16/15 21
23 Conduct Other Tech. Studies (AQ, Noise, Wind, etc.) 9 wks Tue 9/2/14 Mon 11/3/14 15



24 Prepare SEIR Admin Draft 1 (excluding Transportation) 1 wk Tue 11/4/14 Mon 11/10/14 23



25 EP/OCII Review SEIR Admin Draft 1 6 wks Tue 11/11/14 Mon 12/22/14 24
26 Prepare Admin Draft 2 SEIR (including Transp.) 4 wks Thu 1/22/15 Wed 2/18/15 25,22FF+2 days
27 EP/OCII Review Draft 2 SEIR 4 wks Thu 2/19/15 Wed 3/18/15 26
28 Finalize SEIR, Work Sessions & Peview Printcheck 4 days Thu 3/19/15 Tue 3/24/15 27
29 Publish Draft SEIR 1 day Wed 3/25/15 Wed 3/25/15 28,10FF+15 days
30



31 Public Hearing on Draft EIR 0 days Thu 4/30/15 Thu 4/30/15 29FF+36 edays
32 Public Comment Period 47 edays Wed 3/25/15 Mon 5/11/15 29FF+47 edays
33



34 Responses to Comments/Final SEIR 91 days Tue 5/12/15 Tue 9/15/15 32
35 Review comments and strategize on responses 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
36 Determine if any changes to Project Description 3 days Tue 5/12/15 Thu 5/14/15 32
37 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 1 5 wks Tue 5/12/15 Mon 6/15/15 32
38 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 1 6 wks Tue 6/16/15 Mon 7/27/15 37
39 Prepare RTC Admin Draft 2 9 days Tue 7/28/15 Fri 8/7/15 38
40 EP/OCII Review RTC Draft 2 3 wks Mon 8/10/15 Fri 8/28/15 39
41 Finalize RTC, Work Sessions & Review Printcheck 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
42 Publish RTC/Final SEIR 1 day Thu 9/3/15 Thu 9/3/15 41
43 Prepare Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 3 days Mon 8/31/15 Wed 9/2/15 40
44 SEIR Certification 12 edays Thu 9/3/15 Tue 9/15/15 42
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Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 11:07 AM
To: Karl Heisler; Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bereket,
Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: RE: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
Thank you, Karl – very helpful.  Would it be possible to change the FEIR timeframe to be 4 months
(can include a big caveat on the bottom that 4 months is a best case scenario and it may vary
depending on the comments received).  I just want to make sure that if we forward the schedules
around that we are consistent with the 4 month discussion we had yesterday.  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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Karl Heisler [mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 10:03 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Chris Kern; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); dkellly@warriors.com; MGmurphy@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; José I. Farrán
Subject: Schedule from Yesterday's Meeting
 
I am attaching the EIR schedule (in both Gantt chart and task list format) from yesterday’s meeting,
including the Response to Comments phase that was not previously distributed but which we
discussed yesterday.
 
This version includes the shortened period for preparation of the Initial Study and publication of the
NOP, which we discussed, but the remainder of the schedule through the DEIR is the same as was
provided previously.
 
Karl F. Heisler
Community Development Group Manager, San Francisco
ESA | Environmental Science Associates
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550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108-2512
phn 415.896.5900 | fax 415.896.0332
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: Tour of the new UCSF Hospital
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 11:14:00 AM


Thanks for the reminder.  Since he’s a “newbie” he slipped my mind. 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/


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd


_____________________________________________
From: Sims, Pam (CII)
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 11:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Tour of the new UCSF Hospital


Hi Catherine –


Did you also want to invite Jeff? J


p.


-----Original Appointment-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 11:10 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII); Arce, Pedro (CII); Maher, Christine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Bridges,
George (CII); Lee, Raymond C. (CII); Rice, Don (CII); Sims, Pam (CII); Oerth, Sally (CII);
'jim.morales@sfgov.org'; Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Talwar, Amit (CII)
Subject: Tour of the new UCSF Hospital
When: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 9:00 AM-10:30 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Mission Bay


For all those that work with our friends UCSF, let me know if you want to join in a tour of
the new UCSF hospital.  Thanks


PS – we’ll need to reschedule the check in meeting for the GSW that morning, but this was
the only time they had.



mailto:pam.sims@sfgov.org
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From: Laura Tam
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Mission Creek tour for ULI
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:35:29 PM


Hi Catherine,
Would you have a few minutes tomorrow morning or on Thursday to discuss a route
for this tour through Mission Bay? I left you a voicemail earlier today. Participants
will be on a bus with a microphone and we need to give the driver an itinerary and
stopping points. I am more familiar with what to say about Mission Creek and our
project, less so about what resiliency-minded real estate and planning folks would
like to see in Mission Bay.
Thank you
Laura


On Mon, Aug 4, 2014 at 8:32 AM, Reilly, Catherine (CII)
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


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:



mailto:ltam@spur.org
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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
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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
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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. 


 


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



http://resilientcity.uli.org/

mailto:sfiala@spur.org

http://resilientcity.uli.org/





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


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change


spur.org/agendaforchange >>


 


--


Laura Tam
Sustainable Development Policy Director
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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
sfiala@spur.org


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 >>


-- 
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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From: Catherine Mukai
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Range, Jessica (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Michael Keinath; Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; KHeisler@esassoc.com
Subject: Golden State Warriors AQ SOW
Date: Monday, August 25, 2014 8:19:58 PM
Attachments: GSW in MB AQ Scope of Work_DRAFT 2014-08-25.docx


GSW in MB AQ SOW HRA Supplement_DRAFT 2014-08-25.docx


Hello Chris, Jessica, and Catherine,
 
I have attached ENVIRON’s Air Quality Scope of Work for the Golden State Warriors Mission Bay
arena project. It is in large part similar to the approved AQ SOW for the Piers 30-32 project, however,
since the project is not in an APEZ the optional HRA SOW has been included only as a supplement.
The optional HRA methodology addresses a Project build-out year and a 2040 cumulative analysis but
no intermediate year.
 
Michael and I are happy to discuss any of the details of the AQ SOW or set up a call if that’s easier.
Looking forward to your comments,
 
Catherine
 


 


Catherine Mukai, PE | Manager
ENVIRON International Corporation
201 California Street, Suite 1200 | San Francisco, CA 94111
T: +1 415 426 5014 | F: +1 415 398 5812
cmukai@environcorp.com
 


This message contains information that may be confidential, privileged or otherwise
protected by law from disclosure. It is intended for the exclusive use of the
Addressee(s). Unless you are the addressee or authorized agent of the addressee,
you may not review, copy, distribute or disclose to anyone the message or any
information contained within. If you have received this message in error, please
contact the sender by electronic reply to email@environcorp.com and immediately
delete all copies of the message.
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1 [bookmark: _Toc288561971][bookmark: _Toc396721794]Introduction


At the request of Environmental Science Associates (ESA), on behalf of the Golden State Warriors (GSW or Sponsor), ENVIRON International Corporation (ENVIRON) will conduct a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis of criteria air pollutants and precursor emissions associated with the proposed construction of a multi-purpose event center and ancillary development Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 in San Francisco, CA (“Project” or “Site”).[footnoteRef:1] The analysis prepared by ENVIRON will become an Air Quality Technical Appendix (AQTA) to the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) on the project. This Air Quality Protocol describes the methodology for evaluation of air quality impacts from construction and operational sources. This analysis will be performed to support the Project’s CEQA documentation at the request of the San Francisco Planning Department’s Environmental Planning (EP) Division. The lead agency for the SEIR is the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). [1: 	A separate greenhouse gas inventory will be prepared using similar methods as part of an application for judicial streamlining under Senate Bill 743.] 



The proposed project is not located in an Air Pollution Exposure Zone (APEZ) as defined by EP. As such, ENVIRON understands no Project-specific health risk assessment (HRA) is required for the SEIR to quantify impacts of the Project on nearby receptors such as residents. However, in the event that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved development for the site in the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required. Therefore, preparation of the HRA as part of the air quality impact analysis is included as an Optional Task in this scope of work. The methodology for an HRA, if one is required is included here as a supplemental document, however the addition of an optional task would require additional coordination with the Sponsor and ESA to determine the deliverables and SEIR Air Quality impact discussions related to health risks.


1.1 [bookmark: _Toc288561972][bookmark: _Toc396721795]Project Understanding


The proposed Project would be located at Blocks 29-32 of Mission Bay, as designated in the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area. The Mission Bay Redevelopment Area has a Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) from1998.


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. Two alternatives are to be considered, as discussed below.


1.1.1 Proposed Project


The Project would be located at Blocks 29-32 of Mission Bay within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area of San Francisco. The rectangular site is bound by Third Street to the west, South Street to the north, Terry Francois Boulevard to the east, and 16th Street to the south. Blocks 29-32 are approximately 12 acres, which are currently vacant. Currently there are residential land uses to the northwest and south of the proposed Project site, but none immediately adjacent to the site.


The Golden State Warriors, the Project proponent, propose to create 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. Based on data provided by the GSW, the Project build-out for Blocks 29-32 would include approximately 700,486 gross square feet (GSF) for a multi-use events center and 25,000 GSF for two smaller theaters; 39,000 GSF for a cinema; 20,000 GSF for the GSW offices; 494,210 GSF of non-GSW office space; 342,475 GSF of parking (845 spaces); 111,000 GSF of visitor-serving retail, restaurants, and entertainment.[footnoteRef:2] The privately financed events center would host the Bay Area’s National Basketball Association (NBA) basketball team, the GSW, during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including, but not limited to, concerts, cultural events, family shows, conferences, and conventions. [2: 	Preliminary Project Description, Table 1. July 15, 2014.] 



The Project will also include new back-up generators and new emergency fire pumps, and potentially on-site alternative power sources.


The proposed site design will be described in the Project Description chapter of the SEIR and will be the basis for this Air Quality analysis as it is provided by the Planning Department or ESA. The preliminary, conceptual layout is shown in Figure 1 of this Air Quality Protocol.


Construction of the Project is anticipated to proceed with the offices and arena being built concurrently. The air quality analysis will use the construction schedule and phases proposed by the Project Sponsor to estimate construction impacts.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Design Site Plan
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1.1.2 Project Alternatives


This scope of work assumes the SEIR alternatives analysis will include the No Project Alternative (the currently approved development on Blocks 29-32) and one other alternative, a reduced intensity project. These alternatives will be analyzed qualitatively for the AQTR. No off-site alternatives will be analyzed in detail for the AQTR.


Two Alternatives to the proposed Project location will be considered. Below we describe each alternative and how we propose to evaluate each for the AQTA.


Alternative A: No Project


Under the first alternative, all aspects of the current operation at Oracle Arena in Oakland are retained.


In Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, up to 1 million square feet (MMSF) of office space would be constructed at the Project site instead of the proposed arena plus 494,210 GSF of office buildings and other uses. As part of the 1998 Mission Bay Redevelopment Area SEIR, Blocks 29-32 are entitled for up to 1 MMSF of office space.


ENVIRON can evaluate Alternative A to an equal level of detail as the Project, with the exception of construction. ENVIRON would model construction emissions using accepted methodologies such as modeling with California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod®). Because there is no change at the Oracle Arena in Alternative A, the sole impacts come from the 1 MMSF of office space at Blocks 29-32. As such, only the 1 MMSF of office space would be considered in the impacts analysis.


Alternative B: Reduced Intensity at Blocks 29-32


Under Alternative B, Blocks 29-32 adjustments will be made to retail uses, office uses, and parking spaces at Blocks 29-32. All other aspects of the proposed Project will remain unchanged.


From an air quality perspective, this Alternative is expected to have reduced impacts from those of the Project because of its reduced scope. As such, ENVIRON will make a qualitative comparison of Alternative B to the Project.


ENVIRON can prepare an operational criteria pollutant inventory for Alternative A. ENVIRON will qualitatively compare the impacts of Alternative B to the Project.


1.2 [bookmark: _Toc300760554][bookmark: _Toc300760555][bookmark: _Toc300760556][bookmark: _Toc300760557][bookmark: _Toc300760558][bookmark: _Toc300760559][bookmark: _Toc288561973][bookmark: _Toc396721796]Objective


The purpose of the air quality analysis is to assess potential criteria pollutant emissions and ozone precursor emissions that would result from construction and operation of the proposed Project consistent with guidelines and methodologies from air quality agencies, specifically, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the California Air Resources Board (ARB), and the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).


Consistent with CEQA requirements, this Air Quality Analysis Protocol evaluates mass emissions of criteria air pollutants (CAP) from both construction and operational activities (including traffic generated from the proposed Project). As an optional task, the scope of this Air Quality Analysis Protocol can be expanded to include an HRA, as discussed in the HRA supplement to this Protocol.


1.3 [bookmark: _Toc396721797]Project Methodology


It is ENVIRON’s understanding that there will be operational emissions associated with the Project from traffic-related sources and stationary sources such as standby emergency generators (the number, type and location to be determined with ESA and the Sponsor). ENVIRON will follow the May 2011 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 2011) when evaluating any impacts from the Project.


When an alternative warrants quantitative evaluation, ENVIRON will use the same methodology for the Project and Alternative. To that extent, the “Project Methodology” discussed throughout this document applies to all Alternatives.


1.3.1 Project Impacts


ENVIRON will evaluate the following three sources of emissions in the Project build-out year, which will be specified by the Project Sponsor. For the construction years, ENVIRON assumes unmitigated emissions based on the construction fleet statewide average for that year. For example, in 2015, the fleet-average emission factor for 2015 will be used, and in 2016 the fleet-average emission factor for 2016 will be used. ENVIRON will work with ESA and the CEQA transportation analysts to determine appropriate assumptions for trip lengths and origin of vehicles. Estimation of trip lengths may rely on state survey data and season ticket holder addresses.


The three sources of emissions considered are:


1. Project construction (both without implementation of measures to reduce Project impacts and with mitigation measures in place as per Section 5 of this protocol)


2. Project stationary source emissions in the first Project operation year; and


3. Project traffic emissions in the first Project operation year.


The same analysis will be conducted for Alternative A, with the exception of construction emissions, as discussed in Section 1.1.2. The same methodology as used for the Project will be applied to Alternative A.


1.4 [bookmark: _Toc396721798][bookmark: _Toc288561974]Deliverables and Schedule


Based on our understanding, ESA's transportation subconsultant will provide Project-specific trip generation for use in operational CAP emissions estimates. In the event that an HRA is required, ESA will also provide the trip distribution on the street network for use in the operational HRA. We understand that trip generation will become available after comments from the City have been received on the Traffic Impact Study Draft.


Prior to finalizing analyses for the SEIR submittal, ENVIRON will prepare a list of assumptions for both construction and operation and present them to OCII and EP and other stakeholders (e.g., Project Sponsor) for approval and verification.


ENVIRON will present draft results for review by OCII and EP, in person at a work session or via teleconference, prior to presentation of the final results in a technical appendix to the SEIR. The goal of this preliminary review would be to assess results and determine if model refinements are necessary. Furthermore, if required, the review will help identify feasible measures to reduce Project impacts and the methodology for evaluating the effectiveness of those measures.








Introduction	6	ENVIRON


2 [bookmark: _Toc288561975][bookmark: _Toc396721799][bookmark: _Toc275500255]Emissions Estimates


[bookmark: _Toc288561976]The methods used to estimate the emissions of CAPs and Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) from the Project are described here. Because estimation techniques are different for construction and operation, they are discussed separately below.


2.1 [bookmark: _Toc396721800]Calculation Methodologies for Construction Emission Sources


Construction emission calculation methodologies cover off-road equipment, which is primarily diesel-fueled, on-road vehicles, and architectural coatings. Calculation methodologies for each type of emissions are explained separately. The methodology used to calculate emissions from each category is presented in Table 2: Emissions Calculations Methodology.


2.1.1 [bookmark: _Toc288561977][bookmark: _Toc288562013]Off-road Diesel Equipment


Project-specific construction equipment inventories that include details on the type, quantity, construction schedule, and hours of operation anticipated for each piece of equipment for each construction phase will be used as provided by the Sponsor. For the diesel-fueled equipment, ENVIRON will use methodologies consistent with CalEEMod® to estimate emissions.[footnoteRef:3] Where Project-specific equipment information is not available, CalEEMod® default values will be used. Load factors for each piece of equipment will be based on the default load factor in ARB’s 2011 Off-Road Equipment Model (OFFROAD2011). [3: 	http://caleemod.com/] 



2.1.2 [bookmark: _Toc288561978][bookmark: _Toc288562014]On-road Haul Trucks and Delivery Trucks and Vans


On-road truck emissions will be calculated using the total number of trucks provided by the Sponsor as part of the SEIR project description and emission factors from ARB’s EMission FACtor model (EMFAC2011) model. For haul trucks, a 20-mile one-way trip length will be used, based on CalEEMod® default truck trip lengths, and for vendor trucks a 7.3-mile trip length will be used, based on the regional default vendor trip length from CalEEMod®. The emission factors for running emissions for criteria pollutants will be generated with the current version of the EMFAC2011, released on September 30, 2011, and updated in January 2013. This version reflects the emissions benefits of recent ARB rulemakings including on-road diesel fleet rules, Pavley Clean Car Standards, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS). The model also includes updated information on California’s car and truck fleets and travel activity.


Emissions reported by the model will be converted to units of grams of pollutant emitted per vehicle mile traveled (VMT) or trip using the daily VMT or trips.


2.1.3 [bookmark: _Toc288561979][bookmark: _Toc288562015]Construction Worker Commuting Vehicles


Worker commute trip emissions will be included in the emissions inventory for construction. The number of trips by workers will be estimated based on data received from ESA in coordination with the Sponsor with regard to Construction Phasing. ENVIRON will use emission factors from EMFAC2011 and default construction worker trip lengths from CalEEMod® to estimate worker trip emissions.


2.1.4 Architectural Coating Emissions


ENVIRON will use CalEEMod® to estimate TOG emissions from architectural coating. ENVIRON will assume compliance with BAAQMD regulations restricting the VOC content of commercial paints.


2.1.5 [bookmark: _Toc288561980][bookmark: _Toc288562016]Summary of Project Construction Criteria Pollutant Emissions


[bookmark: _GoBack]CAPs from Project construction phases will be added and then normalized over the number of days in the construction period.


2.2 [bookmark: _Toc396721801]Calculation Methodologies for Operational Emission Sources


Operational emission calculation methodologies are divided into stationary, area, and mobile sources. For each category, emissions will be estimated based on data from the Project Sponsor.


2.2.1 Stationary Sources


The proposed Project will include new diesel back-up generators and emergency fire pumps, the number, type, and location of which are to be provided by ESA and the Sponsor. Emissions will be calculated based on information provided by the Project Sponsor. If project-specific information is unavailable, emissions will be estimated assuming Tier 2 ARB and USEPA off-road diesel engine standards (ARB 2013). It should be noted that these stationary sources will be permitted with the BAAQMD and all sources are expected to comply with applicable Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and Best Available Control Technology for Toxics (TBACT) requirements.


2.2.2 Area Sources


The proposed Project includes area sources such architectural coatings, landscape equipment, and consumer products use. These emissions will be estimated using CalEEMod®, based on the type and size of land uses associated with the Project. Any Project sustainability features that will reduce area source emissions will be incorporated into the CalEEMod® runs.


2.2.3 Mobile Sources


The proposed Project would generate vehicle trips, which will be provided by SEIR transportation analysts in coordination with ESA. Project traffic will be evaluated using EMFAC2011 for the vehicle fleet mix in San Francisco County. Additionally, Project-specific types of traffic such as delivery trucks will be evaluated using vehicle-type specific emission factors from EMFAC2011, based on Project-specific traffic data as provided by ESA in coordination with the Sponsor.


ENVIRON will use Project-specific traffic inputs from ESA or the Sponsor to estimate mobile source operational emissions for the unique land uses of the project. However, ENVIRON may use CalEEMod® to estimate mobile source operational emissions for standard land uses such as office buildings.


2.2.4 Summary of Project Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions


CAPs from operations will be estimated and presented to OCII and EP before inclusion in the SEIR.
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3 [bookmark: _Toc396721802][bookmark: _Toc211241440]Optional Task: HRA


The proposed project is not located in an APEZ as defined by EP. As such, ENVIRON understands no Project-specific HRA is required for the SEIR to quantify impacts of the Project on nearby sensitive receptors, such as residents. However, in the event that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over those assumed for prior approved development for the site in the Mission Bay FSEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, a project-specific HRA could become required.


The proposed methodology for the optional HRA is attached to this document as a supplement. If the optional HRA is required, ENVIRON will complete the HRA in accordance with the most recent guidance from the BAAQMD, the ARB, the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), and the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).
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4 [bookmark: _Toc396721803]Measures to Reduce Project Impacts


Based on the analysis above and in consultation with OCII, EP, and ESA, ENVIRON can coordinate with OCII, EP, and the Project sponsor to identify and develop feasible measures that would reduce Project impacts. These measures will either be presented as mitigation measures for significant impacts, improvement measures for less-than-significant impacts, or if approved by the Project Sponsor, be incorporated into the proposed Project. ENVIRON will work with OCII, EP, and ESA to determine appropriate methodologies for assessing the benefits of such measures, which may include either qualitative or quantitative analysis. Any such identified measures and methodology for analyzing the effectiveness of those measures will be presented and described in the project SEIR.
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Tables














			[bookmark: _Ref380487914][bookmark: _Toc380605259]Table 1:	Level of Analysis


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			 


			Project


			Alternative A
No Project


			Alternative B
Reduced Intensity





			Construction





			Emission Categories





			Off-Road Source Emissions


			Based on construction contractor information


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			On-Road Haul and Vendor Sources Emissions


			Based on construction contractor offhaul & material delivery estimates


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			On-Road Worker Trip Emissions


			Will be evaluated to determine if de minimis


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			CalEEMod® analysis based on land use characteristics


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Analyses





			Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions


			Sum of four source categories described above


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project















			Table 1:	Level of Analysis, Continued


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			


			Project


			Alternative A
No Project


			Alternative B
Reduced Intensity





			Operational





			Emission Categories





			Stationary Sources Emissions


			Based on Project Sponsor data


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Area Source Emissions


			CalEEMod® analysis based on land use characteristics


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Traffic Emissions


			Based on trip generation from traffic consultants


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Analyses





			Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions


			Sum of three source categories described above


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project
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			[bookmark: _Ref311620198][bookmark: _Ref311620209][bookmark: _Toc380605260]Table 2:	Emissions Calculations Methodology


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			Type


			Source


			Methodology and Formula


			Reference





			Construction Equipment


			Off-Road Equipment1


			Ec = Σ(EFc * HP * LF * Hr * C)


			ARB/USEPA Engine Standards
USEPA NONROAD 





			Construction and Operational On-Road Mobile Sources2


			Running Exhaust and Running Losses


			ER = Σ(EFR * VMT * C) , where VMT = Trip Length * Trip Number


			EMFAC2011





			


			Starting Exhaust and Evaporative ROG


			ES = Σ(EFS * Trip Number* C)


			EMFAC2011





			


			Idling Exhaust


			EI = Σ(EFI * Trip Number *TI* C)


			EMFAC2011





			Operation


			Generator3


			E = EF * HP * Hr


			ARB/USEPA Off-Road Engine Standards











Notes:


1. Ec: off-road equipment exhaust emissions (lb).


EFc: emission factor (g/hp-hr). CalEEMod® 2011.1.1 default emission factors used.


HP: equipment horsepower. OFFROAD2011.


LF: equipment load factor. OFFROAD2011.


Hr: equipment hours.


C: unit conversion factor.





2. On-road mobile sources include all diesel truck trips. Emissions associated with mobile sources were calculated using the following formulas.





ER: running exhaust and running losses emissions (lb).


EFR: running emission factor (g/mile). From EMFAC2011.


VMT: vehicle miles traveled


C: unit conversion factor.


The calculation involves the following assumptions:


a. All material transporting and soil hauling trucks are heavy-heavy duty trucks.


b. Trip Length: The one-way trip length as calculated based on the truck route. 


c. Trip Number: provided by the construction contractor or estimated in CalEEMod®.





Es: vehicle starting exhaust and evaporative ROG emissions (lb).


EFs: vehicle starting or evaporative ROG emission factor (g/trip). From EMFAC2011. EMFAC reports emission rates in g/vehicle/day, vehicle population and trips in trips/day. The emission factor is calculated as the product of emission rates and vehicle population, divided by the daily trips. 


C: unit conversion factor.





EI: vehicle idling emissions (lb).


EFI: vehicle idling emission factor (g/hr-trip). From EMFAC2011.


TI: idling time


C: unit conversion factor.





3. E: generator engine emissions


EF: compression-ignition (diesel) engine emission factor. ARB/USEPA engine PM standard based on engine tier will be used.


HP: generator horsepower.


Hr: generator hours. If usage not known, will assume 50 hours of operation annually as a conservative assumption.





Abbreviations:


ARB: California Air Resources Board


BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District


CalEEMod®: CAlifornia Emissions Estimator MODel


EF: Emission Factor


EMFAC: EMission FACtor Model


EP: Environmental Planning


g: gram


HP: Horsepower


lb: pound


LF: Load Factor


mi: mile


USEPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency


VMT: vehicle miles traveled
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1 [bookmark: _Toc288561971][bookmark: _Toc396722776]Introduction


At the request of Environmental Science Associates (ESA), on behalf of the Golden State Warriors (GSW or Sponsor), ENVIRON International Corporation (ENVIRON) will conduct a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis of criteria air pollutants and precursor emissions associated with the proposed construction of a multi-purpose event center and ancillary development Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 in San Francisco, CA (“Project” or “Site”).[footnoteRef:1] The analysis prepared by ENVIRON will become an Air Quality Technical Appendix (AQTA) to the subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR) on the project. The AQTA will be performed to support the Project’s CEQA documentation at the request of the San Francisco Planning Department’s Environmental Planning (EP) Division. The lead agency for the SEIR is the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). [1: 	A separate greenhouse gas inventory will be prepared using similar methods as part of an application for judicial streamlining under Senate Bill 743.] 



The Air Quality Protocol to which this is a supplement describes the methodology for evaluation of air quality emissions impacts from construction activities and operational sources. The proposed project is not located in an Air Pollution Exposure Zone (APEZ) as defined by EP. In the event that the proposed project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved development for the site in the Mission Bay Final SEIR substantial enough to create a new Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, a project-specific Health Risk Assessment (HRA) could become required. As such, this HRA supplement to the Air Quality Protocol details the optional task of a Project-specific HRA. In the case that an HRA is required, ENVIRON will work with the Project Sponsor and ESA to develop the timeline and deliverables for the HRA.


The analyses described here will not be performed unless EP requires an HRA for the Project.


1.1 [bookmark: _Toc288561973][bookmark: _Toc396722777]Objective


The purpose of the HRA is to assess potential health risks that would result from construction and operation of the proposed Project consistent with guidelines and methodologies from air quality agencies, specifically, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the California Air Resources Board (ARB), the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), and the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). Consistent with guidelines and recommended methods from these agencies, the HRA evaluates the estimated cancer risk from Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) and Total Organic Gases (TOGs), and PM2.5 (particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in aerodynamic diameter) concentrations associated with diesel exhaust that will be emitted by construction activities and operational emissions from traffic-related sources and stationary sources such as standby emergency generators (the number, type and location to be determined with ESA and the Sponsor).


The City of San Francisco has initiated a City-wide HRA to evaluate cumulative cancer risks and PM2.5 concentrations from existing stationary, mobile, and other area sources. For purposes of this proposal, the database in development for this effort is referred to as the Citywide HRA. The cumulative analysis of this HRA estimates excess lifetime cancer risks and PM2.5 concentrations that are attributable to other mobile and stationary sources as calculated in the Citywide HRA in addition to effects from the Project.


If required by OCII and EP, this HRA will evaluate:


1. Project-level health risk assessment of cancer risk impacts and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) concentrations from construction and operational emissions on off-site populations for operational impacts); and


2. Cumulative health risk assessment of cancer risk impacts and fine particulate matter concentrations (to both on-site and off-site receptors) resulting from the proposed Project operation in addition to risks from other sources of stationary, area, and mobile emissions as calculated in the Citywide HRA.


1.2 [bookmark: _Toc396722778]Project Methodology


To meet these objectives, the HRA will be conducted consistent with the following guidance:


· [bookmark: _DV_M201][bookmark: _DV_M202]Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines (California Environmental Protection Agency [Cal/EPA] 2003);


· The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation, V10 (BAAQMD 2012b);


· [bookmark: _DV_M203][bookmark: _DV_M205]May 2011 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 2011);


· BAAQMD Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards (BAAQMD 2012a); and


· California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association (CAPCOA) Health Risk Assessment for Proposed Land Use Projects (CAPCOA 2009).


ENVIRON will evaluate cancer risk impacts and fine particulate matter concentrations by implementing the methodology for the scenarios below, based on the results of the CAP inventories. ENVIRON will use the same methodology for the Project and any Alternatives, which are discussed in the Air Quality Protocol. The “Project Methodology” discussed throughout this document applies to the Project and any Alternatives.


1.2.1 Project-level Impacts at Build-Out 


ENVIRON will evaluate the cancer risk impacts and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) concentrations for each of the following three sources of emissions in the Project build-out year, which will be specified by the Project Sponsor. ENVIRON will work with ESA and the CEQA transportation analysts to determine appropriate assumptions for trip lengths and origin of vehicles. Estimation of trip lengths may rely on state survey data and season ticket holder addresses.



The three sources of emissions considered are:


1. Project construction (both without implementation of measures to reduce Project impacts and with mitigation measures in place as per Section 5 of this protocol)


2. Project stationary source emissions in the first Project operation year;


3. Project traffic emissions in the first Project operation year.


The same analysis will be conducted for any Alternatives that require more refined emission inventories or site-specific modeling, as discussed in the Air Quality Protocol. In all cases, the same methodology as used for the Project will be applied to the Alternatives.


1.2.2 Cumulative Impacts at Project Horizon Year (2040)


As part of the cumulative health risk assessment, ENVIRON will evaluate the cancer risk impacts and PM2.5 concentrations for each of the following five sources of emissions in the Project Horizon Year (2040):


1. Project construction (without implementation of measures to reduce Project impacts). For the construction years, ENVIRON assumes unmitigated emissions based on the construction fleet statewide average for that year. For example, in 2015, the fleet-average emission factor for 2015 will be used, and in 2016 the fleet-average emission factor for 2016 will be used.


2. Project stationary source emissions in 2040


3. Project traffic emissions in 2040


4. Non-Project cumulative traffic emissions in 2040


5. Non-Project stationary source emissions in 2040


Project stationary source emissions in the Project Horizon Year (2040) are assumed to be identical to the emissions at Project build-out. Thus, ENVIRON will perform one round of modeling for the Project stationary sources and present the risks for each set of emissions separately.


Project traffic in 2040 will be based on Project-specific traffic data provided by the traffic consultants to account for the Project’s contribution to cumulative traffic in 2040. The corresponding PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk will be calculated based on 2040 emissions and Citywide HRA exposure assumptions. ENVIRON will also determine impacts due to non-Project cumulative traffic in 2040. ENVIRON will do so by incorporating PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk results due to cumulative traffic from the SFCHAMP model for 2040 from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) and subtracting out Project traffic impacts in 2040 for these same segments. The approach allows for the determination of the Project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts.


Impacts due to nearby non-Project stationary sources will be retrieved from the Citywide HRA database and presented with the above source categories in order to evaluate the cumulative excess lifetime cancer risk and PM2.5 concentrations at the receptors.


ENVIRON will add a cancer risk field and a PM2.5 concentration field to the Citywide HRA database (Year 2040) for emissions related to Project construction and Project non-traffic operational sources. For construction emissions, the fields will be added for all offsite receptors within 1,000 feet of the Project. For non-traffic operational emissions, the fields will be added for all onsite and offsite receptors within 1,000 feet of the Project. The evaluation of cumulative traffic impacts from all sources in the 1,000-foot zone of influence is already incorporated in the Citywide HRA database.


ENVIRON will conduct the same analysis for the Alternatives that require more refined emission inventories or site-specific modeling.


1.3 [bookmark: _Toc396722779][bookmark: _Toc288561974]Deliverables and Schedule


If an HRA is required, ENVIRON will work with OCII, EP, and ESA to develop a schedule of completion.


ENVIRON will present draft results for review by OCII and EP, in person at a work session or via teleconference, prior to presentation of the final results in a technical appendix to the SEIR. The goal of this preliminary review would be to assess results and determine if model refinements are necessary. Furthermore, if required, the review will help identify feasible measures to reduce Project impacts and the methodology for evaluating the effectiveness of those measures.


For the Project and each Alternative, ENVIRON will also provide a modified Citywide HRA database with the Project or Alternative impacts added.
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2 [bookmark: _Toc288561975][bookmark: _Toc396722780][bookmark: _Toc275500255]Emissions Estimates


[bookmark: _Toc288561976][bookmark: Table1]Emissions estimates for Criteria Air Pollutants (CAPs) for the Project and Alternatives are discussed in the Air Quality Protocol. ENVIRON will use those emissions as inputs to the HRA. All diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions will be conservatively assumed to be equal to PM10 or Fine Particulate Matter Less than 2.5 Micrometer in Diameter (PM2.5) emissions from diesel equipment. Other toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions will be estimated by speciation of on-road vehicle gasoline exhaust emissions. Table 1: Level of Analysis summarizes the emission categories that will be included in the construction and operation emission inventories, as well as analyses that will be performed by ENVIRON for the Project and Alternatives.
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3 [bookmark: _Toc288561986][bookmark: _Toc396722781]Estimated Air Concentrations


Consistent with the Citywide HRA, the air toxics analysis will evaluate health risks and PM2.5 concentrations resulting from the Project upon the surrounding community. For the Project, this would include emissions during construction activities, as well as operational emissions in the Project build-out year and 2040 (Project horizon year). The methodologies used to evaluate emissions for the Project and cumulative HRA are based on the most recent BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 2011).


3.1 [bookmark: _Toc288561987][bookmark: _Toc396722782]Chemical Selection


The cancer risk analysis in the HRA is based on DPM concentrations and TOGs from diesel equipment and on-road gasoline vehicles. Diesel exhaust, a complex mixture that includes hundreds of individual constituents (Cal/EPA 1998), is identified by the State of California as a known carcinogen (Cal/EPA 2012). Under California regulatory guidelines, DPM is used as a surrogate measure of carcinogen exposure for the mixture of chemicals that make up diesel exhaust as a whole (Cal/EPA 2012). Cal/EPA and other proponents of using the surrogate approach to quantifying cancer risks associated with the diesel mixture indicate that this method is preferable to a component-based approach. A component-based approach involves estimating risks for each of the individual components of a mixture. Critics of the component-based approach believe it will underestimate the risks associated with diesel as a whole because the identity of all chemicals in the mixture may not be known or exposure and health effects information for all chemicals identified within the mixture may not be available. Furthermore, Cal/EPA has concluded that “potential cancer risk from inhalation exposure to whole diesel exhaust will exceed the multi-pathway cancer risk from the speciated components (Cal/EPA 2003).” The analysis of DPM for this Project will be based on the surrogate approach, as recommended by Cal/EPA.


3.2 [bookmark: _Toc300760568][bookmark: _Toc288561988][bookmark: _Toc396722783]Project Sources and Background Traffic


Near-field air dispersion modeling of DPM and PM2.5 from Project construction and operational sources will be conducted using the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA’s) AERMOD model.[footnoteRef:2] For each receptor location, the model generates average air concentrations (or air dispersion factors as unit emissions will be modeled) that result from emissions from multiple sources. [2: 	On November 9, 2005, the USEPA promulgated final revisions to the federal Guideline on Air Quality Models, in which it recommended that AERMOD be used for dispersion modeling evaluations of criteria air pollutant and toxic air pollutant emissions from typical industrial facilities.] 



Air dispersion models such as AERMOD require a variety of inputs such as source parameters, meteorological parameters, topography information, and receptor parameters. When site-specific information is unknown, ENVIRON will use default parameter sets that are designed to produce conservative (i.e., overestimated) air concentrations.


3.2.1 Meteorological Data


Air dispersion modeling applications require the use of meteorological data that ideally are spatially and temporally representative of conditions in the immediate vicinity of the site under consideration. For this HRA, BAAQMD’s Mission Bay meteorological data for the year 2008 will be used, which aligns with the San Francisco Citywide HRA Methodology (BAAQMD 2012b).


3.2.2 Terrain Considerations


Elevation and land use data will be imported from the National Elevation Dataset (NED) maintained by the United States Geological Survey (USGS 2013). An important consideration in an air dispersion modeling analysis is the selection of whether or not to model an urban area. Due to the urban nature of San Francisco, the site will be modeled with the urban population of 805,235, corresponding to the 2010 US Census.


3.2.3 Emission Rates


Emitting activities will be modeled to reflect the actual hours of construction or operation. Emissions will be modeled using the /Q (“chi over q”) method, such that each phase has unit emission rates (i.e., 1 gram per second [g/s]), and the model estimates dispersion factors (with units of [µg/m3]/[g/s]).


For annual average ambient air concentrations, the estimated annual average dispersion factors are multiplied by the annual average emission rates. The emission rates will vary day to day, with some days having no emissions. For simplicity, the model will assume a constant emission rate during the entire year.


In the construction model, modeled meteorological hours of the day are restricted to 7:00 am to 6:00 pm, the likely hours for emissions to occur. This way, only representative meteorological data will be considered in determining the dispersion factors. To reflect the probable daily construction schedule, the emissions rates in grams per second will be calculated based on the modeled activity. Thus, the model will provide an annual average concentration that can be incorporated directly into the health risk calculations assuming 24 hours of daily exposure, as discussed below in Section 3.2.6.


3.2.4 Source Parameters


Source location and parameters are necessary to model the dispersion of air emissions. The duration of Blocks 29-32 construction is anticipated to be up to 25 months, with arena and office building construction proceeding concurrently. At any given time there will be multiple emissions sources associated with construction equipment within the construction zone.


The construction area will be modeled as an Area source encompassing the entire Project site, following Citywide HRA Methodology. A release height of 5 meters will be used, with an initial vertical dimension of 1.4 meters. Emissions will be distributed uniformly throughout the area source representing construction of that phase.


In addition, off-site trucks (trucks going to and from construction zones[footnoteRef:3]) will be modeled as volume sources, but the initial lateral dimension will be calculated by dividing the width of the roadway by 2.15, consistent with USEPA guidance (1995) for modeling adjacent volume sources as a line source. Details of the construction source parameters to be used for this HRA are presented in Table 2: Modeling Parameters. [3: 	ENVIRON will assume a 20 mile one-way trip length for Construction Hauling, based on CalEEModTM default values, if Project-specific data is not available.] 



Following Citywide HRA Methodology, on-road emissions during Project operation will be modeled in AERMOD as adjacent volume sources, with the number of sources dependent on the length and width of the roadway segment. ENVIRON will include traffic segments that are included in the Project traffic study. For AERMOD modeling, the release height of each volume source will be set to 2.5 meters, the initial lateral dimension will be variable (dependent on roadway width), and the initial vertical dimension will be set at 2.3 meters, following Citywide HRA Methodology.


For operation, the location of the diesel backup generators is to be determined by the Sponsor. Refined modeling of the operational emissions will be performed for the new emergency generators and fire pumps (the number, type, and locations of which are to be determined with ESA and the Sponsor). Each generator or fire pump will be modeled as a point source, with a release height of 3.66 meters, a stack exit temperature of 739.8 Kelvin, a stack exit velocity of 45.3 meters per second, and a stack diameter of 0.183 meters, consistent with the Citywide HRA Methodology. If actual stack parameters are available for the proposed generators, the actual parameters will be used preferentially over the Citywide HRA parameters. Building downwash (the wake effects caused by air flow around buildings) caused by the Project buildings, as well as neighboring buildings, will be accounted for in the operational modeling.


3.2.5 Receptors


In order to evaluate health impacts to onsite receptors, during operations and at project build-out, and offsite receptors, receptors will be placed at locations collocated with the receptors used in the Citywide HRA and within 1,000 feet of the Project site. Receptors will be modeled at a height of 1.8 meters above terrain height, a default breathing height for ground-floor receptors, consistent with the Citywide HRA analysis. As discussed previously, maximum average annual dispersion factors will be estimated for each receptor location. The types of receptors in the area are discussed in more detail in Section 4.1.


3.2.6 [bookmark: _Ref377475039]Modeling Adjustment Factors


Cal/EPA (2003) recommends applying an adjustment factor to the annual average concentration modeled assuming continuous emissions (i.e., 24 hours per day, 7 days per week), when the actual emissions are less than 24 hours per day and exposures are concurrent with construction and operation activities occurring at the Project. The modeling adjustment factors are discussed below.


Off-site residents are assumed to be exposed to construction and operation emissions 24 hours per day, seven days per week. This assumption is consistent with the modeled annual average air concentration (24 hours per day, 7 days per week). Thus, the annual average concentration need not be adjusted.


Exposure to construction activities is conservatively assumed to occur for 24 hours per day, seven days per week. However, actual construction operations may occur for fewer than 24 hours per day and fewer than 7 days per week. This approach simplifies the model set up, yet does not underestimate exposure since ENVIRON is evaluating chronic health risk impacts, and follows Citywide HRA Methodology.
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5 [bookmark: _Toc288561989][bookmark: _Toc396722784]Risk Characterization Methods


[bookmark: _Toc211241440]The following sections discuss in detail the various components required to conduct the HRA.


5.1 [bookmark: _Toc396722785][bookmark: _Toc288561990]Sources Evaluated


As discussed above, ENVIRON will evaluate cancer risks and PM2.5 concentrations for the following scenarios and years.


1. Project construction;


2. Project stationary sources in the Project build-out year and 2040 (Project Horizon Year);


3. Project traffic in the Project build-out year and 2040; and


4. Non-Project cumulative traffic in 2040 for all road segments within 1,000 feet of Project.


The SEIR transportation analysts in coordination with ESA will provide Project traffic counts for evaluation of Item 3 above. The 2040 Cumulative analysis will be based on the SFCTA SF CHAMP model runs, which already include the entitled uses at Blocks 29-32, that is, Alternative A. Therefore, the project’s contribution to traffic-related air quality impacts in 2040 can be considered by comparison of Alternative A’s traffic with Project-generated traffic in 2040 and identifying the Project’s incremental difference.


5.2 [bookmark: _Toc396722786]Exposure Assessment


5.2.1 Potentially Exposed Populations


The HRA will conservatively evaluate the following receptor populations:


· Off-site Child Residents for construction scenario.[footnoteRef:4]  [4: 	As Child Resident exposure assumptions are more conservative than those for Adult Residents, a conservative approach of considering all off-site receptors as Child Residents during Construction scenario will be used in this HRA.] 



· On-site and off-site 70-year lifetime cancer risks to residents from operation of the proposed Project.


As the residential exposure assumptions are more conservative than those for other sensitive receptor types, a conservative approach of considering all receptors as residential receptors will be used in this HRA. We will model all receptors using the Citywide HRA grid, which has 20-m spacing.


5.2.2 Exposure Assumptions


The exposure parameters used to estimate excess lifetime cancer risks for all potentially exposed populations for the construction and operation scenarios are based on risk assessment guidelines from Cal/EPA (2003) and BAAQMD (2010), unless otherwise noted, and are presented in the attached Table 3:	Exposure Parameters – Construction and Table 4:	Exposure Parameters – Operation.


5.2.3 Calculation of Intake


The dose estimated for each exposure pathway is a function of the concentration of a chemical and the intake of that chemical. The intake factor for inhalation, IFinh, can be calculated as follows:


IFinh = DBR * ET * EF * ED * CF


							AT


Where:


IFinh	=	Intake Factor for Inhalation (m3/kg-day)


DBR	=	Daily Breathing Rate (L/kg-day)


ET	=	Exposure Time (hours/24 hours)


EF	=	Exposure Frequency (days/year)


ED	=	Exposure Duration (years)


AT	=	Averaging Time (days)


CF 	= 	Conversion Factor, 0.001 (m3/L)


The chemical intake or dose is estimated by multiplying the inhalation intake factor, IFinh, by the chemical concentration in air, Ci. When coupled with the chemical concentration, this calculation is mathematically equivalent to the dose algorithm given in OEHHA Hot Spots guidance (Cal/EPA 2003).


5.3 [bookmark: _Toc288561991][bookmark: _Toc396722787]Toxicity Assessment


The toxicity assessment characterizes the relationship between the magnitude of exposure and the nature and magnitude of adverse health effects that may result from such exposure.


Following Citywide HRA Methodology for cancer risk calculations, ENVIRON will include toxicity for DPM for all source categories, and additionally include organic gases from on-road gasoline-powered vehicles and other pollutants from permitted stationary sources (e.g., DPM from emergency generators).


Toxicity values are summarized in Table 5: Carcinogenic Toxicity Values.


5.4 [bookmark: _Toc288561992][bookmark: _Toc288562028][bookmark: _Toc396722788]Calculated Age-Specific Sensitivity Factors


The estimated excess lifetime cancer risks for a resident child will be adjusted using the age sensitivity factors (ASFs) recommended in the Cal/EPA OEHHA Technical Support Document (TSD) (2009) and the cancer risk adjustment factors (CRAFs) recommended by BAAQMD (2010). This approach accounts for an “anticipated special sensitivity to carcinogens” of infants and children. Cancer risk estimates are weighted by a factor of 10 for exposures that occur from the third trimester of pregnancy to two years of age and by a factor of three for exposures that occur from two years through 15 years of age. No weighting factor (i.e., an ASF of one, which is equivalent to no adjustment) is applied to ages 16 to 70 years. Table 6:	Age Sensitivity Factors (ASFs) - Construction shows the ASFs used for child residents for a construction period lasting approximately 30 months. Table 7:	Age Sensitivity Factors (ASFs) - Operation shows the ASF used for 70-year lifetime residents in the operation scenario.


5.5 [bookmark: _Toc361127669][bookmark: _Toc288561994][bookmark: _Toc288562030][bookmark: _Toc396722789]Estimation of Cancer Risks


Excess lifetime cancer risks are estimated as the upper-bound incremental probability that an individual will develop cancer over a lifetime as a direct result of exposure to potential carcinogens. The estimated risk is expressed as a unitless probability. The cancer risk attributed to a chemical is calculated by multiplying the chemical intake or dose at the human exchange boundaries (e.g., lungs) by the chemical-specific Cancer Potency Factor (CPF).


The equation used to calculate the potential excess lifetime cancer risk for the inhalation pathway is as follows:


Riskinh =Ci x CF x IFinh x CPF x ASF


Where:


Riskinh	=	Cancer Risk; the incremental probability of an individual developing cancer as a result of inhalation exposure to a particular potential carcinogen (unitless)


Ci	=	Annual Average Air Concentration for Chemicali (µg/m3)


CF	=	Conversion Factor (mg/µg)


IFinh	=	Intake Factor for Inhalation (m3/kg-day)


CPFI	=	Cancer Potency Factor for Chemicali 
(mg chemical/kg body weight-day)-1


ASF	=	Age Sensitivity Factor (unitless)


6 [bookmark: _Toc396722790]Measures to Reduce Project Impacts


Based on the analysis above and in consultation with EP and ESA, ENVIRON will coordinate with EP and the Project sponsor to identify and develop feasible measures that would reduce Project impacts. These measures will either be presented as mitigation measures for significant impacts, improvement measures for less-than-significant impacts, or if approved by the Project Sponsor, be incorporated into the proposed Project. ENVIRON will work with EP and ESA to determine appropriate methodologies for assessing the benefits of such measures, which may include either qualitative or quantitative analysis. Any such identified measures and methodology for analyzing the effectiveness of those measures will be presented and described in the project SEIR and may require updates to the final Citywide HRA + Project database.
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Tables














			[bookmark: _Ref380487914][bookmark: _Toc380605259]Table 1: Level of Analysis


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			 


			Project


			Alternative A
No Project


			Alternative B
Reduced Intensity





			Construction





			Emission Categories





			Off-Road Source Emissions


			Based on construction contractor information


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			On-Road Haul and Vendor Sources Emissions


			Based on construction contractor offhaul & material delivery estimates


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			On-Road Worker Trip Emissions


			Will be evaluated to determine if de minimis


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Analyses





			Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions


			Sum of three source categories described above


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project





			Modeling and Project Build-Out Year Health Risk Assessment


			HRA of three source categories described above


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			See Project












			 


			Project


			Alternative A
No Project


			Alternative B
Reduced Intensity





			Operational





			Emission Categories





			Stationary Sources Emissions


			Based on Project Sponsor data


			Same as Project


			Same as Project





			Area Source Emissions


			CalEEMod® analysis based on land use characteristics


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			Same as Project





			Traffic Emissions


			Based on trip generation from traffic consultants


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			Same as Project





			Analyses





			Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions


			Sum of three source categories described above


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			Same as Project





			Modeling and Project Build-Out Year Health Risk Assessment


			Modeling at Blocks 29-32 using turning volumes from traffic consultants


			Previously-entitled project; see FSEIR


			Same as Project















			 


			Project


			Alternative A
No Project


			Alternative B
Reduced Intensity





			Cumulative Health Risk Assessment





			Source Categories





			Project Construction


			Same as Project discussed above


			Same as Alternative A discussed above


			See Project





			Project Stationary Sources 2040


			Assume same as Project build-out year impacts


			Same as Project


			Same as Project





			Project Traffic 2040


			Project impacts adjusted for 2040 traffic volumes and emission factors


			Alternative A impacts adjusted for 2040 traffic volumes and emission factors


			Same as Project





			Non-Project Cumulative Traffic 2040


			Cumulative 2040 Citywide HRA traffic impacts less 2040 Alternative A traffic impacts


			Cumulative 2040 Citywide HRA traffic impacts less 2040 Alternative A traffic impacts


			Same as Project





			Non-Project Stationary Sources


			From latest Citywide HRA database


			Same as Project


			Same as Project
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			[bookmark: _Ref311620260][bookmark: _Ref311620269][bookmark: _Toc380605261]Table 2: Modeling Parameters


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			Period


			Source


			Source Type1


			Source Dimension


			Number of Sources2


			Release Height3,4


			Exit Temperature3


			Exit Velocity3


			Exit Diameter3


			Initial Vertical Dimension5


			Initial Lateral Dimension5





			


			


			


			[m]


			


			[m]


			[K]


			[m/s]


			[m]


			[m]


			[m]





			Construction


			Construction Equipment


			Area 


			Project Area


			2


			5.0


			 


			 


			 


			1.4


			N/A





			Construction


			On-Road Trucks


			Volume


			Variable


			TBD


			4.0


			


			


			


			0.9


			Variable





			Operation


			On-Road Fleet (Traffic)


			Volume


			Variable


			TBD


			2.5


			


			


			


			2.3


			Variable





			Operation


			Back-up Generator


			Point


			 


			1


			3.66


			739.8


			45.3


			0.183


			 


			 















Table 2: Modeling Parameters (notes)





Notes:


1 Due to lack of specific instructions on modeling of construction emissions from BAAQMD, ENVIRON will use methodology from the Citywide HRA when setting up the model. According to the Citywide HRA methodology, construction sources will be modeled as area sources.


2 The number of sources is to be determined based on the geometry of the truck routes.


3 Source parameters for the generator are based on Citywide HRA default values.


4 According to the Citywide HRA methodology, initial vertical dimension of the modeled construction equipment volume sources was set to 1.4 meters; initial vertical dimension of the operational traffic volume sources was set to 2.3 meters. 


5 According to USEPA ISC3 User's Guide Volume II, initial lateral dimension of single volume sources is length of side divided by 4.3. For a line source modeled as adjacent volume sources, the initial lateral dimension is the length of the side divided by 2.15. 





Abbreviations:


BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District


ISC: Industrial Source Complex Model


K: Kelvin


LST: Local Significance Threshold


m: meter


s: second


SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality Management District


USEPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency





Sources:


BAAQMD, 2012b. The San Francisco Community Risk Reduction Plan: Technical Support Documentation, V9.


SCAQMD. 2008. Final Localized Significance Threshold (LST) Methodology. July. Available at http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/lst/Method_final.pdf


USEPA. 1995. User's Guide for the Industrial Source Complex (ISC3) Dispersion Models. Volume II - Description of Model Algorithms. September. Available at http://www.epa.gov/scram001/userg/regmod/isc3v2.pdf
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			[bookmark: _Ref311620310][bookmark: _Ref311620321][bookmark: _Toc380605262]Table 3: Exposure Parameters – Construction


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			Exposure Parameter


			Units


			Construction





			


			


			Child Resident





			Daily Breathing Rate (DBR)1


			[L/kg-day]


			581





			Exposure Time (ET)2


			[hours/24 hours]


			24





			Exposure Frequency (EF)3


			[days/year]


			350





			Exposure Duration (ED)4


			[years]


			2





			Averaging Time (AT)


			[days]


			25550





			Intake Factor, Inhalation (IFinh)


			[m3/kg-day]


			0.020





			








Notes:


1. Daily breathing rate for child resident reflects default breathing rate from BAAQMD 2010.


2. Exposure time for child resident reflects default exposure time from BAAQMD 2010.


3. Exposure frequency for child resident reflects default exposure frequency from BAAQMD 2010.


4 The exposure duration was assumed to be 2 years for child resident reflecting the actual construction duration.





Calculation:


Child resident:


IFinh = D


BR * ET * EF * ED * CF / AT


CF = 0.001 (m3/L)





Abbreviations:


BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District


L = liter


kg = kilogram


m3 = cubic meter





References:


BAAQMD. 2010b. Air Toxics NSR Program Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) Guidelines. January.





	Air Quality Analysis Protocol: HRA Supplement


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
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			[bookmark: _Ref311620315][bookmark: _Ref311620326][bookmark: _Toc380605263]Table 4: Exposure Parameters – Operation
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			Exposure Parameter


			Units


			Operation





			


			


			Resident 


(70 Year)





			Daily Breathing Rate (DBR)1


			[L/kg-day]


			302





			Exposure Time (ET)2


			[hours/24 hours]


			24





			Exposure Frequency (EF)3


			[days/year]


			350





			Exposure Duration (ED)4


			[years]


			70





			Averaging Time (AT)


			[days]


			25550





			Intake Factor, Inhalation (IFinh)


			[m3/kg-day]


			0.29





			Notes:


1. Daily breathing rate for resident receptor reflects default breathing rate from BAAQMD 2010.


2. Exposure time for resident reflects default exposure time from BAAQMD 2010.


3. Exposure frequency for resident reflects default exposure frequency from BAAQMD 2010.


4. The exposure duration for resident reflects default exposure duration from BAAQMD 2010.





Calculation:


Resident:


IFinh = DBR * ET * EF * ED * CF / AT


CF = 0.001 (m3/L)





Abbreviations:


BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District


L = liter


kg = kilogram


m3 = cubic meter





References:


BAAQMD. 2010b. Air Toxics NSR Program Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) Guidelines. January.















[bookmark: _Ref356398082][bookmark: _Toc380605264]Table 5:	Carcinogenic Toxicity Values


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California


			Source


			Analysis


			Chemical


			Cancer Potency Factor





			


			


			


			[mg/kg-day]-1





			Construction and Operation


			Cancer Risk


			Diesel PM


			1.1





			On-Road Vehicles


			Cancer Risk


			1,3-Butadiene


			0.6





			


			


			Acetaldehyde


			0.01





			


			


			Benzene


			0.1





			


			


			Ethylbenzene


			0.0087





			


			


			Formaldehyde


			0.021





			


			


			Naphthalene


			0.12











Abbreviations:


ARB: Air Resources Board


Cal/EPA: California Environmental Protection Agency


mg/kg-day: per milligram per kilogram-day


OEHHA - Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment


PM: Particulate Matter





References:


Cal/EPA. 2012. OEHHA/ARB Consolidated Table of Approved Risk Assessment Health Values. May 3. 
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	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development


	San Francisco, California





			Receptor


			Age Sensitivity Factor (ASF)


			





			Child Resident1,2


			10


			





			Notes:


1. Based on BAAQMD 2010.


2. Resident child is assumed to be exposed from the third trimester of pregnancy to 1.75 years of age (which reflects 2 years of construction activity).





Abbreviations:


ASF: Age Sensitivity Factor


BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District





References:


BAAQMD. 2010b. Air Toxics NSR Program Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) Guidelines. January.





			

















	Air Quality Analysis Protocol: HRA Supplement


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
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			Receptor


			Age Sensitivity Factor (ASF)





			Resident (70 years)1,2


			1.7





			Notes:


1. Based on BAAQMD 2010.


2. A resident is assumed to represent lifetime exposure.





Abbreviations:


ASF: Age Sensitivity Factor


BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District





References:


BAAQMD. 2010b. Air Toxics NSR Program Health Risk Screening Analysis (HRSA) Guidelines. January.











	Air Quality Analysis Protocol: HRA Supplement


	GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Micah invoice
Date: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 9:37:00 AM


Yes, please.  Ask him to see if we can pay him from one of the Agency general funds and then pass
onto the Warriors with their first bill.  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/


-----Original Message-----
From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 9:34 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Micah invoice


Should I give to Don for processing?


Sent from my iPhone



mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Theo Ellington"
Subject: RE: got time for a quick call re: workforce questions? (eom)
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 12:17:00 PM
Attachments: 2010.11.10 BCDC Permit 5-00 Amendment 4 (RECORDED) - Permittee.pdf


Ground Lease.pdf
Signed Second Amendment to the Ground Lease.pdf
First Amendment to the Ground Lease.pdf
Tab 2 Mission Bay PMP.pdf


Here is the BCDC permit.  Go to the last two page to see where the park is triggered.  There is no
need to change the permit unless folks want something different than allowed (ie, more buildings,
etc.).  Based on the experience up at the last site, I’m guessing the initial position will be to work
within the existing BCDC permit.
 
In addition, I’m attaching the Ground Lease and Amendments (you can pretty much ignore the two
amendments for your purposes).
 
Finally, the PMP for MB is attached.  It gives the best overview of park ownership and plan of action
going forward.  As a reminder, the Park P22 is Port property, so will require approval by the Port
Commission and OCII Commission for schematic designs.  We have a good working relationship with
the Port related to design of parks in Mission Bay.


Thanks and feel to give me a call with any questions.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Theo Ellington [mailto:TEllington@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 11:05 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: got time for a quick call re: workforce questions? (eom)
 
 
 


 


Theo Ellington | Director, Public Affairs


Golden State Warriors 


ph# 510-986-2278  | tellington@warriors.com


1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 



mailto:TEllington@warriors.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:tellington@warriors.com
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FOCIL-MB, LLC 
255 Channel Street 
San Francisco, California 94107 



ATTENTION: Richard Fried , Managing Member 



AND 



Port of San Francisco 
Pier One 
San Francisco, California 94111 



PERMIT NO. 5-00 
(Issued December 12, 2000, As 
Amended Through November 10, 2010) 
AMENDMENT NO. FOUR 



C6NIi'ORMED COPY of do~um'nt Neol'd" .. 



03/24/2011,2011J154716 
00 with document 0 0 ____ _ 



This document hils not been ~ompllred with the orlgln"1 
SAN FRANCI SCO ASSESSOR-RECORDER 



ATTENTION: Byron Rhett, Director of Planning & Development 



AND 



City and County of San Francisco 
Department of Real Estate 
25 Van Ness A venue, Suite 400 
San Francisco, California 94102 



ATTENTION: Amy L. Brown, Principal Real Property Officer 



Ladies and Gentlemen: 



On October 5, 2000, the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, by 
a vote of 20 affirmative, 0 negative, and 1 abstention, approved the resolution pursuant to 
which the original permit had been issued. On May 25, 2001, pursuant to Regulation Section 
10822, the Executive Director approved Amendment No. One. Moreover, on November 16, 
2001, pursuant to Regulation Section 10822, the Executive Director approved Amendment No. 
Two, aHti-Amendment No. Three on December 29, 2006, and Amendment No. Four on 
November 5, 2010, to which this amended permit is hereby issued: 



Siale of California ' SAN FRANCISCO SA Y CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION • Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor 
50 California Street. Suite 2600 · San Franci sco, Cali fornia 94 111 • (415) 352-3600 • Fax: (415) 352-3606 • info@bcdc.ca.gov • www.bcdc.ca .gov 











PERMIT NO.5-~O 
FOCIL-MB, LLC, 
Port of San Francisco, and the 



City and County of San Francisco 
(Issued on December 12,2000, As 
Amended Through November 10,2010) 
AMENDMENT NO. FOUR 
Page 2 



I. Authorization 



A. Subject to the conditions stated below, the permittees, FOCIL-MB, LLC the Port of San 
Francisco, and the City and County of San Francisco, are granted permission to do the 
following: 



1. In the Bay (at Mission Creek channel): 



a. Construct, use and maintain approximately 2,000 square feet of concrete deck 
and up to 20 piles for a pedestrian overlook at 4th Street; 



b. Construct, use and maintain approximately 2,800 square feet of concrete deck 
and up to 10 piles for a pedestrian overlook at 5th Street; 



c. Construct, use and maintain approximately 250 square feet of concrete deck and 
up to 3 piles for a pedestrian overlook at 6th Street; 



d. Construct, use and maintain up to 0.18 acres (7,800 square feet) of the Mission 
Creek channel banks as compensatory mitigation for the impacts to 0.09 acres of 
pickleweed removed during shoreline maintenance and stabilization activities; 



e. Construct, use and maintain an approximately 3,000-square-foot float for a small 
boat launch facility; 



f. Construct, use and maintain an approximately 4,500-square-foot, 15-foot-wide, 
pedestrian bridge across Mission Creek, consisting of up to 60 piles and 300 
square feet of concrete abutment; 



g. Place approximately 36,000 square feet of shoreline protection, such as 
"amorflex" and/ or riprap, for ttBe-a:& slope protection and bank stabilization; 



h. Place approximately 36,000 square feet of biodegradable mulch-type blanket, 
similar jute matting, or erosion control mats to stabilize soils and to allow new 
shoreline bank vegetation to become established; 



i. Construct, use, and maintain three, approximately 200-square-foot storm drain 
outfalls; arui 



j. Install concrete indicator piles in Mission Creek to assist in developing final 
plans for components of the Master Plan involving Bay fill and as a reference for 
future directional bores for related projects (Amendment No. One); arui 



k. Place and conduct on-going, in-kind repair and maintenance of five clusters of 
three wood "perch" piles, for a total of 15 pilings, either coated with an inert 
substance or wrapped with plastic sheeting, in Mission Creek (Amendment 
No. Three); and 



1. Place, use, and maintain in-kind approximately 260 linear feet of six-inch
diameter pipeline connecting the Auxiliary Water Supply System (A WSS) 
structures (inlets) to valves at the shoreline and one piling associated with two 
new AWSS structures (Amendment No. Four). 
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2. In the Bay (near Bayfront Park): 



a. Place, use and maintain approximatel y ~ 1,300 square feet of riprap to be 
used for stabilization of the existing seawall; aHEl 



b. Construct, use, and maintain three approximately 200-square-foot storm drain 
outfalls; and 



f:. Construct, use, and maintain up to four approximately 24-square-foot concrete 
pads (totaling up to 96 square feet) to support the AWSS suction connection 
assembly (Amendment No. Four). 



3. Within the 100-foot Shoreline Band -- North Plan Area: 



a. North Parcel One (NP1) and Contiguous Development 



(1) Construct, use and maintain an approximately 35,400-square-foot portion 
of 65-foot-high residential buildings totaling 137,600 square feet and 3,200 
square feet of ground floor retail. Approximately 52 square feet of the 
building on Parcel 2 of block N3a may cantilever over the dedicated public 
access area of NPl (Amendment No. Two); 



(2) Construct, use and maintain approximately 2,050 square feet of concrete 
deck for a pedestrian overlook at 4th Street; and 



(3) Construct, use and maintain approximately 8,600 square feet of pathway 
and 27,000 square feet of landscaping along a public esplanade. 



b. North Parcel Two (NP2) 



(1) Construct, use and maintain approximately 3,600 square feet of concrete 
deck for a pedestrian overlook at 5th Street. Approximately 52 square feet 
of the building on Parcel 2 of block N3a may cantilever over the dedicated 
public access area of NPl (Amendment No. Two); 



. (2) Construct, use and maintain approximately 3,000 square feet of pathway 
and associated landscaping along a public esplanade; and 



(3) Use approximately 2,500 square feet of public space for outdoor dining at 
the Fifth Street Plaza. 



c. North Parcel Three (NP3) and Contiguous Development 



(1) Construct, use and maintain an approximately 27,100-square-foot portion 
of 65-foot-high residential buildings totaling 141,900 square feet and 1,600 
square feet of ground floor retail; 



(2) Construct, use and maintain approximately 3,200 square feet of concrete 
deck for a pedestrian overlook at 6th Street; aHEl 



(3) Construct, use and maintain approximately 14,500 square feet of pathway 
and 18,000 square feet of landscaping along a public esplanade; and 
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ill Construct, use, and maintain in-kind one approximately 24-square-foot 
concrete pad to support an AWSS connection assembly (Amendment No. 
Four). 



d. North Parcel Four (NP4) 



(1) Construct, use and maintain approximately 11,500 square feet of paving 
and some structures for use as miscellaneous sports courts; and 



(2) Construct, use and maintain approximately 3,200 square feet of pathway 
and 23,000 square feet of landscaping along a public, multi-use path. 



e. North Parcel Five (NP5) 



(1) Construct, use and maintain approximately 1,500 square feet of pathway; 



(2) Construct, use and maintain an accessible public access connection to the 
existing public access at the eXisting channel pump station; 



(3) Construct, use and maintain approximately 600 square feet of gangways 
associated with a small boat launch facility; and 



(4) Construct, use and maintain approximately 10,800 square feet of roadway 
as the Berry Street Connector between Berry Street and Comm~ns Drive. 



4. Within the 1 ~O-foot Shoreline Band -- South Plan Area: 



a. Parcel One (Pl) 



(1) Construct, use and maintain approximately 8,000 square feet of pathway 
and 55,500 square feet of landscaping to create the East Lawn and Picnic 
Grove; 



(2) Construct, use and maintain up to approximately 5,000 square feet of 
accessory structures, such as kiosks and an approximately 18-foot-high 
concession stand with public restrooms and multi-purpose seating areas; 



(3) Use approximately 2,000 square feet of Fifth Street Park for food 
concession; and 



(4) Construct, use and maintain up to approximately 15,000 square feet of 
hardscape areas, and approximately 18,000 square feet of planting in Fifth 
Street Park. 



b. Parcel Two (P2) and Parcel Eight (P8) 



(1) Construct, use and maintain approximately 12,500 square feet of pathway 
and approximately 90,000 square feet of landscaping to create the West 
Lawn open space; 



(2) Construct, use and maintain up to approximately 5,000 square feet of 
accessory structures, such as kiosks and restrooms, located within open 
spaces; 











PERMIT NO. 5-00 
FOCIL-MB, LLC, 
Port of San Francisco, and the 



City and County of San Francisco 
(Issued on December 12,2000, As 
Amended Through November 10,2010) 
AMENDMENT NO. FOUR 
Page 5 



( 



c. Parcel Three (P3) 



(1) Construct, use and maintain approximately 20,000 square feet of pathway 
and approximately 26,500 square feet of landscaping along a public 
esplanade; and 



(2) Use approximately 2,500 square feet of Channel Plaza for outdoor dining 
associated with a hotel use located outside the Commission's jurisdiction 
pursuant to Special Condition IID.5. 



d. Bayfront Area (Agua Vista Park to the Intersection of Terry Francois Blvd. and 
Mission Rock St.) 



(1) Construct, use and maintain approximately 66,000 square feet of paving for 
the realignment of Terry Francois Boulevard; 



(2) Construct, use and maintain approximately 28,000 square feet of parking 
for the Pier 50 Boat Ramp; 



(3) Construct, use and maintain approximately 20,000 square feet of pathway 
and approximately 32,000 square feet of landscaping to create Bayfront 
Park; 



(4) Use approximately 8,500 square feet of Bayfront Park for outdoor dining 
associated with the 7,500-square-foot Port Building located outside the 
Commission's jurisdiction; 



(5) Construct, use and maintain an approximately 14,OOO-square-foot plaza 
within Bayfront Park at Sixteenth Street; aTt6-



(6) Construct, use and maintain rail access in substantially the configuration as 
may be necessary to assure continued use of areas designated for port 
priority use by BCDC; and 



ill (Place, use, and maintain in-kind approximately 400 linear feet of 6-inch
diameter pipe connecting four A WSS locations to valves located on the 
shoreline, and up to four piles to anchor the inlets (Amendment No. Four). 



5. In All Areas of the Commission's Jurisdiction: 



a. During the buildout period, temporary and interim uses and improvements 
(such as temporary roads) are permitted within the Commission's jurisdiction 
provided that such uses and improvements are consistent with the requirements 
of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans. These interim uses and improvements, 
as well as temporary special events (such as concerts and festivals) and vendors, 
shall be permitted pursuant to Special Conditions U-B-2 and II-D-5, below. 
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B. This amended authority is generally pursuant to and limited by: (1) the permittees' 
original application received July 12, 2000, including all accompanying material, such as 
the documents entitled, "Master Permit-Reference Attachments," dated March 20, 2000, 
and "Master Permit Project Description," dated July 12, 2000; (2) the permittees' letter 
dated April 13, 2001 requesting Amendment No. One, including all accompanying 
material; (3) the permittees' letter dated September 4, 2001 requesting Amendment No. 
Two, including all accompanying material; fffiEi. (4) the permittees' letter dated July 17, 
2006 requesting Amendment No. Three, including all accompanying material; and (5) 
the permittees' letter dated August 23, 2010 requesting Amendment No. Four, including 
all accompanying material, but subject to the modifications required by the conditions 
herein. 



C. The work authorized by this amended permit was to commence by December 31, 2001, 
and be diligently pursued to completion by December 31,2021, unless the terms of this 
authorization are changed by further amendment of this amended permit. The work 
authorized by Amendment No. Three to this amended permit must commence by 
December 31, 2008. The required date of completion of activities authorized pursuant to 
this amended permit is December 31,2021, unless the terms of this authorization are 
changed by further amendment of this amended permit. All on-going, in-kind repair 
activities to the fifteen perch piles shall remain authorized as long as tW:5 the amended 
permit authorized facilities remains in e#eet place (i\mendment No. Three). The work 
authorized by Amendment No. Four to this amended permit must commence by 
December 1, 2013. The required date of completion of activities authorized pursuant to 
this amended permit is December 1, 2014, unless the terms of this authorization are 
changed by further amendment of this amended permit. 



D. The project authorized herein will result in a placement of up to 28,100 square feet of net 
neVl fill for shoreline protection, improving shoreline appearance and public access, and 
for site drainage vlith the installation of five storm drains. In total, fifteen -wooden perch 
piles and approximately 108,100 square feet of nev" Bay fill TNill be placed as part of th.e 
project the following type/purpose and approximate amount of Bay fill: 73,300 square 
feet of fill for shoreline protection; 9,850 square feet of fill for public access; 7,800 square 
feet of fill for mitigation (i.e., channel bank construction); 3,000 square feet of fill for a 
boat launch; and 500 square feet of fill for storm water management and other utilities. 
The resulting fill will total approximately 94,450 square feet. Hmvever, aApproximately 
80,000 square feet of debris and riprap will be removed from the channel banks prior to 
the placement of material to be used for shoreline protection. 



As mitigation for the approximately 28,-±00 14,450 square feet of net Bay fill, the 
permittees will provide to the Commission, upon approval of the improvement plans for 
the first component of the project that involves Bay fill, the sum of $50,000.00 to be 
deposited in an interest bearing account to be dispersed, in its entirety, including 
principal and interest, solely to remove Bay fill from the Central Bay. Funds shall be 
dispersed from the account at the discretion of the Commission's Executive Director, 
based on proposal(s) submitted by an owner of such filled lands in the Central Bay. 
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Approximately 17.2 acres of public access will be installed or improved within the 
Commission's jurisdiction as a part of the project authorized herein. 



II. Special Conditions 



The authorization made in Section I herein shall be subject to the following special 
conditions, in addition to the standard conditions in Part IV: 



A. Project Construction 



1. The project authorized in Section I herein shall be built in substantial conformance 
with the conceptual plans entitled "Mission Creek Overall Conceptual Plan," and the 
"Mission Bay Bayfront Treatment Conceptual Plan," as shown on Exhibit A. Final 
plans for the project shall be prepared and submitted for BCDC review in 
accordance with Special Condition lI-B, below. No noticeable changes to the design 
of the project shall be made without the prior written approval by or on behalf of the 
Commission. Because the plans reflect conceptual level design, the Commission 
acknowledges that revisions may occur as design detail develops. 



2. The work authorized under Amendment No. Three shall be built and maintained in 
general conformance with the plan entitled "Perch Pile Locations and Details," 
prepared by Freyer and Laureta Inc., as revised through September 15, 2006. 



3. The work authorized in Amendment No. Four shall be built generally in 
conformance with plans entitled "AWSS Work," dated October 2,2009, prepared by 
the Department of Public Works, City and County of San Francisco. 



B. Specific Plans and Plan Review 



1. Board Review. Preliminary plans for the project authorized in Section I herein shall 
be reviewed by or on behalf of the Commission's Design Review Board (Board) prior 
to submittal of construction documents to the staff for final approval pursuant to 
Special Condition lI-B-2. Plan review for Mission Bay is also conducted at the local 
level through an interagency review process. The Design Review and Document 
Approval Procedure (DRDAP) establishes timelines for local agency plan review. 
The Board and/ or the Commission staff will endeavor to conduct its review 
consistent with the time-frames contained in the DRDAP, to the extent feasible. It is 
anticipated that a majority of the plan review activities under Special Conditions lI
B-I and lI-B-2 can be conducted at the Commission staff level, with review by the 
Board on issues such as structures in open spaces or significant elements not detailed 
in the conceptual plans. The required drawings presented to the Board depend on 
the type of project and shall be determined by the Commission staff. Such materials 
shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Board that the permittees have developed 
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a design that is generally consistent with the authorization and requirements of this 
amended permit, the Mission Bay Design for Development Documents, the San Francisco 
Special Area Plan, and the Mission Bay Owner Participation Agreements Infrastructure 
Plans Attachment. 



2. Plan Review. No work whatsoever shall be commenced pursuant to this 
authorization until final precise civil and structural engineering, grading, 
architectural, and landscaping plans and any other relevant criteria, specifications, 
and plan information for that portion of the work have been submitted to, reviewed, 
and approved in writing by or on behalf of the Commission. The specific drawings 
and information required will be determined by the Commission staff. To save time, 
preliminary drawings should be submitted and approved prior to final drawings. 
The work authorized under Amendment No. Three does not require submittal of 
final plans, as required pursuant to Special Condition II-B-2 of this amended permit. 



a. Architectural and Landscaping Plans. Architectural, grading and landscaping 
plans shall include and clearly label the shoreline of the Bay (either the line of 
Mean High Tide or, where marsh plants are present, the line five feet above 
Mean Sea Level,) the line 100 feet inland of the shoreline of the Bay, property 
lines, the boundaries of all areas to be reserved for public access purposes and 
open space, grading, details showing the location, types, dimensions, and 
materials to be used for all structures, irrigation, landscaping, drainage, seating, 
parking, signs, lighting, fences, paths, trash containers, utilities and other 
proposed improvements. 



b. Engineering Plans. Civil and structural engineering plans shall include a 
complete set of contract drawings and specifications and design criteria. The 
design criteria shall be appropriate to the nature of the project, the use of any 
structures, soil and foundation conditions at the site, and potential earthquake
induced forces. Final plans shall be signed by the professionals of record and be 
accompanied by: 



(1) Evidence that the design complies with all applicable codes; and 



(2) Evidence that a thorough and independent review of the design details, 
calculations, and construction drawings has been made. 



c. Temporary Improvements and Interim Use Plans. Plans for temporary improve
ments, interim uses, and demolition of temporary improvements consistent with 
the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans shall include the information specified in 
Special Condition II-B-2(a) above. Plans shall be submitted at least 30 days prior 
to commencement of each temporary project and shall be accompanied by a 
letter that, in addition to the information specified below, identifies the 
approximate commencement and completion dates for constructing temporary 
improvements, interim uses, and demolishing temporary improvements and 
indicating how any temporary infrastructure is consistent with the Mission Bay 
Infrastructure Plan. 
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Plans submitted shall be accompanied by a letter requesting plan approvat 
identifying the type of plans submitted, the portion of the project involved, and 
indicating whether the plans are final or preliminary. Approval or disapproval shall 
be based upon: 



(1) Completeness and accuracy of the plans in showing the features required above, 
particularly the line depicting the shoreline of the Bay, property lines, and the 
line 100-feet inland of the line of the shoreline, and any other criteria required 
by this authorization; 



(2) Consistency of the plans with the terms and conditions of this authorization; 



(3) The provision of the amount and quality of public access to and along the 
shoreline and in and through the project to the shoreline required by this 
authorization; 



(4) Consistency with legal instruments reserving public access and open space 
areas; 



(5) Assuring that any fill in the Bay does not exceed this authorization and will 
consist of appropriate shoreline protection materials as determined by or on 
behalf of the Commission; 



(6) Consistency of the plans with the recommendations of the Design Review 
Board; and 



(7) Assuring that appropriate provisions have been incorporated for safety in case 
of seismic event. 



Plan review shall be completed by or on behalf of the Commission within 45 days 
after receipt of the plans to be reviewed. Plan review for temporary improvements 
and interim uses shall be completed by or on behalf of the Commission within 30 
days after receipt of the plans to be reviewed. 



3. Conformity with Final Approved Plans. All work, improvements, and uses shall 
conform to the final approved plans. Prior to any use of the facilities authorized 
herein, the appropriate design professional(s) of record shall certify in writing that, 
through personal knowledge, the work covered by the authorization has been 
performed in accordance with the approved design criteria and in substantial 
conformance with the approved plans. No noticeable changes shall be made 
thereafter to any final plans or to the exterior of any constructed structure, outside 
fixture, lighting, landscaping, parking area, or shoreline protection work without 
first obtaining written approval of the change(s) by or on behalf of the Commission. 
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4. Discrepancies Between Approved Plans and Special Conditions. In case of any 
discrepancy between final approved plans and Special Conditions of this 
authorization or legal instruments approved pursuant to this authorization, the 
Special Condition or the legal instrument shall prevail. The permittees are 
responsible for assuring that all plans accurately and fully reflect the Special 
Conditions of this authorization and any legal instruments submitted pursuant to 
this authorization. 



C. Shoreline Protection 



1. Shoreline Protection Material. Where riprap is proposed for use as shoreline protec
tion, the material shall be either quarry rock or specially cast or carefully selected 
concrete pieces free of reinforcing steel and other extraneous material and 
conforming to quality requirements for specific gravity, absorption, and durability 
specified by the California Department of Transportation or the U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. The material shall be generally spheroid-shaped. The overall thickness of 
the slope protection shall be no more than three feet measured perpendicular to the 
slope. Use of small concrete rubble, concrete pieces with exposed rebar, large or odd 
shaped pieces of concrete, or asphalt concrete as riprap is prohibited. 



2. Shoreline Protection Placement. Shoreline protection material shall be placed so that 
a permanent shoreline with a minimum amount of fill is established by means of an 
engineered slope. The slope shall be created to withstand wind and wave generated. 
forces at the site. 



3. Shoreline Protection Plans 



a. Design. Professionals knowledgeable of the Commission's concerns, such as civil 
engineers experienced in coastal processes, should participate in the design of 
the shoreline protection improvements authorized herein. If, for any reason, 
changes must made to the constructed shoreline protection, revised plans shall 
be submitted and reviewed by or on behalf of the Commission pursuant to 
Special Conditions II-B-1 and II-B-2 (Board Review and Plan Review). 



b. Plan Review. No work whatsoever shall be commenced on the shoreline 
protection improvements authorized herein until final shoreline protection plans 
have been submitted to, reviewed, and approved in writing by or on behalf of 
the Commission. It is anticipated that a majority of the plan review activities for 
shoreline protection plans could be conducted at staff level, with review by the 
Design Review Board on any significant changes that relate to the contiguous 
public access areas. The plans shall consist of appropriate diagrams and cross
sections that~ (1) show and clearly label the shoreline, property lines, grading 
limits, and details showing the location, types, and dimensions of all materials to 
be used; (2) indicate the source of all materials to be used; and (3) indicate who 
designed the proposed shoreline protection improvements and their background 
in coastal engineering and familiarity with the Commission's concerns. Approval 
or disapproval of the plans shall be based upon~ (1) completeness and accuracy 
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of the plans in showing the features required above; (2) consistency of the plans 
with the terms and conditions of this amended permit; (3) assuring that the 
proposed fill material does not exceed this amended permit; (4) the 
appropriateness of the types of fill material and their proposed manner of place
ment; and (5) the preparation of the plans by professionals knowledgeable of the 
Commission's concerns, such as civil engineers experienced in coastal processes. 
All improvements constructed pursuant to this amended permit shall conform to 
the final approved plans. No material changes shall be made thereafter to any 
final plans or to the constructed shoreline protection improvements without first 
obtaining written approval of the change(s) by or on behalf of the Commission. 



4. Maintenance. The shoreline protection improvements authorized herein shall be regularly 
maintained by, and at the expense of the permittees, any assignee, lessee, sublessee, or other 
successor in interest to the project. Maintenance shall include, but not be limited to, collecting 
any shoreline protection materials that become dislodged and repositioning them in 
appropriate locations within the protected areas, replacing in-kind material that is lost, 
repairing the engineered shoreline protection as needed, and removing debris that collects on 
top of the shoreline protection. Within 30 days after notification by the staff of the 
Commission, the permittees or any successor or assignee shall correct any maintenance 
deficiency noted by the staff. 



D. Public Access 



1. Area. The approximately 17.2-acre area along approximately 1.4 miles of shoreline, 
as generally shown on Exhibit B-E shall be made available exclusively to the public 
for unrestricted public access for walking, bicycling, sitting, viewing, fishing, 
picnicking, and related purposes. Temporary and interim uses and improvements 
(such as temporary road improvements) are permitted provided that such uses are 
consistent with the requirements of the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans. These 
uses must be approved pursuant to Special Condition II-B-2. If the permittees wish 
to use the public access area within the Commission's jurisdiction for other than 
public access purposes, (such as temporary special events like concerts, festivals and 
vendors) they must obtain prior written approval by or on behalf of the Commission, 
pursuant to Special Conditions II-B-2 and II-D-5. 



2. Public Access Scheduling and Reporting. Prior to the construction of any of the facilities 
authorized herein, and then for every 3 years up until the time that all required public access 
improvements are installed, the permittees shall submit a report acceptable to the Executive 
Director that updates the staff on completed and planned public access improvements 
required herein. The report shall be submitted every three years on the anniversary of the 
execution date of this amended permit and shall be used by the staff to monitor the progress 
and development of the required public access improvements. Such report shall include 
updates on shoreline public access areas that have been completed, and the completion dates 
for the remaining public access improvements expected to occur over the following three 
years. The report shall be reviewed pursuant to Special Condition II-B-2. 
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3. Interim Public Access around Mission Creek Channel. Where access will not be 
provided along a portion of the Mission Creek Channel shoreline for any period of 
time because the adjacent and/ or associated portion of the project is not to be 
constructed until a later date, interim public access connections, shall be provided to 
allow pedestrian access between those portions of the public access that have been 
constructed. Construction of interim access on each side of the channel shall 
commence with the first development on each side of the channel. Such temporary 
public access connections may be located inland of the shoreline where shoreside 
access would be unsafe or otherwise hazardous pending construction of authorized 
shoreline improvements. 



4. Coordination with Other Permits within the Project Boundary. Prior to any construction 
within the leasehold of the Mission Creek Houseboat Association, the Port of San Francisco 
and the Mission Creek Houseboat Association shall request, as found by the Commission 
staff to be needed, non-material amendments to BCDC Permit Nos. 7-76 and M76-43 to 
change the authorization and requirements of those permits so that they may coincide with 
the authorization and requirements stated herein. Also, prior to the construction of the 
parking lot for the Pier 52 Boat Ramp, the Port of San Francisco shall request, as found by the 
Commission staff to be needed, a non-material amendment to BCDC Permit No. 7-96 to 
change the authorization and requirements of that permit so that they may coincide with the 
authorization and requirements stated herein. 



5. Special Events and Vendors within the Commission's Jurisdiction. The permittees may 
request authorization for use of the public access areas within the Commission's 
jurisdiction for any special events and vendors. Authorization for special events by 
or on behalf of the Commission shall ensure that private events do not preclude 
public uses in a majority of that portion of the park site and that the primary public 
circulation areas remain open at all times. 



6. Improvements in the Total Public Access Area within the Shoreline Band. In 
accordance with the phasing requirements of the Mission Bay Owner Participation 
Agreements Infrastructure Plans as of October 5, 2000, the permittees shall install tRe 
folloviing improvements, as generally shmvn on attached E)chibits B through P. Such 
improvements shall be consistent with the plans approved pursuant to Special 
Condition II.A of this authorization and with the Mission Bay Design for Development 
Plans: 



a. North Parcel One (NP1) and Contiguous Development 



(1) An approximately 3,800-square-foot pedestrian overlook at 4th Street; and 



(2) Approximately 8,830 (Amendment No. Two) square feet of pathway and 
27,000 square feet of landscaping along a public esplanade. 



b. North Parcel Two (NP2) 



(1) An approximately 4,500-square-foot, 15-foot-wide, pedestrian bridge across 
Mission Creek; 
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(2) An approximately 6,400-square-foot pedestrian overlook at 5th Street; and 



(3) Approximately 3,000 square feet of pathway and associated landscaping 
along a public esplanade. 



c. North Parcel Three (NP3) and Contiguous Development 



(1) An approximately 3,450-square-foot pedestrian overlook at 6th Street; and 



(2) Approximately 14,500 square feet of pathway and lS,OOO square feet of 
landscaping along a public esplanade. 



d. North Parcel Four (NP4) 



(1) Approximately 11,500 square feet of paving and some structures for use as 
miscellaneous sports courts; and 



(2) Approximately 3,200 square feet of pathway and 23,000 square feet of 
landscaping along a public multi-use path. 



e. North Parcel Five (NPS) 



(1) Approximately 1,500 square feet of pathway; 



(2) An accessible public access connection to both ends of the existing public access at 
the existing channel pump station; and 



(3) An approximately 3,000-square-foot float for a small boat launch facility and 
associated gangways and ramps; 



f. Parcel One (Pl) 



(1) Approximately S,OOO square feet of pathway and 55,500 square feet of 
landscaping to create the East Lawn and Picnic Grove; 



(2) Up to 5,000 square feet of accessory structures, such as kiosks and an 
lS-foot-high concession stand with public restrooms and multi-purpose 
seating areas; and 



(3) Construct, use and maintain up to 15,000 square feet of hardscape areas, 
and lS,OOO square feet of planting in Fifth Street Park. 



g. Parcel Two (P2) and Parcel Eight (PS) 



(1) Approximately 12,500 square feet of pathway and 90,000 square feet of 
landscaping to create the West Lawn open space; 



(2) Up to 5,000 square feet of accessory structures, such as kiosks and 
restrooms, located within open spaces; 



(3) Approximately 11,000 square feet of area for planting and small garden 
structures for a community garden; and 
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(4) To the extent feasible, redesign and install parking and related vehicular 
access for use by the Mission Creek Harbor Association consistent with 
BCDC Permit Nos. M76-43 and 7-76 and Special Condition II-D-4. 



h. Parcel Three (P3) 



(1) Approximately 20,000 square feet of pathway and 26,500 square feet of 
landscaping along a public esplanade. 



i. Bayfroht Area (Agua Vista Park to the intersection of Terrry Francois Blvd. and 
Mission Rock st.) 



(1) Approximately 20,000 square feet of pathway and approximately 32,000 
square feet of landscaping to create Bayfront Park; 



(2) An approximately 14,OOO-square-foot plaza at the terminus of 16th Street; 
and 



(3) Install sidewalk improvements along the realigned Terry Francois 
Boulevard so that a width of 20 to 37 feet is maintained in front of the Bay 
View Boat Club and the Mariposa-Hunter's Point Yacht Club. 



j. Throughout All Public Access Areas 



(1) A suitable number and type of site furnishings including, but not 
necessarily limited to, seating, picnic tables, trash receptacles, lighting, 
railings, Bay Trail and Public Shore signs, fishing facilities, drinking 
fountains, restrooms, crosswalks linking public access areas across adjacent 
roadways, and pedestrian crossing warning lights and signage at crossings 
(particularly at Terry Francois Boulevard) 



7. Permanent Guarantee of Public Access Area. Prior to the issuance of a certificate of 
occupancy for a particular phase of work, the permittees shall, by instrument or 
instruments acceptable to counsel for the Commission, dedicate to a public agency or 
otherwise permanently guarantee such rights for the public to the public access 
parcel associated with that development phase. The instrument(s) shall create rights 
in favor of the public which shall commence no later than after completion of 
construction of any portion of public access improvements required by this 
authorization and prior to the use of any structures authorized within that phase of 
construction. Such instrument shall be in a form that meets recordation requirements 
of the City and County of San Francisco and shall include a legal description of the 
property being restricted and a map that clearly shows the property being restricted 
for public access, the legal description of the property and of the area being 
restricted for public access, the location of the easement for possible future rail access 
to Piers 48, 50 and 80, and other appropriate landmarks and topographic features 
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of the site, such as the location of the nearest public street and adjacent public access 
areas. Approval or disapproval of the instrument shall occur within 30 days after 
submittal for approval and shall be based on the following: 



a. Sufficiency of the instrument to create legally enforceable rights and duties to 
provide the public access area required by this authorization; 



b. Inclusion of an exhibit to the instrument that clearly shows the area to be 
reserved with a legally sufficient description of the boundaries of such area; and 



c. Sufficiency of the instrument to create legal rights in favor of the public for 
public access that will run with the land and be binding on any subsequent 
purchasers, licensees, and users. 



With respect to public access outside of the Commission's jurisdiction, the public 
access improvements depicted in the instrument shall reflect the public access area 
depicted in improvement plans approved by the San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency, be generally consistent with the conceptual plans, the Mission Bay 
Redevelopment Plans and their implementing documents such as the Design for 
Development documents and the Infrastructure Plans. 



The rights for the public to the public access parcels have been permanently 
guaranteed by instruments recorded with the City and County of San Francisco 
pursuant to public trust legislation SB 1215 of 1997 and its implementing documents. 
These documents may, as determined by or on behalf of the Commission, be 
sufficient, in whole or in part, to meet this condition. 



8. Recordation of the Instrument. Within 30 days after approval of the instrument, the 
permittees shall record the instrument with the City and County of San Francisco 
and shall provide evidence of recording to the Commission. No changes shall be 
made to the instrument after approval without the express written consent by or on 
behalf of the Commission. 



9. Reasonable Rules on Use of Public Access Areas. The permittees may impose 
reasonable rules and restrictions for the use of the public access areas to correct 
particular problems that may arise. Such limitations, rules, and restrictions shall 
have first been approved by or on behalf of the Commission upon a finding that the 
proposed rules would not significantly affect the public nature of the area, would 
not unduly interfere with reasonable public use of the public access areas, and 
would tend to correct a specific problem that the permittees have both identified and 
substantiated. Rules may include restricting hours of use and delineating 
appropriate behavior. The Commission acknowledges that the site will also be 
subject to the Port of San Francisco's Port Park Code, as it is amended from time to 
time. 
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E. Open Space 



1. Area. Within 60 days of placing the final sections of shoreline protection west of the 
Fourth Street Bridge, the permittees shall permanently restrict as open space to 
remain in its current condition with no further filling or development all portions of 
the property that the permittees own, lease, or control that is subject to this 
authorization, more fully described as Mission Creek Channel (or China Basin 
Channel) in the City and County of San Francisco, and that is located bayward of the 
Mean High Tide Line (National Geodetic Vertical Datum) or, where marsh plants are 
present, the line five feet above Mean Sea Level, as generally shown on Exhibit B.h 
Exempt from this open space restriction is the Mission Creek Houseboat Association 
leasehold and any other leasehold that currently exists within the described area. In 
addition, the open space restriction allows the pedestrian bridge and all other public 
access improvements in the Bay that are required by this authorization, the shoreline 
protectionL af'l:d the storm drain outfalls, and the fifteen perch piles in the Mission 
Creek Channel as herein authorized for the use as wildlife use only (Amendment 
No. Three). In the future, the permittees may place and use the minimum amount of 
shoreline protection necessary to maintain the existing shoreline protection within 
the open space area after obtaining written approval by or on behalf of the 
Commission. In addition, the open space restriction may allow future water-oriented 
facilities ancillary to public access use, such as canoe and kayak launching ramps 
and floats and/ or a small, public dock for recreational boats and/ or water taxis. 



2. Permanent Guarantee of Open Space Area. The permittees shall submit to the 
Executive Director an instrument that creates such open space restriction and that 
includes a map that shows all appropriate boundaries, including the Mean High 
Tide Line, and a metes and bounds description of the area being restricted as open 
space. The instrument shall be in a form suitable for recording in the City and 
County of San Francisco. The Executive Director shall review and either approve or 
disapprove the proposed instrument within 30 days of its receipt. Approval or 
disapproval shall be based on the sufficiency of the instrument to create the required 
open space condition. If the Executive Director approves the instrument, the 
permittees shall record the instrument within 30 days of its approval and shall 
thereafter provide the Commission with a copy of the recorded instrument. If the 
Executive Director disapproves the instrument, the permittees shall correct all 
deficiencies and resubmit the corrected instrument for further staff review within 30 
days of receipt of the written notification of disapproval. The Executive Director 
shall then review the corrected instrument in accordance with this review procedure. 



3. Recordation of the Instrument. Within 30 days after approval of the instrument, the 
permittees shall record the instrument with the City and County of San Francisco and shall 
provide evidence of recording to the Commission. No changes shall be made to the 
instrument after approval without the express written consent by or on behalf of the 
Commission. 
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4. Maintenance. The areas and improvements within the open space area, as shown on 
Exhibit C shall be permanently maintained by and at the expense of, the permittees 
or its assignees. Such maintenance shall include, but is not limited to, repairs to all 
path surfaces, lighting, and site furnishings, replacement of any plant materials 
deposited within the access areas, removal of any encroachments into the access 
areas, and assuring that the public access signs remain in place and visible. Within 
30 days after notification by staff, the permittees shall correct any maintenance 
deficiency noted in a staff inspection of the site. 



5. Assignment. The permittees shall transfer maintenance responsibility for all or a 
portion of the area described in Special Condition II-D-6, above, to a public agency 
or another party acceptable to the Commission at such time as the property transfers 
to a new party in interest but only provided that the transferee agrees in writing, 
acceptable to counsel for the Commission, to be bound by all terms and conditions of 
this amended permit. 



F. Mitigation to Offset Pickleweed Removal and the Placement of Fill in the Bay. Prior to any 
construction authorized herein involving placement of fill, the permittees shall prepare a 
two-step mitigation program as follows. These steps will ensure the creation of new Bay 
surface area and water volume in the Central Bay, shoreline clean-up and/ or habitat 
restoration work, as close to the project site as possible, all of which will be sufficient to 
offset the fill placed in the Bay as part of the project. The fill authorized under 
Amendment No. Three is not subject to the terms and requirement outlined in Special 
Condition II-F of this amended permit. The mitigation program shall be as follows: 



1. Improve marsh habitat on up to 0.18 acre of the Mission Creek channel banks as 
compensatory mitigation for the impacts to 0.09 acre of pickleweed removed during 
shoreline maintenance and stabilization activities; and 



2. To create new surface area and/ or water volume off-site, the permittees shall 
provide to the Commission, upon approval of the improvement plans for the first 
component of the project that involves Bay fill, the sum of $50,000.00 to be deposited 
in an interest bearing account to be dispersed, in its entirety, including principal and 
interest, solely to remove Bay fill from the Central Bay. Funds shall be dispersed 
from the account at the discretion of the Commission's Executive Director, based on 
proposal(s) submitted by an owner of such filled lands in the Central Bay. 



This fund may be used to cover the costs of planning, environmental assessments, 
fill removal, and appropriate disposal of the removed fill. The fund may also be used 



. for habitat enhancement in the areas disturbed by the fill removal and in the project 
vicinity. Priority shall first be given to fill removal projects located near the project 
site and secondly in the Central Bay. In the event that fill removal projects are not 
feasible in the Central Bay, the Executive Director may disperse the funds to another 
entity for use outside the Central Bay, provided that the entity first proves that it has: 
(a) a feasible fill removal project; (b) sufficient legal interest over the fill to be 
removed; (c) a valid Commission permit, if needed, for such work; and (d) the 
capability to carry out the subject fill removal project. 
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G. Rail Feasibility Report. Prior to the construction of rail facilities in Bayfront Park to 
maintain freight rail service necessary to Port uses within port priority areas designated 
by BCDC, a feasibility report identifying proposals for reasonable, feasible rail service 
necessary to serve port uses within port priority areas designated by BCDC shall be 
submitted to the Executive Director for approval on behalf of the Commission. Approval 
of the feasibility report shall not be unreasonably withheld by the Executive Director or 
the Commission. Approval of the feasibility report showing construction of rail facilities 
in Bayfront Park shall be considered reasonable and neither the Commission nor the 
Executive Director shall withhold approval, if the feasibility report identifying rail 
facilities in Bayfront Park provides evidence to conclude that;, (1) there are no other rail 
alignments that are consistent with the Mission Bay development program and that 
meet the physical and operational requirements for providing safe and efficient freight 
rail service within Mission Bay that is needed for port purposes within port priority 
areas designated by BCDC; and (2) the Port and the City have been unable to 
substantially complete construction of the Illinois Street Bridge prior to the time that it is 
otherwise necessary under the Mission Bay redevelopment documents to relocate rail 
facilities into Bayfront Park to accommodate development plans despite proven good 
faith efforts to diligently pursue and obtain necessary entitlements from applicable 
regulatory agencies and sufficient funding from other sources for the construction of the 
Illinois Street Bridge, in addition to funding that may be provided by the Port 
Commission. If the Executive Director determines that BCDC disapproval of the report 
is likely, the BCDC staff will endeavor to work with the permittees to resolve any issues 
so as to allow the report to be approved by the Executive Director. If the staff and the 
permittees cannot resolve any such issues, the findings in the report shall be presented 
to the Commission for its determination and approval. 



H. Removal of Rail from Bayfront Park. In the event that the Islais Creek Bridge is 
constructed and available to serve the Pier 80 Port use in lieu of the Bayfront Park 
option, the permittees shall remove any rail facilities in the Bayfront Park within one 
year. 



1. Hydrology and Water Quality. Prior to commencing construction of both permanent 
and temporary improvements, the permittees shall ensure that all surface runoff is in 
compliance with the non-point source water quality requirements of the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Act and the Clean Water Act. 
The permittees shall instruct all contractors to develop and implement a comprehensive 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for all construction activities to avoid 
and minimize erosion and sedimentation in China Basin Channel and San Francisco Bay 
and to manage other aspects of the construction site. The plan should include, but not be 
limited to, the following or substantially similar measures: (1) prior to grading the bank 
slopes of China Basin Channel for the proposed channel-edge treatments, the 
installation_of silt or filter fences to slow water and remove sediment; (2) as needed, 
proper-trenching and anchoring in the silt or filter fences so that they stand up to the 
forces of tidal fluctuation and wave action; (3) implementation of design and 
construction that follow standards found in the Manual of Standards for Erosion Imd 
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Sediment Control Meas1lres for placement of riprap and stone sizes; and (4) the installation 
and maintenance of sediment and oil and grease traps in local stormwater intakes 
during the construction period, or otherwise proper control of oil and grease discharges. 



J. Turbidity. To prevent turbidity and sediment resuspension caused by tugboat activity in 
the Channet the permittees shall require all construction contractors to use shallow
draft tugboats that float higher in the water than deep-draft tugboats and, therefore, 
have less potential to disturb bottom sediments with their propellers. The permittees 
shall als? require construction contractors to operate the tugboats at the minimum speed 
necessary to maintain maneuverability of the barges, thereby reducing the spin of 
tugboat propellers. Also, submarine silt curtains around pile-driving or outfall 
construction sites shall be used. Finally, a written plan shall be submitted to the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board for removal and disposal of existing support piles prior to 
removing the piles from the China Basin Channel for the channel-edge treatments. 



K. Herring. The permittees shall not conduct any construction, maintenance, or repair 
activities (including the movement of heavy equipment materials or structures by barge 
or tugboat) with the potential to cause turbidity in the Channel or the Bay waters during 
the spawning season of Pacific herring (December I-March 1). 



L. Noise Control. The permittees shall instruct the contractors to use noise-reducing pile 
driving techniques such as pre-drilling pile holes (if feasible, based on soils) to the 
maximum feasible depth, installing intake and exhaust mufflers on pile driving 
equipment vibrating piles into place when feasible, installing shrouds around the pile 
driving hammer where feasible, and restricting the hours of operation. . 



M. Dust Control. The permittees shall require its contractor to implement, as appropriate, the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District's basic control measures for emissions of 
dust during construction, including, but not limited to: (1) watering all dry active 
construction areas at least twice daily or as needed; (2) using tarpaulins or other effective 
covers for on-site storage piles and for haul trucks that travel on streets; (3) paving, 
applying water three times daily, or applying (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved 
access roads, parking areas, and staging areas; (4) sweeping daily (with water sweepers), 
if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets; (5) limit traffic speeds on 
unpaved roads to 15 mph; and (6) suspend excavation and grading activity when winds 
(instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph. 



N. Archaeological Monitoring. Archival review suggests that depositional integrity of the 
late 19-century city dump has been lost because of scavenging while the dump was in 
operation. However, important historical artifacts may still be present. Archaeological 
monitoring during construction is, therefore, appropriate in the areas indicated in the 
subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR}. The permittees shall instruct all 
contractors to retain the services of a qualified archaeologist who, in consultation with 
an Environmental Review Officer and the President of the Landmarks Preservation 
Advisory Board, would determine whether to instruct all excavation and foundation 
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crews on the project site of the potential for discovery of historic archaeological deposits 
and artifacts, and the procedures to be followed if such materials are uncovered. Any 
Native American remains should be treated as required by State law and the Native 
American Heritage Commission. 



O. Temporary Improvements. All temporary improvements are subject to review and 
approval by or on behalf of the Commission consistent with Special Condition II.B.2, 
above. The permittees shall receive all necessary authorizations for temporary uses and 
improvements, such as local government permits and 401c Certification from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. All temporary improvements, such as 
infrastructure and special event facilities, shall be demolished and removed to an 
authorized location outside the jurisdiction of the Commission when no longer needed 
consistent with Special Condition n.R below (Amendment No. One). 



P. Mission Creek Navigability. Any indicator piles located in navigable waters of Mission 
Creek shall be tagged with flags or buoys so that they are clearly visible to passing boats. 
The fifteen perch piles as herein authorized under Amendment No. Three are not subject 
to tagging with flags and buoys. No piles shall be located in any area that would 
compromise the navigability of Mission Creek (Amendment No. One). 



Q. Creosote Treated Wood. No pilings or other wood structures that have been pressure 
treated with creosote shall be used in any area subject to tidal action in the Bay or any 
certain waterway, in any salt pond, or in any managed wetland within the Commission's 
jurisdiction as part of the project authorized herein (Amendment No. One). 



R. Debris Removal. All debris shall be removed to an authorized location outside the 
jurisdiction of the Commission. In the event that any such material is placed in any area 
within the Commission's jurisdiction, the permittees, their assigns, or successors in 
interest, or the owners of the improvements, shall remove such material, at their expense, 
within ten days after they have been notified by the Executive Director of such 
placement. 



S. Notice to Contractor. The permittees shall provide a copy of this amended permit to any 
contractor or person working in concert with the permittees to carry out the activities 
authorized herein and shall point out the special conditions contained herein. 



T. Construction Operations. All construction operations shall be performed to prevent 
construction materials from falling into the Bay. In the event that such material escapes 
or is placed in an area subject to tidal action of the Bay, the permittees shall immediately 
retrieve and remove such material at their expense. 



U. Hold Harmless Agreement. The permittees agree to indemnify, defend and save 
harmless the State of California, its agencies, departments, officers, agents and 
employees from any and all claims, demands, losses or judgments accruing or resulting 
to any person, firm, corporation or entity who may be injured or damaged by work 
performed in accordance with the terms and conditions of this amended permit. 
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V. Abandonment. If, at any time, the Commission determines that the improvements in the 
Bay authorized herein, have been abandoned for a period of two years or more, or have 
deteriorated to the point that public health, safety or welfare is adversely affected, the 
Commission may require that the improvements be removed by the permittees, their 
assigns or successors in interest, or by the owners of the improvements, within 60 days 
or such other reasonable time as the Commission may direct. 



W. Recording. The permittees shall record this document or a notice specifically referring to 
this document with the City and County of San Francisco within 30 days after execution 
of the amended permit issued pursuant to this authorization and shall, within 30 days 
after recordation, provide evidence of recordation to the Commission. 



X. Perch Pile In-Kind Repairs and Maintenance. The wood perch piles authorized under 
Amendment No. Three shall be annually maintained at the expense of the permittees, 
any assignee, lessee, sublessee, or other successor in interest to the project in' order to 
prevent chemicals in the wood pilings from leaching into the aquatic environment. Any 
in-kind repairs and maintenance of the wood perch piles shall only use construction 
material that is approved for use in San Francisco Bay, and with no overall increase in 
size or Bay fill. Maintenance and repairs shall only occur during current approved 
months during the year to avoid potential impacts to fish and wildlife. Prior to 
commencement of work the permittees shall contact BCDC staff to confirm current 
restrictions (Amendment No. Three). 



Y. Perch Pile Restrictions. The perch piles authorized under Amendment No. Three shall be 
used only for wildlife habitat purposes. Vessels or other objects shall not be moored or 
tied to the perch piles for any length of time. If any vessel or other object becomes 
moored or tied to the perch piles, they shall be removed immediately (Amendment No. 
Three). 



Ill. Findings and Declarations 



This amended permit is issued based on the Commission's findings and declaration that the 
authorized work is consistent with the McAteer-Petris Act, and the San Francisco Bay Plall, the San 
Francisco Special Area Plan, the California Environmental Quality Act, and the Commission's 
amended management program for the San Francisco Bay segment of the California coastal zone for 
the following reasons: 



A. Use. The San Francisco Bay Plan Map No.5 does ,not designate the Mission Bay project 
site for any priority uses. Therefore, the proposed Mission Bay project is consistent with 
the use requirements of the Bay Plan. 



B. Consistency with the Commission's San Francisco Special Area Plan. The Special Area 
Plan recommends, in part, that in the area of the China Basin Channel (Mission Creek), 
I/[c]ontinuous public access, consistent with maritime activities, should be provided 
around China Basin Channel in accordance with the Recreation and Open Space Plan of 
the City of San Francisco./I Also, the Special Area Plan states that I/[l]imited Bay-oriented 
commercial recreation should be permitted along China Basin Channel provided it is 
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incidental to and does not obstruct public access." The policies for the Central Basin 
include that the "[c]entral Basin should continue to be developed for public access and 
waterfront recreation .... " Regarding view corridors, the Special Area Plan states that 
"[Ilmportant Bay views along the Embarcadero and level in land streets should be 
preserved and improved," and that minor encroachment into view corridors may be 
permitted "where minor structures (such as kiosks) are desirable to provide public 
amenities contributing to a continuity of interest and activity along the waterfront." 



These policies are consistent with the policies in the City and County of San Francisco's 
Redevelopment Plans for this site. The City has approved the following plans that 
contain policies regarding portions of the Mission Bay site: the San Francisco General 
Plan; the 
Port of San Francisco Waterfront Land Use Plan, including the Waterfront Design and 
Access Element; and the Mission Bay Design for Development Plans. 



The project provides for continuous access around China Basin Channel and along the 
Central Basin. In fact, the project will provide approximately 1.4 miles of newly 
developed multi-use pathway to the shoreline areas. The permittees have agreed as part 
of the local approvals process to preserve important views to the Bay and maintain view 
corridors to the Bay from City streets as directed in the Mission Bay Design for 
Development Plans, with which the design for this project must be in accordance. Some 
kiosks ancillary to park use and outdoor dining may be placed within the view corridors 
within the Commission's jurisdiction, however those uses will be considered on a case
by-case basis by the Commission staff and, as needed, by the Design Review Board. In 
any case, the kiosks are consistent with the Special Area Plan in that they will provide 
desirable public amenities and contribute to a continuity of interest and activity along 
the waterfront. Thus, the Commission finds that the proposed Mission Bay project is 
consistent with the Special Area Plan. 



C. Fill. Among other requirements, Section 66605 of the McAteer-Petris Act requires that fill 
in the Bay should only be authorized when: (1) the public benefits from the fill clearly 
exceed public detriment from the loss of water areas; (2) the fill should be limited to 
water-oriented uses or minor fill to improve shoreline appearance or public access; (3) 
there is no alternative upland location; (4) the fill is the minimum amount necessary; (5) 
the fill minimizes harmful effects to the Bay, such as the reduction or impairment of the 
volume surface area or circulation of water, water quality, fertility of marshes or fish and 
wildlife resources or other conditions impacting the environment; and (6) that the fill 
would, to the maximum extent feasible, establish a permanent shoreline. 



1. Benefits VS. Detriments. Large numbers of people are expected to visit the waterfront 
as the project site changes from an underdeveloped, industrial area to a fully 
developed mixed use urban area, with about 30,000 employees and about 11,000 
residents. The permittees have stated that the benefits of the fill authorized herein 
include increasing the public's enjoyment of the waterfront. The fill will stabilize and 
establish a permanent shoreline where, currently, it is covered with concrete rubble, 
debris, and dilapidated boats. The fill along Mission Creek Channel and the Bayfront 
will maintain and stabilize the banks from seismic and erosive forces, will allow for 











PERMIT NO. 5-00 
FOCIL-MB, LLC, 
Port of San Frai1cisco, and the 



City and County of San Francisco 
(Issued on December 12,2000, As 
Amended Through November 10,2010) 
AMENDMENT NO. FOUR 
Page 23 



the establishment of wetland and native upland vegetation, and will replace the 
concrete rubble and debris that are both unsightly and a potential public safety 
hazard. Thus, the public benefits of the fill clearly exceed the public detriments. 



2. Water-Oriented Uses. The project includes approximately gg,..§OO 73,300 square feet of 
solid fill for shoreline protection. Additionally, five storm drain outfalls will be 
constructed as part of the project. Fill placed for shoreline protection and storm 
drains is considered a water-oriented use. Some floating fill is necessary for a small 
boat launch facility. Floats and gangways for small boats are considered water
oriented uses. Thus, the shoreline protection, storm drains and small boat launch 
facility are consistent with Section 66605 of the McAteer-Petris Act which requires 
that fill in the Bay be limited to water-oriented uses or minor fill to improve 
shoreline appearance or public access. 



3. Improving Public Access and Shoreline Appearance. Regulation Sections 10700 and 
10701, which allow minor fill in the Bay for improving shoreline appearance and 
public access, state that the Commission may approve the placement of minor fill to 
improve shoreline appearance and public access, only if the Commission finds and 
declares that: (1) the fill is necessary because present public access is inadequate and 
the present appearance of the Bay and shoreline in the area adversely affects 
enjoyment of the Bay and its shoreline; (2) the amount of filling is the minimum 
necessary to improve shoreline appearance and public access; and (3) the proposed 
fill will improve public access and the shoreline appearance to the Bay and shoreline. 



The permittees will place approxin:ately 18,100 square feet of fill for a new 
pedestrian bridge across Mission Creek channel and three public overlooks to 
improve public access. As designed, the overlooks and pedestrian bridge will 
provide clear and continuous public access, provide a closeness to the water, and 
offer additional habitat viewing areas along the shores of Mission Creek channel. 
Also, some fill is authorized for improving shoreline appearance. This fill will create 
a continuous shoreline and will include filling an eroded recess in the existing bank 
along the northern shore of Mission Creek channel. 



Thus, the Commission finds that the fill placed for the new pedestrian bridge, the 
three public overlooks, and the recess in the existing bank along the northern shore 
of the Mission Creek Channel is consistent with Regulation Sections 10700 and 
10701, in that: (1) the fill is necessary because present public access is inadequate and 
the present appearance of the Bay and shoreline in the area adversely affects 
enjoyment of the Bay and its shoreline; (2) the amount of filling is the minimum 
necessary to improve shoreline appearance and public access; and (3) the fill will 
improve public access and the shoreline appearance to the Bay and shoreline. 



4. Alternative Upland Location. The majority of the existing, un-engineered banks of 
Mission Creek channel are seismically unstable. The banks are steep and the existing 
debris and concrete that have been placed on the banks are prone to differential 
settlement. This material has provided only limited slope protection from tidal and 
combined sewer discharges. The permittees state in their original application that, 
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"[t]he channel plan is the result of substantial engineering efforts designed to reduce 
erosion and enhance the bank's biological and aesthetic value. The objective is to 
increase the stability of the channel beyond that which exists today and create an 
enhanced environment in place of degraded condition that currently exists." 
Additionally, the existing conditions along Mission Creek channel cannot support 
continuous public access along the shoreline. The degraded condition of the channel 
banks will be enhanced to protect the shoreline and improve public access to create a 
clear and continuous promenade. The permittees suggested that, "[t]he measures 
needed to stabilize the channel consist of minor grading to flatten certain areas along 
the channel bank, and planting the bank with native estuarine vegetation to prevent 
erosion and scouring. On the segment of the channel bank where there has been 
considerable erosion, an overlook/ view promenade is proposed. This feature will 
provide continuous public access along the northern segment of the channel as part 
of the promenade." At its January 11, 1999 meeting, the Design Review Board 
(Board) discussed the north edge of Mission Creek channel. The Board expressed its 
preference for a straight, urban edge along this section of waterfront and stated that 
the II quality of the building wall will provide some variety" in the public access 
experience. Presented with the proposed fill to improve public access and shoreline 
appearance, the Board stated that it had "no problem with building masses and 
building height" relative to the width of the shoreline access. At its April 5, 1999 
meeting, the Board revisited the design of the development along this particular 
shoreline and recommended that the waterfront in this area should be a 
"progression of elements that would be systematically and incrementally extended." 
Thus, the Commission finds that the fill in the Bay is necessary to achieve the goals 
of increasing the stability of the channel, improving public access and shoreline 
appearance by creating a straight, urban edge, and creating an enhanced 
environment in place of the degraded channel banks. 



5. Minimum Amount Necessary. Given the existing industrial nature of the project area 
and the degraded condition of the shoreline, minor quantities of fill area are needed 
for aesthetic improvement of the shoreline appearance and public access. 
Additionally, the estimated quantities given for channel bank stabilization efforts 
represent the minimum amounts needed to reduce the erosion potential from 
discharges from the City's combined sewer overflows and waves resulting from 
wind. Thus, the Commission finds that, due to the degraded shoreline condition 
within the Mission Bay project area, the design of the shoreline protection and fill for 
improving shoreline appearance will result in the minimum amount of fill necessary 
to achieve the project goals, given the physical, economic and visual considerations. 



6. Minimization of Harmful Effects. The McAteer-Petris Act fl:9W generally states that 
harmful effects impacting the environment should be minimized. Section 21060.5 of 
the Public Resources Code defines environment as "the physical conditions which 
exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, 
air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, objects of historic or aesthetic significance." 
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The Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the project states that there 
would be less-than-significant impacts associated with the project on visual quality, 
water quality, and any sheltered resting and foraging areas for migratory birds and 
marine mammals. In addition, the SEIR for the project outlines the potentially 
significant adverse impacts that could result from the proposed project. These 
potential impacts include: (1) loss of wetland habitat due to the construction of the 
shoreline protection and public access; (2) increased turbidity and resuspended 
sediments due to grading of the channel banks and pile driving; (3) noise and 
vibration due to construction noise and pile driving; and (4) increased particulate 
matter emissions due to demolition and construction activities. 



Special Conditions II-G through II-L have been included herein to reduce the 
potential significance of the impacts mentioned above by requiring the permittees to 
implement several mitigation measures identified in the SEIR. Some of these 
mitigation measures include: implementing the recommendations of the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District; reducing noise impacts by restricting the hours of 
pile driving and pre-drilling pile holes; avoiding activities with the potential to cause 
turbidity in the Bay during herring spawning season and, at other times, requiring 
the use of shallow-draft tugboats and barges with enforced speed limits; using silt 
curtains and silt fences; developing and implementing a stormwater pollution 
prevention plan to avoid and minimize erosion and sedimentation in China Basin 
Channel and San Francisco Bay, and retaining the services of a qualified 
archaeologist to consider archeological monitoring during construction. The 
Commission finds that, as conditioned, harmful effects impacting the environment 
will be minimized and, thus, the project is consistent with the McAteer-Petris Act. 



7. Permanent Shoreline. The McAteer-Petris Act states that If •• .fill should be authorized 
only when the filling would, to the maximum extent feasible, establish a permanent 
shoreline." 



As authorized, the configuration of the shoreline along Mission Creek Channel will 
be fixed through the use of a variety of shoreline protection measures. Riprap and 
bio-engineered solutions, such as armourflex, will be used to stabilize what is 
currently a degraded and eroding shoreline along Mission Creek. Also, seawall 
improvements adjacent to Bayfront Park will create a continuous shoreline adjacent 
to that open space. 



Special Condition II-E has been included herein to require that the permittees 
permanently restrict Mission Creek Channel as open space to remain in its current 
condition with no further filling or development within all portions of the property 
that the permittees own, lease, or control. Exempt from this open space restriction is 
the Mission Creek Houseboat Association lease area and the fifteen perch piles. In 
addition, the open space restriction will allow the public access improvements 
authorized herein, as well as future placement of a minimum amount of shoreline 
protection necessary to maintain the existing shoreline protection. The open space 
restriction may also allow future facilities ancillary to public access use, such as 











PERMIT NO. 5-00 
FOCIL-MB, LLC, 
Port of San Francisco, and the 



City and County of San Francisco 
(Issued on December 12,2000, As 
Amended Through November 10,2010) 
AMENDMENT NO. FOUR 
Page 26 



canoe and kayak launching ramps and floats or a small, public dock for recreational 
boats and/ or water taxis, or for wildlife habitat purposes. 



For these reasons, the Commission finds that the project, as conditioned, will 
establish a permanent shoreline consistent with the McAteer-Petris Act. 



8. Mitigation. The Bay Plan policies on mitigation state, in part, that I/[m]itigation 
should consist of measures to compensate for the adverse impacts of the fill to the 
natural resources of the Bay .... [and should provide] area and enhancement resulting 
in characteristics and values similar to ... [those] ... adversely affected .... [and should 
be provided] at the fill site, or if the Commission determines that on-site mitigation 
is not feasible, as close as possible .... and provided concurrently with those parts of 
the project causing adverse impacts .... " . 



As part of the overall improvements, minor grading is proposed to will flatten the 
slopes to provide surface suitable for planting native salt-marsh vegetation. 
Approximately 3,920 square feet of pickleweed will be temporarily impacted initially 
by the channel bank enhancement activities. 



The permittees will also remove from the Mission Creek banks approximately 80,000 
square feet of debris and riprap prior to the placement of the proposed fill. 
Approximately gg,§OO 73,000 square feet of solid fill will be necessary for the 
purpose of shoreline protection. The total, net fill for shoreline protection will be 
8r3OO 7,000 square feet. (The total, net fill for the project, including for improving 
public access and shoreline appearance, will be ~ 14A50 square feet.) 



Special Condition II-F has been included and requires the permittees to improve 
marsh habitat on up to 0.18 acre of the Mission Creek channel banks as 
compensatory mitigation for the impacts to 0.09 acre of pickleweed removed during 
shoreline maintenance and stabilization activities. 



Special Condition II-F also offsets the project impacts to Bay volume and surface 
water area caused by a net fill of ~ 14A50 square feet. This Special Condition 
requires the permittees to contribute $50,000.00 to the Commission to fund Bay fill 
removal. 



To determine whether $50,000.00 is an appropriate contribution for project impact 
mitigation, this project can be compared to the mitigation package for the California 
Department of Correction's San Quentin Project, approved by the Commission on 
April 6, 2000. That project resulted in 57,500 square feet of new solid fill for the 
purpose of shoreline protection around the prison facility. The project also had 
potentially significant impacts to fish and wildlife habitat. The Department of 
Corrections mitigation package approved to offset the unavoidable adverse impacts 
from the loss of Bay surface area and water volume included the following: (1) the 
sum of $100,000.00 to be deposited in an interest bearing account to be dispersed, in 
its entirety, including principal and interest, solely to remove Bay fill from the 
Central Bay; and (2) work crews from San Quentin State Prison to be available for 
800 hours over a period of five years, where appropriate and with the approval of 
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the entity carrying out the project, to conduct fill removal and/ or habitat restoration 
work (including the removal of non-native vegetation along the shoreline). If this 
same proportion of fill square footage to money contributed is used in this case, the 
permittees should pay about $49,000.00. 



This mitigation package can also be compared to California Department of· 
Transportaion's (CalTrans) Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Seismic Retrofit Project. 
That project resulted in approximately 55,800 square feet of new solid and pile
supported fill, approximately 270,000 square feet of pile-supported replacement fill, 
and approximately 197,000 square feet of temporary (i.e., in place for at least four to 
five years), pile-supported and solid fill. The project also had potentially significant 
impacts to special status species and fish and wildlife habitat. The CalTrans 
mitigation package approved to offset the unavoidable adverse impacts from the 
loss of Bay surface area and water volume included the following: (1) an increase of 
the water area and volume adjacent to the newly retrofitted piers by about 7,280 
square feet or 830 cubic yards; (2) the clean-up of wooden piles, steel pipes, and 
asphalt and concrete debris on the shoreline and in the Bay near the bridge resulting 
in about 901 square feet or 15 cubic yards of new Bay; and (3) a financial contribution 
to the Commission of $750,000 for the purposes of removing approximately one acre 
of pile-supported or other fill from the Bay. 



The Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Seismic Retrofit Project resulted in about 253,000 
square feet of new solid and pile supported fill (both permanent and temporary fill) 
and CalTrans contributed $750,000.00 for this mitigation. If this same proportion of 
fill square footage to money contributed is used in this case, the permittees should 
pay about $83,000.00. However, the San Rafael-Richmond Bridge project also 
resulted in impacts from 270,000 square feet of pile-supported replacement fill and 
impacts to valuable fish and wildlife. 



Because the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Seismic Retrofit Project resulted in 
significantly more impacts to Bay surface area and volume, as well as to fish and 
wildlife resources, than the Mission Bay project, which mitigates all such impacts to 
a level of insignificance, and in consideration of the substantial public access benefits 
provided by the Mission Bay project, the Commission finds that the permittees' 
mitigation package of a $50,000.00 contribution for Bay fill removal is appropriate. 
Special Condition II-F requires the permittees to provide a contribution to the 
Commission for a fill removal project. Specific sites for the contribution-funded Bay 
fill removal project will be determined in the same manner that was used for the 
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Seismic Retrofit Project and the San Quentin shoreline 
protection Project. 



Thus, the Commission finds that the project, as conditioned, is consistent with the 
Bay Plan policies on mitigation. 



D. Public Access. Section 66602 of the McAteer-Petris Act states that"" . existing public 
access to the shoreline and waters of the". [bay] is inadequate and that maximum 
feasible public access, consistent with a proposed project, should be provided .... " The 
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Bay Plan Policies regarding public access state that, "[w]henever public access to the Bay 
is provided as a condition of development, on fill or on the shoreline, the access should 
be permanently guaranteed." 



In assessing whether public access requirements should be included as a condition of a 
permit, the Commission must consider the public access impacts created by the project 
itself in relation to the decisions contained in NoHan et. ux. v. California Coastal 
Commission and Dolan et. ux. v. City of Tigard. In these decisions, the U.S. Supreme 
Court held that a public agency must show a nexus, or essential connection, between a 
permit condition and the public burden created by a private development project and 
that the condition must be roughly proportional to the burden. In this case, the 
Commission must evaluate the relative demand for existing and future public access 
that the Mission Bay project would generate in relationship to the existing and proposed 
public access at and near the project site, within the context of the Commission's 
jurisdiction. Of the 30S-acre site, approximately 19 acres are within the Commission's 
jurisdiction; of this area, approximately 17.2 acres will be dedicated for public access 
purposes. 



A very limited amount of improved public access exists within the Mission Bay project 
area. Presently, only the Mission Creek Homeowners Association open space is 
improved for public access. The project will result in the creation of a new neighborhood 
within San Francisco, containing up to 6,090 housing units, retail space, a mix of 
research and development space, light manufacturing and other commercial space, a 
SOO-room hotel, and a new UCSF campus. The original application states that 
approximately 11,000 new residents and 30,000 employees are expected to live and work 
within the Mission Bay project and use the proposed open spaces. The development 
within the Mission Bay project will replace a primarily industrial section of the City that 
is currently occupied by block-long warehouses, concrete and gravel processing 
facilities, truck terminals, surface parking, a golf driving range and large tracts of 
undeveloped land that include maintenance yards, parking areas for container trucks 
and commercial buses, storage areas and former rail lines and a rail yard. 



The employment, housing and population growth associated with the Mission Bay 
project will generate a greater demand for, and impact, existing public access to the Bay 
and shoreline along Mission Creek and contiguous with Terry Francois Boulevard. A 
certain number of new employees, residents, and visitors will use the nearby shoreline 
before and after work and during lunch, thereby adding to the existing public access 
demand. Unfortunately, participation rates for Bay-oriented recreation such as jogging, 
bicycling and bird watching are not readily available for the City and County of San 
Francisco. The SEIR did not calculate the exact number of new public access users from 
the pool of new employees, residents, and visitors. Nevertheless, in the absence of any 
new public access facilities, existing public access in the Mission Bay project area will 
become relatively more crowded, thereby adversely affecting the quality of the public 
access experience. 



To offset the project impacts on public access, the permittees will provide approximately 
17.2 acres of improved and dedicated public access along approximately 1.4 miles of 
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shoreline. In addition, connections will be provided in areas that are necessary to 
provide public access from major thoroughfares and other public access areas. The 
original application states that, /J[t]he project provides maximum feasible public access 
along the Channel and the Bay where there is currently no improved access or 
waterfront access by creating a permanent and continuous walkway along the entire 
Channel and the Bayfront Park edges of the site, connecting with existing public access 
and the regional transportation system./J Along the north edge of Mission Creek, 
approximately 2.64 acres will be provided as public access within the Commission's 
jurisdiction. On the south side of Mission Creek, approximately 8 acres of public access 
is within the Commission's jurisdiction. In the Mission Creek area, the open spaces will 
create a linked system of promenades, plazas and play areas providing a variety of 
public amenities and spaces for passive and active recreation. A pedestrian bridge is 
required over Mission Creek to link both north and south open spaces. As part of open 
space improvements along the channel, an enhancement plan will be implemented 
supporting Mission Creek wildlife. At the Bayfront, along Terry Francois Boulevard, 
approximately 3.52 acres of public access will be provided within the Commission's 
jurisdiction. The main elements of the public access include a waterfront promenade and 
plaza, play fields, food service and restrooms, and a boat trailer parking for the Port's 
future public boat launch. Special Condition II-D-6 requires these and other public 
access improvements to be installed in phases in accordance with the Mission Bay Owner 
Participation Agreements Infrastructure Plans. 



The permittees are allowed certain interim and temporary uses within the public access 
areas of the Commission's jurisdiction. Interim uses such as temporary roads and special 
events are both anticipated. Interim infrastructure will be reviewed by staff, pursuant to 
Special Condition II-B-2 (plan review). Temporary special events will also be reviewed 
by staff pursuant to the same condition. The original application states that, /J[t]hese 
would include temporary uses (such as exhibitions or celebrations) for a period not to 
exceed 90 days, and interim uses such as temporary structures, parking and existing, 
non-conforming uses for up to 15 years, plus potential extensions./J Also, the permittees 
propose some outdoor dining and small, programmed events may occur within the 
Commission's jurisdiction. Approximately 8,SOO square feet of Bayfront Park will be 
used for outdoor dining associated with a 7,SOO-square-foot Port Building located 
outside the Commission's jurisdiction, and 2,SOO square feet of area will be used for 
small, programmed events and outdoor dining in the public access areas in front of the 
proposed SOO-room hotel and at the proposed Fifth Street Plaza. Special Condition II-D-S 
has been included to ensure that private events do not preclude public uses in a majority 
of the park site and that the primary public circulation areas remain open at all times. 



The permittees will permanently guarantee the public access areas. The application 
states that, /J[t]he approximately [Sl] acres of open space [within the total project site] 
are owned by the City, the Port and UCSF. The open space parcels within BCDC's 
jurisdiction are subject to an Agreement Concerning the Public Trust, which requires that 
the properties be used for trust-compatible purposes. The parcels are also designated for 
open space use in the Redevelopment Plans and Owner Participation Agreements./J Special 
Condition II-D-7 requires that the public access areas required herein are permanently 
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guaranteed. 



The Design Review Board (DRB) reviewed this project at its meetings of January 11, 
1999, April 10, 1999, and June 5, 2000. The DRB praised the permittees for exploring 
active uses under the freeways, and .stated that the design for the "Commons" and 
"Bayfront Park" was very good and "not wanting in any way." Further, the Board 
thought that a waterfront plaza with outdoor dining within Bayfront Park will be a 
positive feature, and that a small boat launch at Mission Creek will be an excellent 
addition to the public access proposal. Regarding the terminus of Sixteenth Street at the 
Bay, the DRB stated that it should be designed as a "specific intersection of a different 
character. " 



The DRB also recommended that a schematic public access drawing be developed that 
illustrates a system of pedestrian crossings at major streets, particularly at Terry 
Francois Boulevard. The Board stated that it is important to allow for access into the 
proposed shoreline areas at every intersection and expressed its disappointment that 
access across Fourth Street (along the north shoreline of Mission Creek) is not proposed. 
Regarding the area in front of the Bayview Boat Club and the Mariposa-Hunter's Point 
Yacht Club, the Board recommended that the permittees explore ways to provide 
additional width in the areas between the boat clubs and the street parking. 



The permittees developed a plan for moving people across Terry Francois Boulevard to 
the shoreline which includes crosswalks, stop lights, and flashing pedestrian alert 
signals for drivers. The permittees stated that the access across Fourth Street on the 
north side of the channel is constrained by the turning movements of vehicles and the 
coordination of crosswalk lights, the proposed MUNI light rail, and stoplights at the 
intersection of Fourth Street and Berry Street. In response to the Board's 
recommendations on the width of the promenade in front of the boat clubs along Terry 
Francois Boulevard, the permittees will construct a promenade that varies in width from 
20 to 37 feet wide. 



The permittees stated that rail access to the Pier 80 marine terminal will be realigned as 
part of this project, and will be relocated along the shoreline within the proposed 
Bayfront Park. Currently, trains that are destined for Piers 80 "back up" into the center 
of the project site, far outside of the Commission's jurisdiction. Existing freight rail 
tracks near 16th Street will be relocated to follow 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard 
and Illinois Street alignments, connecting with existing Illinois Street tracks south of the 
project area. With this relocation, existing freight service to Pier 80 will remain available. 
However, the relocation of the tracks will require freight trains to enter the Bayfront 
Park and continue along the shoreline approximately 70 feet from the top of the 
shoreline bank. At its April 5th meeting, the Design Review Board recommended that 
future heavy rail, if feasible, should be located on Terry Francois Boulevard and not 
located in the park areas. As the project area develops, relocation of rail is necessary to 
preserve rail access to maritime uses at Pier 80, a designated port priority use area. The 
permittees prepared detailed engineering studies establishing that it is infeasible to 
relocate the rail in Terry Francois Boulevard due to required turning radii. The 
permittees acknowledge that the Islais Creek bridge is the preferred alternative of the 
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Commission and the permittees are diligently pursuing that alternative. However, the 
Bayfront Park alignment would be constructed and implemented until such time as the 
Islais Creek bridge alternative may be constructed. The permittees will work with staff 
and the Design Review Board on the detailed design of any rail relocation within the 
Commission's jurisdiction, or any public access area required herein, to insure that it is 
compatible with and minimizes intrusions on use of the adjacent open space. 



Although some constraints were presented in the public access proposal for the original 
project, (such as the inability to provide access across Fourth Street on the north side of 
the channel), the project will provide public access on about 17.2 acres of the 19 acres 
within the Commission's jurisdiction. Thus, the Commission finds that the project, as 
conditioned, will provide maximum feasible public access, consistent with the project. 



E. Appearance, Design, and Scenic Views. The Bay Plan policies regarding appearance, 
design, and scenic views state, in part, that "[a]ll bayfront development should be 
designed to enhance the pleasure of the user or viewer of the Bay. Maximum efforts 
should be made to provide, enhance, or preserve views of the Bay and shoreline, 
especially from public areas, from the Bay itself, and from the opposite shore." In 
addition, "[t]owers, bridges, or other structures near or over the Bay should be designed 
as landmarks that suggest the location of the waterfront .... " 



Within the Commission's jurisdiction, the permittees' project will includes housing and 
commercial retail, roads, parking, utility structures, plazas and parks, some structures 
ancillary to park use, and shoreline protection. 



The permittees requested a "master permit" to allow for development to occur within 
the Commission's jurisdiction over the next several decades. As such, the project is 
designed at a very conceptual level for the Commission's consideration and no detailed 
design of the public areas was presented as part of the original application. 



The original application states that the concephtal design of the project will be consistent 
with the Commissions policies and Public Access Design Guidelines in that, " .. .it is open to 
the public; provides amenities such as benches, paths, trash containers, drinking 
fountains, lighting, and restrooms, where appropriate to make public access usable; 
includes a maintenance program and associated funding mechanism; includes screening 
to shield outfalls; incorporates facilities for the physically handicapped; is visible from 
public thoroughfares; includes view corridors to allow Bay and Channel views between 
buildings; locates buildings with adequate setbacks from open spaces to minimize 
shadow and visual impacts; locates parking areas away from open space areas; connects 
public access areas to other public access areas and public thoroughfares; and maintains 
and enhances the site's natural contours, features and plant materials where feasible." 



As authorized, the Mission Bay street grid will preserve the orientation and visual 
linkages to the Bay, as well as vistas to the hills, Bay Bridge and downtown skyline. All 
streets are intended to serve as view corridors, which are reinforced through building 
standards that prohibit blocking view corridors. The minimum width of a view corridor 
will be 68 feet. The street grid will be oriented to provide both visual and physical public 
access to the waterfront and building massing are required to step back from open space 
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areas. Further, the Mission Bay Design for Development Plans are companion documents to 
the Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Projects. 
The Design for Developnzent documents contain design standards and design guidelines 
which will apply to all project development on the northern shoreline of Mission Creek. 
Elements of this document were reviewed by the BCDC's Design Review Board. 



The DRB reviewed this project at its meetings of January 11, 1999, April 10, 1999, and 
June 5, 2000. The DRB recommended that it had "no problem with building masses and 
building heights" and that the spaces along the waterfront, particularly the northern 
shoreline of Mission Creek, should be a "progression of elements" as conceptually 
designed. 



Regarding ancillary structures within the park areas, the DRB agreed that the siting and 
massing of those structures should be carefully considered, and that the DRB should not 
"automatically accept" the structures that are shown on the conceptual plans until 
details about their location can be brought back to the DRB for its review. Special 
Condition II-B-1 has been included herein and requires that structures in open spaces 
and/ or significant elements not detailed in the conceptual plans must be reviewed by or 
on behalf of the Design Review Board. 



Based upon the DRB members' recommendations, the permittees have stated that the 
habitat design of the Mission Creek channel grew out of the local community's desire to 
retain the number of birds that currently exist along the channel. Regarding the ancillary 
structures within the public access areas, the permittees have maximum allowable 
square footages for the footprint of the structures and the precise design, massing and 
siting of those structures will be determined by or on behalf of the Commission as 
specific projects are proposed. 



Because the project will be consistent with the Commission's Public Access Design 
Guidelines, and the Design for Development Plan, and because the Design Review Board 
will have the opportunity to comment on significant elements and structures within the 
public access areas, the Commission finds that the project, as conditioned, is consistent 
with the Bay Plan policies on appearance, design, and scenic views. 



F. Shoreline Protection. The Bay Plan policies regarding shoreline protection state, in part, that, 
"[n]ew shoreline erosion control projects and the maintenance or reconstruction of existing 
erosion control facilities should be authorized if: (a) the project is necessary to protect the 
shoreline from erosion; (b) the type the protective structure is appropriate for the project site and 
the erosion conditions at the site; and (c) the project is properly designed and constructed." In 
addition, "[s]horeline protective projects should include provisions for nonstructural methods 
such as marsh vegetation where feasible. Along shorelines that support marsh vegetation or 
where marsh establishment has a chance of success, the Commission should require that the 
design of authorized protective projects include provisions for establishing marsh and 
transitional upland vegetation as part of the protective structure, wherever practicable." 



The project has been carefully designed, in conjunction with the community, biologists 
and geotechnic consultants and engineers, to maximize environmental protection while 
ensuring that effective structural methods are employed. The erosion control program 
includes removal of existing concrete riprap debris, minor grading and revegetation of 
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channel banks, and slope protection in the form of riprap or amourflex in areas of 
potential erosion resulting from tidal, wave and combined sewer outfall discharges. It is 
anticipated that most slope areas will be planted with native vegetation combined with 
the use of a geo-fabric to reduce the likelihood of erosion while the vegetation becomes 
established. Transitional upland vegetation will be included as part of the shoreline 
improvements along the channel. 



Thus, the Commission finds that the shoreline protection is consistent with the Bay Plan 
policies on protection of the shoreline. 



G. Review Boards. The Engineering Criteria Review Board did not evaluate the proposed 
project because there was no substantial structures proposed on Bay fill. 



The DRB evaluated the proposed project at its January 11, 1999, April 10, 1999, and June 
5, 2000 meetings. The DRB was generally pleased with the project and praised the 
permittees on exploring active uses under the freeways, and stated that the design for 
the "Commons" and "Bayfront Park" was very good and "not wanting in any way." 
Further, the Board thought that a waterfront plaza with outdoor dining within Bayfront 
Park will be a positive feature, and that a small boat launch at Mission Creek will be an 
excellent addition to the public access proposal. Regarding the terminus of Sixteenth 
Street at the Bay, the DRB stated that it should be designed as a "specific intersection of a 
different character." The DRB also recommended that a schematic public access drawing 
be developed that illustrates a system of pedestrian crossings at major streets, 
particularly at Terry Francois Boulevard. Regarding the area in front of the Bayview 
Boat Club and the Mariposa-Hunter's Point Yacht Club, the Board recommended that 
the permittees explore ways to provide additional width in the areas between the boat 
clubs and the street parking. The DRB stated that it had "no problem with building 
masses and building heights" and that the spaces along the waterfront, particularly the 
northern shoreline of Mission Creek, should be a "progression of elements" as 
conceptually designed. In response to suggestions that the north bank of Mission Creek 
Channel be made more conducive to habitat restoration, thereby requiring more Bay fill 
and a possibly narrowing of the public access, the Board questioned the value of the 
habitat that is planned in such an urbanized area such as Mission Creek channel and 
stated that it might be beneficial to focus development of habitat someplace else where it 
might make a greater difference. Regarding ancillary structures within the park areas, 
the DRB agreed that the siting and massing of those structures should be carefully 
considered, and that the DRB should not" automatically accept" the structures that are 
shown on the conceptual plans until details about their location can be brought back to 
the DRB for its review. The Board concluded that the project is consistent with the Bay 
Plan policies on Public Access. 



H. Amendment No. One. Amendment No. One authorizes the installation of pre-stressed, 
concrete indicator piles to assist the permittees in developing final plans for public 
access improvements and other components of the Mission Bay Master Plan 
development. The piles will be installed in locations consistent with the conceptual 
Master Plan and piles that are not ultimately used in the development will be removed. 
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Therefore, the indicator pile program is consistent with the Bay fill findings and 
declarations above, the McAteer-Petris Act, and the San Francisco Bay Plan policies on 
Bay fill. 



Amendment No. One further clarifies the requirements and the process for Commission 
review and approval of temporary improvements authorized in Section I-A-5(a), such as 
temporary indicator piles. 



1. Amendment No. Two. Amendment No. Two authorizes an approximately 52-square-foot 
cantilevered portion of one residential building over the adjacent dedicated public 
access area. To offset the loss of public access at NPl caused by the expansion of the 
building on Block N3a P2, the permittee§. will widen the adjacent and contiguous 
required public access path by approximately 330 square feet. The widening will occur 
at two locations: (1) at the intersection of the path with Fourth Street (250 S.F.); and (2) at 
the overlook between Parcels 2 and 3 of Block N3a. By offsetting the building's 52-
square-foot intrusion into the public access area by providing approximately 250 square 
feet of public access improvements beyond those originally required, the project is still 
consistent with the public access findings and declarations above, the McAteer-Petris 
Act, and the San Francisco Bay Plan policies on public access. 



J. Amendment No. Three. 



amount of proposed perch piles from twenty-five to fifteen, pursuant to a request by the 
Amendment No. Three authorizes the placement and maintenance of five clusters of 
three wood "perch" piles, either coated with an inert substance or wrapped with plastic 
sheeting, within Mission Creek in the Commission's Bay jurisdiction. Thus, this project 
involves "minor repairs or improvements" for which the Executive Director may issue a 
permit, pursuant to Government Sections 66600 through 66661, the San Francisco Bay 
Plan, and Regulation Section 10820, in that the project is, "similar to the activities to 
those listed in paragraphs (a), (b), (c) and (d) of this section that would have no greater 
adverse impact on the Bay than the listed activities," as stated in Regulation Section 
10601(e)(c). Specifically, the impact of the fifteen pilings authorized under this 
amendment is significantly less than the allowable 1,000 square feet of fill allowed under 
Regulation Section 10601(a)(3), which allows, "the placement of piles to support 
extensions of portions of principal structures, as defined in section 10702(b), over the 
water where the total of any such extensions would not exceed 1,000 square feet in 
area." 



Section 66605 of the McAteer-Petris Act which requires that fill in the Bay should only be 
authorized when: (1) fill is limited to water-oriented uses; (2) the fill is the minimum 
amount necessary; and (3) the fill minimizes harmful effects to the Bay, such as the 
reduction or impairment of the volume surface area or circulation of water, water 
quality, fertility of marshes or fish and wildlife resources or other conditions impacting 
the environment. For Amendment No. Three, fill placed for wildlife habitat purposes is 
a water-oriented use; thus, the perch piles are consistent with the requirement that fill in 
the Bay be limited to water-oriented uses. Also, given that the permittees have reduced 
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), the quantity of fill is the minimum 
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amount necessary in order to preserve essential shoreline bird habitat. Last, in regards to 
minimizing harmful effects to the Bay, Special Condition II-X states that the perch piles 
must be wrapped in a plastic or inert substance and annually maintained in order to 
minimize the harmful effects to the water quality of the Bay. Policy Four of the Fish, 
Other Aquatic Organisms and Wildlife section in the San Francisco Bay Plan recommends 
consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Both agencies concerns were similar to NMFS, and the both 
recommended wrapping the wood piles and limiting the number of piles to fifteen. 



K. Amendment No. Four. The installation, use, and maintenance of facilities related to an 
AWSS can be defined as activities similar to the placement of outfall pipes and utility 
cables and maintenance activities in the Bay, and as the placement of material and on
going maintenance within the 100-foot shoreline band in a manner that does not conflict 
with public access, a priority use designation, or with the environment, and thus 
qualifies as a "minor repair or improvement" under Regulation Section 10601(e)(3), 
10601(a)(6), 10601(b)(1), and 10601(b)(5), for which the Executive Director can issue an 
amendment to a major permit pursuant to Regulation Section 10822. 



K-. L. Environmental Review. On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency and the San Francisco Planning Commission, acting as joint lead agencies under 
the California Environmental Quality Act, certified the Final Subsequent Environmental 
Impact Report for the project. 



b M. Public Trust. The 108,000 square feet of fill is for a water-oriented use and for improving 
shoreline appearance and public access to the Bay as defined by Section 66605 of the 
McAteer-Petris Act. Water-oriented uses and public access are consistent with the public 
trust. Thus, the Commission finds that the fill is consistent with the public trust. 



M. N. Conclusion. For all of these reasons, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the benefits of 
the proposed project clearly exceed the detriment of the loss of water areas, that the fill is for an 
allowable use, that the fill is the minimum amount necessary, that no feasible upland alternative 
exists for the fill, that the potentially harmful effects of the project are minimized and 
appropriately mitigated, and the project will provide the maximum feasible public access to the 
Bay and its shoreline. Therefore, the project is consistent with the San Francisco Bay Plall, the 
McAteer-Petris Act, the Commission's Regulations, and the Commission's amended 
management program for the San Francisco Bay segment of the California coastal zone. 



IV. Standard Conditions 



A. This amended permit shall not take effect unless the permittees execute the original of 
this amended permit and return it to the Commission 'Nithin ten days after the date of the 
issuance of the amended permit. No work shall be done until the acknov'lledgment is duly 
executed and returned to the Commission. 



B. The attached Notice of Completion and Declaration of Compliance form shall be returned 
to the Commission within 30 days following completion of the work. 
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C. The rights, duties, and obligations contained in this amended permit are assignable. "Vhen 
the permittees transfer any interest in any property either on 'Nhich the authorized activity 
'Nill occur or which is necessary to the full compliance of one or more conditions to this 
amended permit, the permittees/transferors and the transferees shall execute and submit 
to the Commission a permit assignment form acceptable to the Executive Director (call 
for a copy of the form or download it from oblr website). An assignment shall not be 
effective until the assignee executes and the Executive Director receives an 
ackno'Nledgment that the assignee has read and understands the amended permit and 
agrees to be bound by the terms and conditions of the amended permit, and the assignee 
is accepted by the Executive Director as being reasonably capable of complying with the 
terms and conditions of the amended permit. 



D. Unless othepNise provided in this amended permit, the terms and conditions of this 
amended permit shall bind all future o't'mers and future possessors of any legal interest in 
the land and shall run with the land. 



E. Unless othen'iise provided in this amended permit, any work authorized herein shall be 
completed 'Nithin the time limits specified in this amended permit, or, if no time limits 
are specified in the amended permit, within three years. If the 'Nork is not completed by 
the date specified in the amended permit, or, if no date is specified, within three years 
from the date of the amended permit, the amended permit shall become null and void. If 
an amended permit becomes null and void for a failure to comply 't'lith these time 
limitations, any fill placed in reliance on this amended permit shall be removed by the 
permittees or their assignees upon receiving written notification by or on behalf of the 
Commission to remove the fill. 



F. All required permissions from governmental bodies must be obtained before the 
commencement of 'Nork; these bodies include, but are not limited to, the U. S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, the State Lands Commission, the Regional ',xlater Quality Control 
Board, and the city and/or county in which the ','lork is to be pelformed, 'Nhenever any of 
these may be required. This amended permit does not relieve the permittees of any 
obligations imposed by State or Federalla'1i, either statutory or othef'tyise. 



G. '.""lork must be pelformed in the precise manner and at the precise locations indicated in 
your application, as such may have been modified by the terms of the amended permit 
and any plans approved in 'i't'riting by or on behalf of the Commission. 



H. "\fork must be pelformed in a manner so as to minimize muddying of 'Naters, and if 
diking is involved, dikes shall be 'Naterproof. If any seepage returns to the Bay, the 
permittees 'Nill be subject to the regulations of the Regional 'Nater Quality Control Board 
in that region. 
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I. Unless otherwise provided in this amended permit, all the terms and conditions of this 
amended permit shall remain effective for so long as the amended permit remains in 
effect or for so long as any use or construction authorized by this amended permit exists, 
V'lhichever is longer. 



1. Any area subject to the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Deyelopment Commission under either the McAteer Petris Act or the Suisun Marsh 
Preservation Act at the time the amended permit is granted or thereafter shall remain 
subject to that jurisdiction notwithstanding the placement of any fill or the 
implementation of an)' substantial change in use authorized by this amended permit. 



K. Any area not subject to the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission that becomes, as a result of any work or project authorized in 
this amended permit, subject to tidal action shall become subject to the Commission's 
"bay" jurisdiction. 



L. This permit reflects the location of the shoreline of San Francisco Bay when the permit 
was issued. Over time, erosion, avulsion, accretion, subsidence, relative sea level change, 
and other factors may change the location of the shoreline, 'Nhich may, in turn, change 
the extent of the Commission's regulatory jurisdiction. Therefore, the issuance of this 
permit does not guarantee that the Commission's jurisdiction 'Nill not change in the 
future. 



M. Except as othel"('iise noted, violation of any of the terms of this amended permit shall be 
grounds for revocation. The Commission may re'loke any amended permit for such 
'liolation after a public hearing held on reasonable notice to the permittees or their 
assignees if the amended permit has been effecti'lely assigned. If the amended permit is 
re'loked, the Commission may determine, if it deems appropriate, that all or part of any 
fill or structure placed pursuant to this amended permit shall be remo'led by the 
permittees or their assignees if the aniended permit has been assigned. . 



N. Unless the Commission directs othe1"Nise, this amended permit shall become null and 
'loid if any term, standard condition, or special condition of this amended permit shall be 
found illegal or unenforceable through the application of statute, administrati'le ruling, or 
court determination. If this amended permit becomes null and 'loid, any fill or structures 
placed in reliance on this amended permit shall be subject to remo'lal by the permittees or 
their assignees if the amended permit has been assigned to the extent that the 
Commission determines that such remo'lal is appropriate. Any uses authorized shall be 
terminated to the extent that the Commission determines that such uses should be 
terminated. 
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A. Permit Execution. This amended permit shall not take effect unless the permittees execute 
the original of this amended permit and return it to the Commission within ten days after 
the date of the issuance of the amended permit. No work shall be done until the 
acknowledgment is duly executed and returned to the Commission. 



B. Notice of Completion. The attached Notice of Completion and Declaration of Compliance 
form shall be returned to the Commission within 30 days following completion of the 
work. 



C. Permit Assignment. The rights, duties, and obligations contained in this amended permit 
are assignable. When the permittees transfers any interest in any property either on which 
the activity is authorized to occur or which is necessary to achieve full compliance of one 
or more conditions to this amended permit, the permittees/ transferors and the transferees 
shall execute and submit to the Commission a permit assignment form acceptable to the 
Executive Director. An assignment shall not be effective until the assignee executes and 
the Executive Director receives an acknowledgment that the assignee has read and 
understands the amended permit and agrees to be bound by the terms and conditions of 
the amended permit, and the assignee is accepted by the Executive Director as being 
reasonably capable of complying with the terms and conditions of the amended permit. 



D. Permit Runs With the Land. Unless otherwise provided in this amended permit, the terms 
and conditions of this amended permit shall bind all future owners and future possessors 
of any legal interest in the land and shall run with the land. 



E. Other Government Approvals. All required permissions from governmental bodies must 
be obtained before the commencement of work; these bodies include, but are not limited 
to, the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, the State Lands Commission, the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, and the city or county in which the work is to be performed, 
whenever any of these may be required. This amended permit does not relieve the 
permittees of any obligations imposed by State or Federal law, either statutory or 
otherwise. 



F. Built Project must be Consistent with Application. Work must be performed in the precise 
manner and at the precise locations indicated in your application and amendment 
requests, as such may have been modified by the terms of the amended permit and any 
plans approved in writing by or on behalf of the Commission. 



G. Life of Authorization. Unless otherwise provided in this amended permit, all the terms 
and conditions of this amended permit shall remain effective for so long as the amended 
permit remains in effect or for so long as any use or construction authorized by this 
amended permit exists, whichever is longer. 



H. Commission Jurisdiction. Any area subject to the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission under either the McAteer-Petris Act or the 
Suisun Marsh Preservation Act at the time the amended permit is granted or thereafter 
shall remain subject to that jurisdiction notwithstanding the placement of any fill or the 
implementation of any substantial change in use authorized by this amended permit. 
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Any area not subject to the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission that becomes, as a result of any work or project authorized in 
this amended permit, subject to tidal action shall become subject to the Commission's 
"bay" jurisdiction. 



I. Changes to the Commission's Jurisdiction as a Result of Natural Processes. This amended 
permit reflects the location of the shoreline of San Francisco Bay when the permit was 
issued. Over time, erosion, avulsion, accretion, subsidence, relative sea level change, and 
other factors may change the location of the shoreline, which may, in turn, change the 
extent of the Commission's regulatory jurisdiction. Therefore, the issuance of this 
amended permit does not guarantee that the Commission's jurisdiction will not change in 
the future. 



J. Violation of Permit May Lead to Permit Revocation. Except as otherwise noted, violation of 
any of the terms of this amended permit shall be grounds for revocation. The 
Commission may revoke any amended permit for such violation after a public hearing 
held on reasonable notice to the permittees or their assignees if the amended permit has 
been effectively assigned. If the amended permit is revoked, the Commission may 
determine, if it deems appropriate, that all or part of any fill or structure placed pursuant 
to this amended permit shall be removed by the permittees or their assignees if the 
amended permit has been assigned. 



K. Should Permit Conditions Be Found to be lIegal or Unenforceable. Unless the Commission 
directs otherwise, this amended permit shall become null and void if any term, standard 
condition, or special condition of this amended permit shall be found illegal or 
unenforceable through the application of statute, administrative ruling, or court 
determination. If this amended permit becomes null and void, any fill or structures 
placed in reliance on this amended permit shall be subject to removal by the permittees 
or their assignees if the amended permit has been assigned to the extent that the 
Commission determines that such removal is appropriate. Any uses authorized shall be 
terminated to the extent that the Commission determines that such uses should be 
terminated. 



L. Permission to Conduct Site Visit. The permittees shall grant permission to any member of 
the Commission's staff to conduct a site visit at the subject property during and after 
construction to verify that the project is being and has been constructed in compliance 
with the authorization and conditions contained herein. Site visits may occur during 
business hours without prior notice and after business hours with 24-hour notice. 
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Executed at San Francisco , California , on behalf of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission on the date first above written. 



SG/JM/mm 
Enc . 



WILL TRAVIS 
Executive Director 



San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission 



cc: U . S. Army Corps of Engineers, Attn.: Regulatory Functions Branch 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Attn .: Certification Section 



Environmental Protection Agency, Attn .: Mike Monroe , WTR-8 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
erstood and agreed to: 



Ex ec u ted at -+---'---'----It----f7,<....:.---+-----+ 0 



On ___ ~~~~+-----------



* * * * * * * * * * *;\: * * * * * * * * ** 



Executed at 



On __ ~~_'~I~~- ~/' ____________ __ 
Permittee- FOCll -MB, llC 



BY: \~ ~ , 
Richard B. Fried 



Maoagioi Member 
Title 











PERMIT NO. 5-00 
FOCIL-MB, LLC, 
Port of San Francisco, and the 



City and County of San Francisco 
(Issued on December 12,2000, As 
Amended Through November 10,2010) 
AMENDMENT NO. FOUR 
Page 41 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Executed at San Francisco, CA 



--------------~---------



of San Francisco 



011 Februarv 23, 2011 _________________ ~J~ __________ _ By: __ y---;-------y-y-----;,.-,--________ _ 



John Updike 
Acting Director of Real Estate 



Title 
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PUBLIC ACCESS PHASING 
Initial Development Phases 



Public Access Improvements provided in conjunction with the 
development of Blocks 26-28 



• Pi open space to be completed prior to certificate of 
occupancy for the first Quilding 



• P21 open space will be provided to Port of SF in 
conjunction within the realignment 'of Terry Francois Blvd, 
(completion prior to the certificate of occupancy for the first 
building) . 



Public Access Improvements on P3 will be completed prior to the 
certificate of occupancy of Block 1 



'Public Access Improvements on NP1 and 60% of NP2 will be 
"constructed in conjunction with building construction on Block N3a 



Public Access Improvements on NP3. NP4 and 60% of NP2 in 
conjunction with building construction on Block N4a 



Public Access Improvements on NP5 will be completed prior to 
the certificate of occupancy on Block 5, 



Development of Blocks 29-32 will require approximately 4,0 acres 
of public access improvements 



• 4.0 acres of P22 open space will be construction adjacent 
to P21 prior to the certificate of occupancy for the fir~t . 
building with said development. 
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PUBLIC ACCESS PHASING 



Subsequent Phases 



Residential Development in the South Plan Area Blocks 
12 and 13 



- Construction of P2 and P8 open space areas (balance of 
Mission Creek) 



Residential Development in the South Plan Area Blocks 9/9a and 
10/10a 



-Construction of public access improvements along the 
northern segment of Terry Francois Blvd. with the plan area . 



. (Bay Trail and bicycle lanes) 



Commercial/Industrial Development in the South Plan Area 
Blocks 33, 34, 36,.38 and 39 



- Construction of the balance of P22 and construction of 
. P23 and P24 at a ratio of .45 acre of open space per 



every acre of developable land approved v 



Exhibit e 













GROUND LEASE



BY AND BETWEEN



THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO



AND



REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
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AGENCY GROUND LEASE



THIS AGENCY GROUND LEASE ("Lease"), dated for reference purposes only as of
November 16, 2001 by and between the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a
municipal corporation, and with respect to all property subject to this Lease located within the
jurisdiction of the Port Commission included within the definition of "Premises", as hereinafter
set forth, the City acting by and through the San Francisco Port Commission, ("City") and the
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a
public body ccrp rat w,d politic of the State of California (together with any successor public
agency designated by or pursuant to law, the "Agency"), is made with reference to the following
facts:



RECITALS



A. On October 26, 1998, the City, acting through its Board of Supervisors, approved a
Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay North Redevelopment Project ("Mission Bay North")
by Ordinance No. 327-98, and on November 2, 1998, the City, acting through its Board of
Supervisors, approved a Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project
("Mission Bay South") by Ordinance No. 335-98 (collectively, the "Redevelopment Plans", and
individually, the "Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan" or "Mission Bay South
Redevelopment Plan". The Redevelopment Plans were adopted in accordance with the
procedures set forth in the Community Redevelopment Law of California (Sections 33000 et seq.
of the Health and Safety Code).



B. The Redevelopment Plans for Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South provide for
the redevelopment, rehabilitation and revitalization of the North Plan Area and the South Plan
Area, respectively, as those terms are defined in the Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and
the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The South Plan Area also includes an
approximately forty-three (43) acre campus site (the "Campus Site") for the University of
California, San Francisco.



C. In connection with the implementation of the Redevelopment Plans, the Agency and
Catellus Development Corporation entered into the Mission Bay North Owner Participation
Agreement (the "North OPA") and the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (the
"South OPA"). The North OPA and the South OPA each set forth phasing principles that govern
Catellus Development Corporation's and its permitted Transferee's under the North OPA and the
South OPA (collectively "Owner") obligations to construct Infrastructure related to its
development of the North Plan Area and the South Plan Area, including, without limitation,
public open space, parks and plazas. The capitalized terms used herein shall have the meanings
set forth in the North OPA or South OPA, as applicable (and as the context may require) unless
otherwise defined herein.



D. Also in connection with the implementation of the Redevelopment Plans, the City and
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Owner entered into (1) the Amended and Restated Mission Bay City Land Transfer Agreement
("CLTA"), (2) the Amended and Restated Agreement Concerning the Public Trust ("ACPT"),
which included as a party the State of California , and (3 ) the Amended and Restated Mission
Bay Port Land Transfer Agreement ("PLTA"). The CLTA, the PLTA, and the ACPT are
collectively referred to as the "Land Transfer Agreements ." Most of the lands in the North Plan
Area and the South Plan Area (except the Campus Site area ) are currently owned by either the
City or Owner.



E. Pursuant to the CLTA and the PLTA, the City and Owner (i) exchanged certain lands
as set forth in and in accordance with the terms and conditions of the CLTA and PLTA, and (ii)
entered into a master lease (the "Catellus Lease"), under which the City leased back to Owner
so:.^c c: the !a.-Adu City received from Owuci lit the extitange together with certain other lands
owned by the City. All of the lands subject to the Catellus Lease are in either the North Plan



Area or the South Plan Area.



F. Under the North OPA and the South OPA, the Owner's construction of the
Infrastructure (as defined below) described in the Infrastructure Plan (attached to the North OPA
and the South OPA, respectively) for the North Plan Area and the South Plan Area (including the
public open space , parks, and plazas to be constructed as part of the Improvements ) will be in
Major Phases , the development of which Major Phases shall be in such order as the Owner
deems appropriate.



G. In accordance with the applicable Financing Plan, the Agency will be establishing
community facilities districts (collectively,"CFDs", and individually, a "CFD") for the North
Plan Area and the South Plan Area, respectively, pursuant to the Mello-Roos Community
Facilities Act of 1982, as amended. The CFDs for the North Plan Area and the South Plan Area
will each issue bonds to permit the financing of Infrastructure (including the public open space,
parks and plazas) under the applicable Infrastructure Plan before development in the North Plan
Area or the South Plan Area (as the case may be) generates tax increment which may be applied
for such purpose. Each of the Financing Plans also provides for the Agency to form CFDs for
the purpose of collecting monies to pay for ongoing costs of operation, maintenance, and repair
of Open Space Parcels in the North Plan Area and the South Plan Area. Tax increment from the
applicable North Plan Area or the South Plan Area and/or the issuance of bonds secured by a
pledge of such increment will then be used to make payments on indebtedness of each of the
CFDs, refund or defease each of the CFDs' indebtedness, or pay or otherwise reimburse directly
the costs of Infrastructure (including the public open space, parks and plazas), or a combination
of the foregoing, all as further provided in the applicable Financing Plan for the North Plan Area
or the South Plan Area.



H. The Catellus Lease is structured to, among other things, require Owner to
maintain control and responsibility over portions of the Premises (as that term is defined below)
until (and shall terminate as to the applicable portions of the Premises at) either (i) such time as
the Owner is prepared to construct public open space, parks or plazas thereon in accordance with
the North OPA, or South OPA in the applicable portion of the Premises or (ii) such time as City,
acting as the trust administrator of the Public Trust, elects to terminate applicable portions of the
premises under the Catellus Lease in accordance with the terms thereof in order to convert the
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use of the applicable portions of the premises under the Catellus Lease to a permitted use under
the Public Trust. This Lease shall become effective over the portion of the Premises which is
intended for uses as public open space, parks or plaza for which the Catellus Lease has been
terminated, upon such termination of the Catellus Lease.



1. Pursuant to the Catellus Lease, the CLTA and the PLTA, the City and the Agency are
entering into this Lease to implement the improvement of open space, parks, or plazas as
contemplated by the Land Transfer Agreements and the Plan Documents, including the North
OPA and the South OPA.



NOW, THEREFORE , in consideratioi of the foregoing and other gaud and valuable
consideration , the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, City and Agency
hereby agree to the following:



1. Definitions For purposes of this Lease, capitalized terms used herein shall have the
meanings set forth in the North OPA and the South OPA unless otherwise defined hereinbelow:



1.1 "ACPT" shall have the meaning set forth in Recital D of this Lease.



1.2 "Agency Leasehold Parcels" has the meaning set forth in the PLTA and is
depicted on Exhibit A, attached hereto and made a part hereof.



1.3 "Agency Lease Notice" means the Agency Lease Notice as specified in Section
2.1 hereof.



1.4 "Agents " means , when used with reference to either party hereto, the officers,
directors , employees , agents and contractors of such party, and their respective heirs, legal
representatives , successors and assigns.



1.5 "Alterations" means any alterations, installations or additions to any
Improvements or to the Premises, exclusive of activities related to the customary maintenance,
repair and replacement of Improvements or the Premises consistent with the applicable
Infrastructure Plan and other related Plan Documents.



1.6 "Arts Commission" shall have the meaning set forth in Section 9(b) of this
Lease.



1.7 "Artwork" means works of art, including sculpture, bas-relief, murals, mosaics,
decorative water features, tapestries or other art works placed upon the Premises.



1.8 "Base Rent " means the Base Rent specified in Section 3.1 hereof.



1.9 "Board " means the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San
Francisco.
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1.10 "Campus Site" means the Campus Site as specified in Recital B hereof.



1.11 "Catellus Lease" shall have the meaning set forth in Recital E of this Lease.



1.12 "CLTA" shall have the meaning set forth in Recital D of this Lease.



1.13 "CFD" shall have the meaning set forth in Recital G of this Lease.



1.14 "Commencement Date" means the date on which the Term of this Lease
commences as specified in Section 4 hereof.



1.15 "Effective Date" means the Effective Date as specified in Section 2 hereof.



1.16 "Environmental Laws" means any and all federal, state or local environmental,
health and/or safety-related laws, regulations, standards, decisions of courts ordinances, rules,
codes, orders, decrees, directives, guidelines, plans, risk management plans, recorded property
covenants and/or restrictions, permits or permit conditions, currently existing and as amended,
enacted, issued or adopted in the future relating to the environment or to any Hazardous
Substances (including, without limitation, the Risk Management Plan for the Mission Bay Area
as approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, all Environmental Covenants and
Restrictions on Property, and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. Section 9601 et M.) ("CERCLA")), which are or become
applicable to Agency or the Premises and/or the North Plan Area and South Plan Area.



1.17 "Expiration Date" means the Expiration Date specified in Section 4 hereof.



1.18 "Financing Plan" shall have the meaning set forth in Recital G of this Lease.



1.19 "Handle " or "Handling " means to use, generate, process, produce, package,
treat, store, emit, discharge, transport or dispose.



1.20 "Hazardous Substance " shall mean Hazardous Substance as defined in the North
OPA or the South OPA, as applicable.



1.21 "Improvements " means Improvements as defined in the North OPA or the South
OPA, as applicable.



1.22 "Infrastructure " shall have the meaning defined in the North OPA or South
OPA, as applicable.



1.23 "Infrastructure Plan" shall have the meaning set forth in Recital F of this Lease.



1.24 "Invitees " when used with respect to either party means the clients, customers,
invitees, guests, members, licensees, assignees and subtenants of either party, including members
of the general public using the Premises.
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1.25 "Laws" means all laws, statutes, ordinances, resolutions, regulations, policies,
judicial decisions, proclamations, orders or decrees of any municipal, county, state or federal
government or the departments, courts, commissions, boards and officers thereof, or other
governmental or regulatory authority with jurisdiction over the Premises or any portion thereof,
including, without limitation, all Environmental Laws, and the Port and City Park Codes or any
portion thereof, if applicable.



1.26 "Litigation Force Majeure" means any action or proceeding before any court,
tribunal, arbitration panel, or other judicial, adjudicative or legislative decision-making body,
including any administrative appeal, brought by a third party, (a) which seeks to challenge the
validity of any action taken by City or Agency in connection with this Lease, including City or
Agency's appioval, execution, ana delivery of this Lease and its performance hereunder, or of
any resolution of, or other action by, the Redevelopment Agency Commission or City's Board of
Supervisors, approving Agency's or City's or Port Commissions' execution and delivery of this
Lease, the performance of any action required or permitted to be performed by Agency or City
hereunder, or any findings upon which any of the foregoing are predicated, or (b) which asserts a
claim to any ownership or possessory interest in the Premises adverse to that of City or Agency,
or (c) which seeks to restrain, enjoin, condition, prohibit, delay, halt, hinder or prevent
construction of the Improvements. Performance by a party hereunder shall be deemed delayed
or made impossible by virtue of Litigation Force Majeure during the pendency thereof, and until
a judgment, order, or other decision resolving such matter in favor of the party whose
performance is delayed has become final and unappealable, provided that (x) the party proceeds
with due diligence to defend such action or proceeding or take other appropriate measures to
resolve any dispute that is the subject of such action or proceeding, and (y) the Litigation Force
Majeure affects the Premises or portion thereof on which the obligation to perform is based.
Under no circumstances shall the delay attributable to an event of Litigation Force Majeure
extend beyond one (1) year, unless such event of Litigation Force Majeure arises primarily from
(i) a procedural defect in Agency or City proceedings, (ii) Agency or City taking any action
beyond its powers, (iii) Agency or City taking any action constituting an abuse of discretion, or
(iv) after commencement of construction of the Improvements on the Premises.



1.27 "Maintenance CFD" shall have the meaning set forth in Section 10.1 of this
Lease.



1.28 "Mission Bay North" shall have the meaning set forth in Recital A of this Lease.



1.29 "Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan" shall have the meaning set forth in
Recital A of this Lease.



1.30 "Mission Bav South " shall have the meaning set forth in Recital A of this Lease.



1.31 "Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan" shall have the meaning set forth in
Recital A of this Lease.



1.32 "North Arts MOU" shall have the meaning set forth in Section 9(b) of this
Lease.
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1.33 "North ICA" shall have the meaning set forth in Section 8 of this Lease.



1.34 "North OPA" means the North OPA as specified in Recital C hereof.



1.35 "North Plan Area" means the North Plan Area as specified in Recital B.



1.36 "Official Records" means the official records of the City.



1.37 "Open Space Development Parcels" means the Open Space Parcels within the
North Plan Area, the South Plan Area, and the Bayfront Park, which are to be developed as open
--ace, parks or plazas pursuant to the North OPA and the South OPA, including without
limitation the Port Open Space Parcels (as defined in the PLTA) all of which are shown in
Exhibit A, and which from time to time are made subject to this Lease in accordance with
Section 2.1, all as shown on Exhibit B attached hereto and made a part hereof.



1.38 "Owner" means the Owner as specified in Recital C hereof and its successors and
assigns pursuant to the North OPA or the South OPA, as applicable.



1.39 "Plan Documents " shall have the meaning given to it in Attachment 5 to the
Redevelopment Plan for the North Plan Area and the South Plan Area, respectively.



1.40 "PLTA" shall have the meaning set forth in Recital D of this Lease.



1.41 "Permitted Use" means the Permitted Uses set forth in Section 7.1.



1.42 "Premises " means the Open Space Development Parcels set forth in Section 1.37
that have been made subject to this Lease in accordance with Section 2.1, as shown on or to be
shown on Exhibit B.



1.43 "Public Trust" means either (i) the public trust for commerce, navigation and
fisheries or (ii) the statutory trust imposed by the provisions of the California Statutes of 1968,
Chapter 1333, as amended, whichever is applicable.



1.44 "Redevelopment Plans " shall have the meaning set forth in Recital A of this
Lease



1.45 "Regulatory Approval " means any authorization, approval or a permit required
by any governmental agency having jurisdiction over the Premises, including but not limited to
the State Lands Commission and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission ("BCDC").



1.46 "Release" when used with respect to a Hazardous Substance means any spilling,
leaking, pumping, pouring emitting, emptying, discharging, injecting, escaping, leaching,
dumping, or disposing of the Hazardous Substance into the environment.
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1.47 "Rent " means the Base Rent and any other monetary sum due hereunder.



1.48 "RNIP" means the "Risk Management Plan" or "RMP" approved by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board for the San Francisco Bay Region in May, 1999, covering among
other properties, the Premises.



1.49 "South Arts MOU" shall have the meaning set forth in Section 9(b) of this
Lease.



1.50 "South ICA" shall have the meaning set forth in Section 8 of this Lease.



1.J1 "Soudi OPA" nicans the South OPi as specified in Recital c hereot.



1.52 "South Plan Area" means the South Plan Area as specified in Recital B hereof.



1.53 "Term" has the meaning set forth in Section 4 hereof.



2. Premises . For the Term and subject to the terms and conditions set forth herein, City
hereby agrees to lease to Agency, and Agency hereby agrees to lease from City, the Premises.
The City will deliver possession of the Premises in phases as set forth below. The initial phase
of the Premises which is subject to this Lease is described in Exhibit B attached hereto. This
Lease shall become effective as to each subsequent portion of the Premises described in each
such phase on the date (the "Effective Date") that the City and the Agency initial and date a
written legal description of the affected portion of the Premises and attach such description to
this Lease as part of Exhibit B.



2.1 Provided that Owner has met the conditions of Owner in the North OPA or the
South OPA, as applicable, to the Agency obligation to enter into this Lease, City and Agency
shall initial and date a written legal description of each subsequent portion of the Premises and
attach such description to this Lease as part of Exhibit B within the following time periods after
City and Agency have each received a written notice from Owner (an "Agency Lease Notice")
specifying the portions of the Open Space Development Parcels that Owner intends to develop as
public open space, parks, or plazas in accordance with the Plan Documents:



a. With respect to any Agency Leasehold Parcels (as defined in the
PLTA), within sixty (60) days following the receipt of an Agency Lease Notice
for such Agency Leasehold Parcel, subject to Litigation Force Majeure;



b. With respect to any other portion of the Premises, within thirty
(30) days following the receipt by City and Agency of an Agency Lease Notice
for such portion of the Premises, subject to Litigation Force Majeure.



2.2 As to any Trust Land Termination Parcel (as defined in Section 3.3 of the Catellus
Lease) terminated by City, acting as the trust administrator of the Public Trust, in order to
convert the interim uses thereon to open space uses (all in accordance with the provisions for
such termination by City under the Catellus Lease), City and Agency shall initial and date a
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written legal description of the affected portion of such Trust Land Termination Parcel and attach
such description to this Lease as part of Exhibit B concurrently with the effective date of any
such termination. Any portion of the Premises added to this Lease pursuant to this Section 2.2
shall be developed in a manner consistent with the North OPA or the South OPA, as applicable.



2.3 The land described herein as the Premises may contain hazardous materials in
soils and in the ground water under the property, and is subject to all of the terms, covenants and
conditions described in and imposed by virtue of that certain Covenant and Environmental
Restriction on Property ("Covenant and Restriction") made by (or to be made by) City for the
benefit of (and in the form previously approved by) the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board for the San Francisco Bay Region (the "RWQCB") in order to satisfy one or more
:editions imposed by resolution of the RWQCB dated May 20, 1998, to the issuance of a
Certificate of Completion under Section 25264 of the California Health and Safety Code. The
Covenant and Restriction imposes certain covenants, conditions, and restrictions on usage of the
Premises described herein. This statement is not a declaration that a hazard exists.



3. Rent . Agency shall pay to City, in the manner herein described , the following Rent:



3.1 Base Rent . Base Rent shall be the sum of One Dollar ($1.00) per year for the entire
Premises without regard for the Effective Date as to any portions of the Premises for the Term
hereof ("Base Rent"). Agency shall pay Base Rent in advance for the entire Term, in the amount
of Forty-Five Dollars ($45.00), on or before the Commencement Date.



3.2 Additional Charges. In addition to Base Rent, Agency shall pay or cause to be paid
any and all real property taxes, possessory interest taxes and other costs, impositions and
expenses related to the Premises as provided in Section 6 hereof, plus all other charges related to
the Premises otherwise payable by Agency to City hereunder, including, without limitation, all
charges for the repair or maintenance of utilities located within the Premises pursuant to Section
11.1 hereof (together, the "Additional Charges"). Together, Base Rent and Additional Charges
shall hereinafter be referred to as the "Rent".



3.3 Manner of Payment. All payments due from Agency to City under this Lease
shall be made to City without any abatement, deduction, set-off, prior notice or demand, except
as otherwise expressly provided in this Lease, in lawful money of the United States of America
at City's address set forth in Section 28 or to such other person or at such other place as City may
from time to time designate by written notice to Agency.



4. Term. Irrespective of the Effective Date for any particular
term of this Lease ("Term") shall commence on November 16, 2001
and shall terminate on the date ("Expiration Date") which is the



ortion of the Premises, the
("Commencement Date"),
to occur of (i) the date that



is forty five (45) years after the Commencement Date or (ii) as to those portions of the Premises
within the North Plan Area, the expiration of the Redevelopment Plan for the North Plan Area,
and as to those portions of the Premises within the South Plan Area, the expiration of the
Redevelopment Plan for the South Plan Area, unless sooner terminated in accordance with the
terms hereof.
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5. Permit to Enter.



Concurrently with the Effective Date of this Lease for each portion of the Premises,
Agency shall grant to Owner permits to enter such portions of the Premises, including the
Bayfront Park, substantially in the form attached to the North OPA and/or the South OPA, as
applicable, for the purposes of constructing the Improvements for the Open Space Parcels and
related Infrastructure, as well as environmental testing and remediation.



6. Taxes and Assessments.



6.1 Payment of Taxes. During the Term of this Lease, Agency agree: to pay or
cause tc be paid, when due, to the proper authority any and all real properly and personal taxes,
general and special assessments, license fees, permit fees and all other governmental charges of
any kind or nature whatsoever, including without limitation all penalties and interest thereon,
levied or assessed on the Premises, on any personal property on the Premises, the leasehold or
subleasehold estate or Agency's use of the Premises, whether in effect at the time this Lease is
entered into or which become effective thereafter, and all taxes levied or assessed on the
possession, use or occupancy, as distinguished from the ownership, of the Premises. Agency
shall not permit any such taxes, assessments or other charges to become a defaulted lien on the
Premises or the Improvements thereon; provided, however, that in the event any such tax,
assessment or similar charge is payable in installments, Agency may make, or cause to be made,
payment in installments; and provided, further, that Agency may, through such proceeding as
Agency considers necessary or appropriate, contest the legal validity or the amount of any tax,
assessment or similar charge so long as such assessment or charge does not become a defaulted
lien. In the event of any such contest, Agency shall indemnify and hold City, and its Agents
harmless from and against all losses, damages, costs, or expenses, including attorneys' fees,
resulting therefrom.



6.2 Possessory Interest Tax. Agency acknowledges and understands that a
possessory interest subject to property taxation may be created by this Lease or any sublease or
other agreement the Agency may enter into conferring a right to enter, occupy, and/or possess
any portion of the Premises. The Agency further acknowledges that property taxes may be
levied on such possessory interest and that any party who uses, occupies, or possesses any
portion of the Premises may be subjected to the payment of such property taxes. Agency further
acknowledges that Agency is familiar with San Francisco Administrative Code Sections 23.38
and 23.39, which require that City submit a report, which includes specified information relating
to the creation, renewal, sublease, or assignment of any such possessory interest, to the County
Assessor within 60 days after any such transaction. Agency agrees to provide to City the
information required by Section 23.39 within thirty (30) days of a request in writing by City to
do so. Agency shall cause the provisions of this Section 6.2 to be incorporated into all subleases,
permits to enter, and other agreements concerning the use,occupancy,or possession of the
Premises that Agency grants to Owner pursuant to Section 5 above.
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7. Use of the Premises.



7.1 Permitted Use. The Premises shall be used and occupied only for public open
space, public park and public plaza uses (and the construction thereof including, without
limitation, the installation of public works of art)(collectively referred to as "Permitted Use"),
which open space, parks and plazas shall be improved, maintained and operated consistent with
the permissible uses and requirements of the North OPA, South OPA and the applicable
Redevelopment Plan and Plan Documents, and the Public Trust use restrictions imposed by the
Act (as defined in the PLTA). The Premises may not be used for any other purpose.



7.2 Prohibited Activities. Agency agrees that the following activities, by way of
example only and without limitation, are inconsistent with this Lease and are strictly prohibited
without the prior written consent of City: (a) any activity, or the maintaining of any object, which
is not within the Permitted Use; (b) any activity, or the maintaining of any object, which will in
any way increase the existing rate of, or affect or cause a cancellation of, any fire or other
insurance policy covering the Premises, any part thereof or any of its contents; (c) any activity or
object which will cause damage to the Premises (ordinary wear and tear and typical uses
associated with the Permitted Use excepted); (d) any activity which constitutes waste or nuisance
to owners or occupants of adjacent properties; (e) any activity which will in any way injure,
obstruct or interfere with the rights of owners or occupants of adjacent properties, including
rights of ingress and egress; or (f) use of the Premises for sleeping or personal living quarters or
overnight camping.



7.3 Premises Must Be Used . Agency shall use the Premises continuously during the
Term for the Permitted Use specified in Section 7.1.



7.4 Park Code. Agency may, at its election, pursue all regulatory approvals
necessary to extend the provisions of the Park Code of the City and County of San Francisco to
the Premises, or portions thereof, provided however, that in no event shall such action (a)
preclude or materially increase the cost of compliance with the Redevelopment Plans or the
applicable Plan Documents; (b) without Owner's consent, do any of the following: (1) affect the
rights or obligations of Owner under the applicable Plan Documents, (ii) alter the permitted use,
(iii) decrease the height of any building, (iv) delay development, or (v) reduce the density or
intensity of development contemplated under the applicable Plan Documents; or (c) otherwise
take any action inconsistent with the North ICA or South ICA, as applicable. City shall
cooperate in such action, as long as such cooperation does not result in substantial expense to
City that is not otherwise reimbursed by Agency. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if the Port
Commission has adopted a Port Park Code extending to portions of the Premises within the
Port's jurisdiction (including, without limitation, Bay-front Park), then such portions of the
Premises shall be subject to the Port's Park Code and not the City's Park Code..



7.5 (a) In the use and enjoyment of the Premises, Agency shall (i) comply with the
RMP for the Premises and other property to the extent applicable to the Premises; (ii) obligate
other entities with which it contracts for construction, property maintenance, or other activities
which may disturb soil or groundwater to comply with the applicable provisions of the RAMP; and
(iii) not interfere with (and ensure that entities with which it contracts do not interfere with)
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City's or its successors' or assigns' compliance with the RMP.



(b) In all agreements between the Agency and another entity providing for access
to the Premises for the purpose of environmental mitigation, monitoring or remediation
("Environmental Response") by such entity, the Agency will provide the entity with a copy of
the RMP prior to execution of such agreement and ensure that such agreements contain
covenants by the entity that the entity will (i) comply with the RMP (to the extent the RMP
applies to the entity's activities); and (ii) obligate any person or company with which that entity
contracts for Environmental Response that may disturb soil or groundwater to comply with the
applicable provisions of the RMP.



8. Contp!iar.ce with Laws ar.d Regulations. Agency, at no cost or expense to City, promptly
shall comply with all Laws relating to or affecting the condition, use or occupancy of the
Premises in effect either at the time of execution of this Lease or which may hereafter be in
effect at any time during the Term, whether or not the same are now contemplated by the parties.
Agency further understands and agrees that it is Agency's obligation, at no cost or expense to
City, to cause the Premises and Agency's activities and operations conducted thereon, to be in
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, 42 USCS sections 12101, et seq.



Agency understands and agrees that City is entering into this Lease in its capacity as a
landowner with a proprietary interest in the Premises and not as a regulatory agency of the City
with certain police powers. City's legal status as a city shall in no way limit the obligation of
Agency (or Owner) to obtain any required approvals from City departments, boards or
commissions which have jurisdiction over the Premises, except as otherwise provided in the
Mission Bay North Interagency Cooperation Agreement ("North ICA") and the Mission Bay
South Interagency Cooperation Agreement ("South ICA") each between the City and Agency
and dated November 16, 1998. By entering into this Lease, City is in no way modifying or
limiting the obligation of Owner to improve the Premises or Agency to cause the Premises to be
used and occupied in accordance with all Laws.



9. Regulatory Approvals. (a) Agency understands that Agency's operations on the Premises,
changes in use, or Improvements or Alterations to the Premises may require a Regulatory
Approval. Agency or Owner shall be solely responsible for obtaining any such Regulatory
Approvals and complying with any conditions attached thereto, except as otherwise provided in
the North ICA or South ICA, as applicable. Owner or Agency shall be solely responsible for
complying with any and all conditions imposed by regulatory agencies as part of a Regulatory
Approval, except as otherwise provided in the North ICA or South ICA, as applicable. Any fines
or penalties imposed as a result of the failure of Owner or Agency to comply with the terms and
conditions of any Regulatory Approval shall be paid and discharged by Agency, and City shall
have no liability, monetary or otherwise, for said fines and penalties, except as otherwise
provided in the North ICA or South ICA, as applicable.



Without limiting any other indemnification provisions of this Lease, Agency shall
indemnify the City, including the Port, from and against any and all claims, demands, losses,
liabilities, damages (including consequential damages), liens, obligations, interest, injuries,
penalties, fines, lawsuits and other proceedings, judgments and awards and costs and expenses,
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(including,without limitation, reasonable attorneys' fees and costs and consultants' fees and costs
and court costs) of whatever kind or nature, known or unknown, contingent or otherwise
(collectively, "Losses") which may arise in connection with the Agency's failure to obtain or
comply with the terms and conditions of any Regulatory Approval or with the appeal or contest
of any conditions of any Regulatory Approval; provided, however, such indemnity shall exclude
any Losses to the extent they arise out of (i) any failure of any conditions that either (A) are
designated as the responsibility of the City under the Plan Documents or the Land Transfer
Agreements or under the City approvals granted in connection with a Major Phase or Project or
(B) the City has otherwise, in its sole discretion, agreed to accept the responsibility for such
terms or conditions as provided in the North ICA or the South ICA, as applicable; or (ii) the
negligence or willful misconduct of the City.



Agency expressly acknowledges that any soil testing, excavation or boring shall comply
with the RMP. City shall cooperate with Agency or Owner in filing for, processing and
obtaining all Regulatory Approvals (other than City approvals), and to the extent required by any
regulatory agency issuing a Regulatory Approval (other than City), it will join with Agency or
Owner as co-applicant in filing, processing and obtaining all Regulatory Approvals required for
the construction and operation of the Park, provided, however, that (i) any reasonable costs
incurred by City thereby shall be reimbursed by Agency or Owner to City upon demand, and (ii)
any conditions or restrictions of such Regulatory Approval shall be in form and substance
acceptable to City in its reasonable discretion, unless the condition or restrictions are specifically
contemplated as the responsibility of the City under the North ICA, South ICA, the Plan
Documents or the City approvals of the entitlements for the North Plan Area or the South Plan
Area. Nothing contained herein shall be deemed to limit or otherwise constrain City's discretion,
powers and duties as a regulatory agency of the City with certain police powers except as may be
limited by the North ICA, the South ICA, and the Redevelopment Plans.



(b) The Parties hereby acknowledge that pursuant to Section 5.103 of the City's Charter
as well as that certain Mission Bay South Memorandum of Understanding (the "South Arts
MOU") dated January 4, 1999 and that certain Mission Bay North Memorandum of
Understanding (the "North Arts MOU") dated January 4, 1999 by and between the Arts
Commission of the City and County of San Francisco (the "Arts Commission") and the Agency,
the Arts Commission has design review authority over (i) certain structures (as defined in the
North Arts MOU and the South Arts MOU) on land owned (or to be owned) by the City, which
will be developed as public streets, public open spaces and community facilities and (ii) works of
art to be placed on public open space and other City property. The Parties agree that in
complying with all Laws pursuant to Section 8 above and in obtaining any Regulatory Approvals
as set forth in this Section 9, the Agency shall comply or require Owner to comply with the
procedures and requirements set forth in the North Arts MOU or the South Arts MOU, as
applicable.



(c) The Parties further acknowledge that the North OPA and the South OPA each contain
an attachment entitled "Design Review and Document Approval Procedure". The Agency agrees
that it will comply or cause Owner to comply with the procedures set forth in the Design Review
and Document Approval Procedure for the design and construction of any Improvements on the
Premises.
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10. Security , Maintenance and Repairs.



10.1 Maintenance and Repair Obligations . Upon completion of construction of the
Improvements on the applicable portions of the Premises and acceptance by City pursuant to the
Plan Documents, Agency shall maintain, at no cost or expense to City, in good order, repair and
condition, the applicable portions of the Premises and all improvements thereon, consistent with
the requirements of the applicable Mission Bay North or South Financing Plans, except where
Owner fails to pay the special taxes levied in the maintenance Community Facilities Districts
(collectively, "Maintenance CFDs," and individually, a "Maintenance CFD") to be formed
pursuant to the applicable Mission Bay North or South Financing Plans despite the Agency's
diligent effcr: t: collect the same.



10.2 City's Right to Inspect and Repair. (a) In the event that damage or
deterioration to the Premises or any portion thereof which is Agency's obligation to maintain
results in the same not meeting the standard of maintenance set forth in the applicable Mission
Bay North or South Financing Plan, then Agency shall have the independent responsibility for,
and shall promptly undertake, maintenance or repair of the Premises and complete the same with
due diligence to the extent funds are available for such maintenance or repair under the
Maintenance CFD or as otherwise provided in the Mission Bay North or South Financing Plan
(including, without limitation, the provisions of any covenants, conditions and restrictions
required thereunder). City may make periodic inspections of the Premises and may advise
Agency when maintenance or repair of the Premises is required, but such right of inspection shall
not relieve Agency of its independent responsibility to maintain such Premises and
Improvements in accordance with the applicable Mission Bay North or South Financing Plan to
the extent funds are available for such maintenance or repair under the Maintenance CFD or as
otherwise provided in the Mission Bay North or South Financing Plan (including, without
limitation, the provisions of any covenants, conditions and restrictions required thereunder).



(b) If the Agency fails to maintain the Premises in accordance with the standard of
maintenance set forth in the applicable Mission Bay North or South Financing Plan, then City
may deliver a written notice of default to the Agency regarding such default under this Lease.
The notice of default shall state with reasonable specificity the nature of the alleged default, the
provisions under which the default is claimed to arise, and the manner in which the failure of
performance may be satisfactorily cured. Upon receipt of such notice of default, the Agency
shall commence within a reasonable time not to exceed sixty (60) days to cure or remedy such
default, and shall thereafter pursue such cure or remedy to completion.



i. Upon delivery of a notice of default, the City and the Agency, together
with the Owner, shall promptly meet to discuss the default and the manner in which the
Agency can cure or remedy the same so as to satisfy the City's concerns. The City,
Agency and Owner shall continue meeting regularly, discussing, investigating and
considering alternatives for a period of sixty (60) days from the delivery of the notice of
default. If, at the end of the meet and confer period, the City no longer holds the view
that the Agency is in default, the City shall issue a written acknowledgment of the
Agency's cure or remedy of the matter which was the subject of the notice of default.
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ii. If (A) action is not diligently taken or pursued, or the default shall not be
cured or remedied within a reasonable time or (B) the Agency refuses to meet and discuss
as described above, then in addition to any other remedy available to City, City may
make such maintenance or repairs at Agency's expense and Agency shall immediately
upon invoice reimburse City therefor to the extent funds are available for such
maintenance or repair under the Maintenance CFD or as otherwise provided in the
Mission Bay North or South Financing Plan (including, without limitation, the provisions
of any covenants, conditions and restrictions required thereunder).



iii. The provisions of this Section 10.2(b) shall apply only in the event the
Agency fails to maintain the Premises in accordance with thw standard of maintenance set
forth in the applicable Mission Bay North or South Financing Plan. Nothing in this
Section 10 .2(b) shall limit the rights or remedies of the City as set forth under this Lease.



10.3 Security. Agency will provide security for the Premises at such frequencies and
to such standards, and consistent with funding available to it under the Maintenance CFD, as
may be appropriate for the type of urban open space, plazas, and parks developed pursuant to the
Plan Documents. Agency will use its best efforts to prevent loitering and unlawful activity in or
on the Premises.



11. Utilities and Services.



11.1 Utilities. Agency shall make arrangements and shall pay all charges for all utilities
to be furnished on, in or to the Premises or to be used by Agency, including, without limitation,
gas, electrical, water, sewer and telecommunications services. Agency shall pay all charges for
said utilities. Agency shall coordinate with the City's Department of Telecommunications and
Information Services ("DTIS") regarding any and all telecommunications services to the
Premises.



11.2 Services. Agency shall make arrangements and shall pay all charges for all
services to be furnished on, in or to the Premises or to be used by Agency, including, without
limitation, garbage and trash collection, landscape maintenance service and cleaning service,
consistent with the Financing Plans.



12. Improvements and Alterations.



12.1 Construction Requirements . All Improvements to the Premises made by or on
behalf of Agency or Owner shall be performed in a manner consistent with the North OPA or
South OPA, as applicable, the North ICA or South ICA as applicable, and the applicable
Financing Plan. In addition, after completion of the initial construction of the Improvements,
Agency shall notify City and Owner in writing of anymaterial Alterations, including Artwork, no
later than thirty (30) days prior to commencement of construction or placement in the Premises
of such Alterations and shall obtain City and Owner's prior written consent to the change, to the
extent contemplated under Section 12.3.
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12.2 Improvements Part of Realty . All Alterations or Improvements to the Premises
made by or on behalf of Agency shall be owned by City and shall, at the end of the Term hereof,
remain on the Premises without compensation to Agency, unless City first waives its right to the
Alterations or Improvements in writing. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Agency shall be entitled
to remove all personal property that can be removed without substantial injury to the Premises
and all Artwork from the Premises at the termination of the Term hereof. Agency shall repair, at
its own expense, in good workerlike fashion any damage occasioned by the removal of any such
Artwork or personal property.



12.3 Alterations to Improvements. Following construction of the initial Improvements
on any portion of the Premises contemplated by the North OPA, South OPA and North or South
Redevelopment Plans, as applicable, nomaterial Alterations (other than ordinary repair and
maintenance) shall be made to the applicable portions of the Premises without (i) the written
consent of City and, (ii) if the improvements would be inconsistent with the Redevelopment
Requirements, would increase costs under the Maintenance CFD or would reduce the availability
of Net Available Increment for Infrastructure pursuant to the Financing Plan, the prior written
consent of Owner. If Agency constructs anymaterial Alterations to the Premises without City's
or Owner's prior written consent to the extent required pursuant to the preceding sentence, then,
in addition to any other remedy available to City, City may require Agency to remove, at
Agency's expense, any or all such Alterations and to repair, at Agency's expense and in good
workerlike fashion, any damage occasioned thereby. Agency shall pay to City all special
inspection fees as set forth in the San Francisco Building Code for inspection of work performed
without required permits, or any replacement code consistent with North ICA or South ICA
adopted for City use.



13. Suitability; Acceptance. Agency acknowledges that neither City nor City's Agents made
any representations or warranties concerning the Premises, including without limitation, the
environmental, geotechnical or seismological condition thereof. By taking possession of the
Premises, Agency shall be deemed to have inspected the Premises and accepted the Premises in
an "As-Is" condition and as being suitable for the Permitted Uses as specified herein. The
Agency further acknowledges that the rights of the Agency hereunder are subject to the
construction and operation of railroad facilities if needed by the City for freight operations
serving Piers 48 and 50 and for continued freight access to Pier 80, all as described in Section
I.C.6 of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. Agency shall cooperate with City to allow
for the construction and operation of such rail facilities if required under the Mission Bay
Infrastructure Plan.



hnnga - J. P -1 bun P 1 .,rk ,runi _anna -J ENL F, 1!.











14. Liens. Agency shall keep the Premises free from any liens arising out of any work
performed, materials furnished or obligations incurred by Agency or its Agents. In the event that
Agency shall not, within twenty (20) days following the imposition of any such lien, cause the
same to be released of record, City shall have, in addition to all other remedies provided by this
Lease or by Law, the right but not the obligation to cause the same to be released by such means
as it shall deem proper, including without limitation, payment of the claim giving rise to such
lien. All sums paid by City for such purpose and all reasonable expenses incurred by City in
connection therewith shall be payable to City by Agency within thirty (30) days following
written demand by City.



15. Hazardous Substances.



15.1 Requirements for Handling . During the construction of the initial Improvements,
all Handling of Hazardous Substances shall be governed by all applicable Environmental Laws,
the RMP and any applicable Permit to Enter. Following completion of the initial Improvements
to the Premises, neither Agency, Owner nor their respective Agents or Invitees, shall Handle in,
on or about the Premises any Hazardous Substance without the prior written consent of City,
which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld so long as Agency demonstrates to City's
reasonable satisfaction that such Hazardous Substance (i) is necessary to Agency's or Owner's
improvement, operation or maintenance of the Premises or customarily used in connection with
the Permitted Use, and (ii) will be Handled in a manner which strictly complies with all
Environmental Laws, and (iii) will not materially increase the risk of fire or other casualty to the
Premises. Notwithstanding the foregoing, without City's prior written consent, Agency and
Owner may Handle on the Premises routine supplies and materials in such limited amounts as
are customarily used for general park cleaning and maintenance purposes or any Hazardous
Substances required to be used, in connection with the construction of the initial Improvements
to the Premises consistent with the Plan Documents, so long as such Handling is (a) at all times
in full compliance with all Environmental Laws and (b) pursuant to approvals obtained from all
regulatory agencies having jurisdiction over such Handling of Hazardous Substances.



15.2 Agency Responsibility . Subject to the restrictions set forth in Section 15.1
hereof, Agency shall Handle all Hazardous Substances discovered on the Premises during the
Term of this Lease or introduced on the Premises by Agency, its Agents or Invitees, in
compliance with all Environmental Laws. Agency shall not be responsible for the safe Handling
of Hazardous Substances introduced on the Premises during the Term of this Lease by City or its
Agents. Agency shall protect its employees and the general public in accordance with all
Environmental Laws. City may from time to time request, and Agency shall be obligated to
provide, information reasonably adequate for City to determine that any and all Hazardous
Substances are being Handled in a manner which complies with all Environmental Laws. City
shall have the right to inspect the Premises for Hazardous Substances at reasonable times,
pursuant to Section 23.1 hereof.



15.3 Requirement to Remove . Prior to termination of this Lease, Agency, at its sole
cost and expense, shall remove any and all Hazardous Substances introduced in, on, under or
about the Premises by Agency, its Agents or Invitees. Further, Agency, at its sole cost and
expense, shall remove any Hazardous Substance discovered on the Premises during the Term of
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this Lease which is required to be removed pursuant to the RNIP or the applicable provisions of
the EIRP, provided however, that Agency shall not be obligated to remove any Hazardous
Substance introduced onto the Premises during the Term of this Lease by the City or its Agents.
Prior to the termination of this Lease, City and Agency shall conduct a joint inspection of the
Premises for the purpose of identifying Hazardous Substances existing on the Premises which
Agency is required to remove.



16. Insurance



16.1 Required Insurance Coverage. Agency, at no cost to the City, shall maintain,
or cause to be maintained, throughout the Term of this Lease, the following insurance:



(a) General Liability Insurance. Comprehensive or commercial general liability
insurance, with limits not less than Five Million Dollars ($5,000,000.00) each occurrence
combined single limit for bodily injury and property damage, including coverages for
contractual liability, independent contractors, broadform property damage, personal
injury, products and completed operations, and fire damage and legal liability with limits
not less than Two Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars ($250,000.00). The Agency reserves
the right to satisfy the requirements of this Section 16.1(a) through self-insurance to the
extent that Agency elects to use Agency employed staff to maintain the Premises.
However, Agency shall require as a condition to any contract with a third party to provide
maintenance services to the premises that the contractor will provide the insurance
required by this section 16.1(a).



(b) Workers Compensation Insurance. Workers Compensation Insurance with
employer's liability limit not less than One Million Dollars ($1,000,000.00) for each
accident, on employees eligible for each. In the event Agency is self-insured for the
insurance required pursuant to this Section 16.1(b), it shall furnish to City a current
Certificate of Permission to Self-Insure signed by the Department of Industrial Relations,
Administration of Self-Insurance, Sacramento, California.



(c) Required by Law. Such other insurance as required by Law.



16.2 Claims-Made Policies. If any of the insurance required in Section 16.1 is
provided under a claims-made form of policy, Agency shall maintain such coverage
continuously throughout the Term and without lapse for a period of three years beyond the
termination of this Lease, to the effect that should occurrences during the Term give rise to
claims made after termination of this Lease, such claims shall be covered by such claims-made
policies.



16.3 Annual Aggregate Limits . If any of the insurance required in Section 16.1 is
provided under a form of coverage which includes an annual aggregate limit or provides that
claims investigation or legal defense costs be included in such annual aggregate limit, such
annual aggregate limit shall be double the occurrence limits specified herein.
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16.4 Payment of Premiums . Agency shall pay or cause to be paid at no cost to City
the premiums for maintaining all required insurance.



16.5 Waiver of Subrogation Rights . The parties release each other, and their
respective authorized representatives, from any claims for damage to the Premises or to the
fixtures, personal property, Improvements or Alterations of either City or Agency in or on the
Premises which are caused by or result from risks insured against under any property insurance
policies carried by the parties and in force at the time of any such damage, to the extent such
claims for damage are paid by such policies. Each party shall cause each property insurance
policy obtained by it to provide that the insurance company waives all right of recovery by way
of subrogation against the other party in connection with any damage covered by any policy.



16.6 General Insurance Matters.



(a) All liability insurance policies required to be maintained by Agency
hereunder shall contain a cross-liability clause, shall name as additional insureds "the
City and County of San Francisco and the San Francisco Port Commission and their
officers, directors, employees and agents," shall be primary to any other insurance
available to the additional insureds with respect to claims arising under this Lease, and
shall provide that such insurance applies separately to each insured against whom
complaint is made or suit is brought except with respect to the limits of the company's
liability.



(b) All insurance policies required to be maintained by Agency hereunder shall
be issued by an insurance company or companies reasonably acceptable to City.
Agency's compliance with this Section shall in no way relieve or decrease Agency's
liability under this Lease. It is understood that the Agency may comply with the
provisions of this Section 15.6(b) through its membership in the Bay Cities Joint Powers
Insurance Authority or other program of self-insurance or reinsurance reasonably
acceptable to City.



(c) All insurance policies required to be maintained by Agency hereunder shall
provide for thirty (30) days prior written notice of cancellation or intended non-renewal
or reduction in coverage to Agency and City. Such notice shall be given in accordance
with the notice provisions of Section 28 of this Lease.



(d) Agency shall deliver to City certificates of insurance in a form satisfactory to
City evidencing the coverages required herein, together with evidence of payment of
premiums, on or before the Commencement Date, and upon renewal of each policy not
less than thirty (30) days before expiration of the term of the policy. Agency shall, upon
City's request, promptly furnish City with a complete copy of any insurance policy
required hereunder.



(e) Not more often than every year and upon not less than sixty (60) days prior
written notice , City may require Agency to increase the insurance limits set forth in
Section 16 .1 above if, in the reasonable judgment of the City's Risk Manager, it is the
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general commercial practice in San Francisco or in other cities or counties around the
country to carry insurance for facilities similar to the Premises in amounts substantially
greater than those amounts carried by Agency with respect to risks comparable to those
associated with the use of the Premises.



(f) Throughout the Term, should Agency's use of the Premises change to the
extent that different insurable risks are created, City reserves the right to adjust the
insurance requirement hereunder in accordance with any such changes in use.



17. Damage and Destruction.



17.1 Damage and Destruction . If the Premises are damaged by fire or other casualty,
then to the extent that insurance proceeds are available for such purpose, Agency shall diligently
repair the same and restore the Premises to its condition immediately prior to such casualty, and
this Lease shall remain in full force and effect. In the event Agency determines that insurance
proceeds are inadequate or unavailable to so repair the Premises to a similar level adequate for
use as a public park, plaza or open space Agency shall immediately notify City in writing thereof
("Repair Notice"). On or before the earlier of fifteen (15) days after the date of the Repair Notice
or thirty (30) days after the event of casualty, Agency and City shall meet and confer to allocate
the responsibility of repair. In the event the parties are unable to agree upon their respective
repair obligations within thirty (30) days of the first of such meetings, then either party may elect
to terminate this Lease as to the damaged portion of the Premises by written notice specifying the
date of such termination. In the event this Lease is terminated by either party in accordance with
this Section 17.1, then any unapplied insurance proceeds paid for repair of such casualty shall be
payable to City. From and after such termination the City shall not allow the Premises to be
utilized for any purpose inconsistent with the applicable Redevelopment Plan or Plan
Documents.



17.2 Waiver. City and Agency intend that the provisions of this Section govern fully
in the event of any damage or destruction and accordingly, City and Agency each hereby waives
the provisions of Section 1932, subdivision 2, and Section 1933, subdivision 4, of the Civil Code
of California or under any similar Law now or hereafter in effect.



18. Eminent Domain.



18.1 General . If all or part of the Premises shall be taken by any public or quasi-
public authority under the power of eminent domain or conveyance in lieu thereof, this Lease
shall terminate as to any portion of the Premises so taken or conveyed on the date when title or
the right to possession vests in the condemnor ("Date of Taking").



18.2 Partial Takings. If (a) a part of the Premises shall be taken by any public or
quasi-public authority under the power of eminent domain or conveyance in lieu thereof, and (b)
Agency is reasonably able to continue the operation of the public parks, plazas and/or open space
on the Premises or applicable portions thereof, then this Lease shall remain in effect as to said
portion of the Premises remaining.
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18.3 Temporary Takings. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in this
Section, if a taking occurs with respect to all or any part of the Premises for a limited period of
time, this Lease shall remain unaffected thereby and Agency shall continue to pay Rent and to
perform all of the terms, conditions and covenants of this Lease to the extent reasonably possible
in light of the portion of the Premise not so taken. Agency shall be entitled to receive that
portion of any award representing compensation for the use or occupancy of the Premises during
the Term up to the total Rent owing by Agency for the period of the taking, and City shall be
entitled to receive the balance of any award.



18.4 Award; Waiver. City shall be entitled to any and all payment, income, rent,
award, or any interest therein whatsoever which may be paid or made in connection with any
taking oL .;unveyance hereunder, and Agency shall have no claim against City or otherwise for
the value of any unexpired term of this Lease. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Agency shall
have the right to make a claim, and to receive any award specifically made to Agency, including,
without limitation, any award made to Agency for the unamortized value of any Alterations or
Improvements, its moving expenses and for loss or damage to Agency's trade fixtures, equipment
and movable furniture. City and Agency intend that the provisions of this Section govern fully
in the event of condemnation and accordingly, City and Agency each hereby waive any right to
terminate this Lease in whole or in part under Sections 1265.120 and 1265.130 of the California
Code of Civil Procedure or under any similar law now or hereafter in effect. In the event of a
partial taking, Agency shall restore the Premises to a unified whole; except that the cost of
restoring the Premises to a unified whole shall be payable (1) first, from any Agency award for
the value of Improvements and Alterations, and, in the event the cost of restoring the Premises to
a unified whole should exceed such amount, then, (2) second from any award made to City. Any
excess costs not covered by such awards shall be the sole responsibility of Agency.



19. Indemnity and Exculpation.



19.1 Indemnity . Agency shall indemnify and hold City, and its Agents harmless from,
and, if requested, shall defend them against any and all Losses (as defined in Section 9 above)
arising directly or indirectly out of: (a) any injury to or death of any person, including employees
of Agency, or damage to or destruction of any property occurring in, on or about the Premises, or
any part thereof, from any cause whatsoever, or (b) any default by Agency in the observance or
performance of any of the terms, covenants or conditions of this Lease, or the use, occupancy or
condition of the Premises or the activities therein by Agency, its Agents, or Invitees' activities
therein. This indemnity shall be enforceable regardless of the negligence of City, and regardless
of whether liability without fault is imposed or sought to be imposed on City. This indemnity
shall be enforceable except to the extent that such indemnity is void or otherwise unenforceable
under applicable law in effect on, or validly retroactive to, the date of this Lease. This indemnity
includes all such loss, damage, injury, liability or claims as described above, loss predicated in
whole or in part, upon active or passive negligence of City or its Agents. This indemnity shall
exclude claims, liability, damage or loss resulting from the gross negligence or willful
misconduct of City or its Agents which is not contributed to by any act of, or by any omission to
perform some duty imposed by law or agreement on, Agency, its Agents or Invitees.



In addition to Agency's obligation to indemnify City, Agency specifically acknowledges
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and agrees that it has an immediate and independent obligation to defend City from any claim
which actually or potentially falls within this indemnification provision , even if the allegations
are or may be groundless , false or fraudulent . Agency's obligation to defend shall arise at the
time such claim is tendered to Agency by City and shall continue at all times thereafter.



The foregoing indemnity obligation of Agency shall include without limitation,
indemnification from all loss and liability, including attorney's fees, court costs and all other
litigation expenses. This indemnification by Agency shall begin from the first notice that any
claim or demand is or may be made. The provisions of this section shall survive the termination
of this Lease with respect to any damage, destruction, injury or death occurring prior to such
termination.



19.2 Exculpation . Agency, as a material part of the consideration to be rendered to
City, hereby waives any and all claims against City and its Agents, and agrees to hold City and
its Agents harmless from any claims for damages to goods, wares, merchandise, or equipment
and by persons in, upon or about said Premises for any cause arising at any time, including
without limitation all claims arising from the joint or concurrent negligence of City or its Agents,
but excluding any grossly negligent or intentionally harmful acts committed solely by City or its
Agents.



19.3 Hazardous Substances Indemnification . Agency shall indemnify, protect,
defend and hold harmless, City, its employees, officers, agents, from any Claims resulting from
any Release or threatened Release of a Hazardous Substance to the extent that such Release or
threatened Release is directly created or aggravated by the specific activities undertaken by
Agency pursuant to this Lease or by any breach of or failure to duly perform or observe any
term, covenant or agreement in this Lease to be performed or observed by the Agency including
the covenants of Sections 7.5(a) and (b) above; provided, however, that Agency shall have no
liability, nor any obligation to defend, hold harmless or indemnify any person for any such Claim
resulting from (x) the discovery or disclosure or any pre-existing condition, (y) the movement of
soil or groundwater or other activity undertaken by Agency, which concerns Hazardous
Substances existing prior to Agency's entry upon the Premises so long as such movement or
activity is consistent with the RMP, or (z) the negligence or willful or other actionable
misconduct of City or its agents or invitees.



20. Assignment and Subletting ; Third Party Beneficiary.



20.1 Agency Assignment and Subletting . Agency shall not make or permit any direct
or indirect assignment, conveyance, alienation , sublease, or other transfer (collectively,
"Transfer") of Agency's interest in this Lease or in the Premises, or any part thereof or interest
therein without the prior written consent of City and Owner, given or withheld in their sole and
absolute discretion. Any Transfer of this Lease without the prior written consent of City and
Owner shall constitute an incurable breach by Agency and shall be void. Notwithstanding the
foregoing, in no event may Agency Transfer all or any portion of its interest in the Premises if
such Transfer would (a) preclude or materially increase the cost of compliance with the
Redevelopment Plans or the applicable Plan Documents: (b) do any of the following: (i) affect
the rights or obligations of Owner under the applicable Plan Documents, (ii) alter the permitted
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use, (iii) decrease the height of any building, (iv) delay development, or (v) reduce the density or
intensity of development contemplated under the applicable Plan Documents; or (c) otherwise
take any action inconsistent with the North ICA or South ICA, as applicable.



20.2 City Assignment or Transfer . City may not assign or otherwise transfer the
Premises or its rights under the this Lease without the consent of Agency and Owner, which
consent shall not be unreasonably withheld , and any proposed assignment or transfer without
such consent shall be void . Notwithstanding the foregoing , in no event may City assign or
transfer all or any portion of its interest in the Premises or under this Lease , if such assignment or
transfer would (a) preclude or materially increase the cost of compliance with the
Redevelopment Plans or the applicable Plan Documents ; (b) do any of the following : ( i) affect
the rights or obligations of Owner under the applicable Plan Documents , ( ii) alter the permitted
use, (iii) decrease the height of any building , ( iv) delay development , or (v) reduce the density or
intensity of development contemplated under the applicable Plan Documents ; or (c) otherwise
take any action inconsistent with the North ICA or South ICA, as applicable.



20.3 Owner Third Party Beneficiary . Owner is hereby made a third party beneficiary
of this Lease, and shall be entitled to enforce the parties' obligations hereunder, subject to the
notice and cure provisions contained under this Lease. Except for Owner, there are no other
third party beneficiaries to this Lease. This Lease shall not be amended or terminated without
the consent of Owner, which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld, so long as the
amendment or termination would not: (a) preclude or materially increase the cost of compliance
with the Redevelopment Plans or the applicable Plan Documents; (b) without Owner's consent,
do any of the following: (i) affect the rights or obligations of Owner under the applicable Plan
Documents, (ii) alter the permitted use, (iii) decrease the height of any building, (iv) delay
development, or (v) reduce the density or intensity of development contemplated under the
applicable Plan Documents; or (c) otherwise take any action inconsistent with the North ICA or
South ICA, as applicable. Owner's remedies for any default under this Lease shall be limited to
the right to seek specific performance or to cure any such default, and Owner shall have no right
to seek or recover damages from either the City or Agency for any default under this Lease, other
than recovering costs incurred in curing Agency or City defaults hereunder, plus costs of
collection and attorney's fees Owner's remedies for any default under this Lease shall be limited
to the right to seek specific performance or to cure any such default, and Owner shall have no
right to seek or recover damages from either the City or Agency for any default under this Lease,
except solely for recovering costs incurred in curing Agency or City defaults hereunder, plus
costs of collection to the extent provided in this Lease and attorneys' fees.



20.4 Exception to Prohibition on Transfers . Notwithstanding the foregoing, for
purposes hereof, a prohibited "Transfer" shall not include a Transfer to any successor to Agency,
including City, so long as any such transfer would not: (a) preclude or materially increase the
cost of compliance with the Redevelopment Plans or the applicable Plan Documents; or (b) do
any of the following: (i) affect the rights or obligations of Owner under the applicable Plan
Documents, (ii) alter the permitted use, (iii) decrease the height of any building, (iv) delay
development, (v) reduce the density or intensity of development contemplated under the
applicable Plan Documents or (vi) otherwise take any action inconsistent with the North ICA or
South ICA, as applicable.
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20.5 Environmental Provisions in Future Leases . (a) Subject to the provisions of this
Section 20, the Agency shall include the following statement in all future leases relating to all or
any portion of the Premises:



"The land described herein may contain hazardous materials in soils and in the ground
water under the property, and is subject to a deed restriction (Covenant and Restriction)
dated as of February 3, 2000, and recorded onMarch 21, 2000, in the Official Records of
San Francisco County, California, as Document No. G748551-00, which Covenant and
Restriction imposes certain covenants, conditions, and restrictions on usage of the
property described herein. This statement is not a declaration that a hazard exists."



(b) Subject to the provisions of this Section 20, in all future subleases, the Agency will
provide a copy of the RMP or its relevant provisions prior to execution of such sublease
agreements and ensure that such sublease agreements contain covenants that each sublessee (i)
will comply with the RMP (to the extent the RMP applies to the sublessee's activities); (ii) will
obligate other entities with which the sublessee contracts for construction, property maintenance
or other activities which may disturb soil or groundwater to comply with the applicable
provisions of the RMP; and (iii) will refrain from interfering with City's or Agency's compliance
with the RMP.



21. Default by Agency.



21.1 Event of Default. The occurrence of any one or more of the following events shall
constitute a default by Agency:



(a) Failure by Agency to pay when due any Rent within 30 days after notice
has been given by City to Agency;



(b) Failure to perform any other provision of this Lease if the failure to
perform is not cured within thirty (30) days after notice has been given by City to
Agency. If the default cannot reasonably be cured within 30 days, Agency shall not be in
default of this Lease if Agency commences to cure the default within such thirty (30) day
period and diligently and in good faith continues to cure the default; and/or



Owner in its sole and absolute discretion and without any obligation to do so may cure any
default of Agency hereunder . Notices given under this section shall demand that Agency
perform the provisions of this Lease or pay the Rent that is in arrears , as the case may be, within
the applicable period of time , or quit the Premises . No such notice shall be deemed a forfeiture
or a termination of this Lease unless City so elects in the notice . A copy of all notices given
under this section shall be given to Owner concurrently with the notice to Agency.



21.2 Citv's Remedies . Upon default by Agency, City shall, in addition to any other
remedies it may have at law or in equity, and without further notice or demand of any kind to
Agency or to any other person, have the following remedies:
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(a) Agency's Right to Possession Not Terminated. City may continue this Lease
in full force and effect after Agency's breach, and so long as City does not terminate
Agency's right to possession, City may enforce all of its rights and remedies under this
Lease, including the right to collect Rent when due and City may institute such
proceedings as may be necessary or desirable in its opinion to cure and remedy such
default or breach, including without limitation an action for damages and/or proceedings
to compel specific performance by Agency. No act by City allowed by this subsection
shall terminate this Lease unless City notifies Agency that City elects to terminate this
Lease. After Agency's default and for as long as City does not terminate Agency's right
to possession of the Premises, if Agency obtains City's and Owner's consent, which may
be withheld in their sole and absolute discretion, Agency shall have the right to assign or
sublet its interest in this Lease, but Agency shall not be released from liability.



(b) Termination of Agency's Right to Possession . City may terminate Agency's
right to possession of the Premises at any time . No act by City other than giving notice
of termination to Agency shall terminate this Lease. Acts of maintenance , efforts to relet
the Premises , or the appointment of a receiver on City's initiative to protect City's interest
under this Lease shall not constitute a termination of Agency's right to possession.



(c) City's Right to Cure Agency's Default . City, at any time after Agency
commits a default , may, at City's sole option , cure the default at Agency's cost. If City at
any time, by reason of Agency's default, undertakes any act to cure or attempt to cure
such default that requires the payment of any sums , or otherwise incurs any costs,
damages, or liabilities, (including without limitation, attorneys ' fees), all such sums,
costs, damages or liabilities paid by City shall be due immediately from Agency to City
at the time the sum is paid , and if paid by Agency at a later date shall bear interest at the
lesser of ten percent (10%) or the maximum non-usurious rate City is permitted by Law
to charge from the date such sum is paid by City until City is reimbursed by Agency.



The remedies set forth in this Section 21.2 are not exclusive ; they are cumulative and in addition
to any and all other rights or remedies of City now or later allowed by Law. Agency's
obligations hereunder shall survive any termination of this Lease.



21.3 Damages. If City elects to terminate this Lease under Section 21.2(b), then in
addition to any other damages City may be entitled to at law or in equity, City has the rights and
remedies to recover from Agency any amounts necessary to compensate City for the detriment
proximately caused by Agency's default, or which, in the ordinary course of events, would likely
result, including, but not limited to, attorneys' fees and court costs, the costs of carrying the
Premises such as repairs, maintenance, operation of Premises in accordance with Permitted Uses
(including without limitation, costs of staff for such operation of the Premises), taxes and
insurance premiums, utilities, security precautions and the reasonable costs and expenses
incurred by City in (i) retaking possession of the Premises; (ii) cleaning and making repairs and
alterations to the Premises , and (iii) removing, transporting and storing any of Agency's property
left at the Premises (although City shall have no obligation so to do). Efforts by City to mitigate
the damages caused by Agency's breach of the Lease do not waive City's rights to recover
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damages upon termination.



21.4. Certain Transfers after Termination . Following any termination of this Lease
and to the term of the Redevelopment Plans, the City covenants for the benefit of Owner that the
City shall take no action with respect to the Premises (including placing jurisdiction over the
Premises in any City department) which would (a) preclude or materially increase the cost of
compliance with the Redevelopment Plans or applicable Plan Documents or (b) do any of the
following: (i) affect the rights or obligations of Owner under the applicable Plan documents, (ii)
alter the permitted use, (iii ) decrease the height of any building, (iv) delay development, (v)
reduce the density or intensity of the development contemplated under the applicable Plan
Documents, or (vi) otherwise take any action inconsistent with the North ICA or. South ICA, as
applicable. The obligations of the City hereunder shall survive any termination of the Lease for
the term of the Redevelopment Plans.



22. Litigation Expenses ; Attorneys' Fees.



22.1 Litigation Expenses. If either party hereto brings an action or proceeding
(including any cross-complaint or counterclaim) against the other party by reason of a default, or
otherwise arising out of this Lease, the prevailing party in such action or proceeding shall be
entitled to recover from the other party its costs and expenses of suit, including but not limited to
reasonable attorneys' fees, which shall be payable whether or not such action is prosecuted to
judgment. "Prevailing party" within the meaning of this Section 22 shall include, without
limitation, a party who substantially obtains or defeats, as the case may be, the relief sought in
the action, whether by compromise, settlement, judgment or the abandonment by the other party
of its claim or defense.



22.2 Appeals. Attorneys' fees under this Section 22 shall include attorneys' fees and
all other reasonable costs and expenses incurred in connection with any appeal to a judgment
arising from an action described in Section 22.1.



22.3 City Attorney/Agency General Counsel. For purposes of this Lease, reasonable
fees of attorneys of the City's Office of the City Attorney and of the Agency General Counsel's
Office shall be based on the fees regularly charged by private attorneys with an equivalent
number of years of professional experience (calculated by reference to earliest year of admission
to the Bar of any State) who practice in San Francisco in law firms with approximately the same
number of attorneys as employed by the Office of the City Attorney.



23. City's Entry on Premises.



23.1 Entry for Inspection . City and its authorized Agents shall have the right to enter
the Premises without notice at any time during normal business hours of generally recognized
business days, provided that Agency or Agency's Agents are present on the Premises, for the
purpose of inspecting the Premises to determine whether the Premises are in good condition and
whether Agency is complying with its obligations under this Lease.



23.2 General Entry . In addition to its ri ghts pursuant to Section 23.1, City and its
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authorized Agents shall have the right to enter the Premises at all reasonable times for any
reasonable purpose, including, but not limited to the following:



and/or
(a) To perform any services which City has the right or obligation to perform;



(b) To serve, post, or keep posted any notices required or allowed under the
provisions of this Lease.



23.3 No Liability. City shall not be liable in any manner, and Agency hereby waives
any claim for damages, for any inconvenience, disturbance, loss of business, nuisance, or other
damage, (Rent paid at Commencement Date), arising out of City's entry onto the Premises as
provided in this Section 23, except damage resulting solely from the gross negligence or willful
misconduct of City or its authorized representatives.



23.4 Non-Disturbance . City shall use its best efforts to conduct its activities on the
Premises as allowed in this Section 23 in a manner which, to the extent reasonably practicable,
will cause the least possible inconvenience, annoyance or disturbance to Agency.



24. Surrender and Ouitclaim.



24.1 Surrender . Upon termination of this Lease Agency shall surrender to City the
Premises and all Improvements thereon in good condition (except for ordinary wear and tear
occurring after the last necessary maintenance made by Agency), except for Artwork or personal
property which Agency has the right to remove under the provisions of Section 12.2. Agency
shall repair any damage to the Premises for which Agency is liable under this Lease.



City may elect to retain or dispose of any personal property which Agency does not
remove from the Premises as allowed or required by this Lease by giving at least ten (10) days'
prior written notice of such election to Agency. Agency waives all claims against City for any
damage to Agency resulting from City's retention or disposition of any personal property or
Artwork left on the Premises after the expiration of the Term hereof. Agency shall be liable to
City for all costs incurred by City for storing, removing or disposing of any Artwork or Agency's
personal property.



If Agency fails to surrender the Premises as required by this Section 24 .1, Agency shall
hold City harmless from all damages resulting from Agency's failure to surrender the Premises,
including, but not limited to , claims made by a succeeding tenant resulting from Agency's failure
to surrender the Premises . No act or conduct of City, shall constitute an acceptance of the
surrender of the Premises by Agency before the expiration of the Term. Only a notice from City
to Agency shall constitute acceptance of the surrender of the Premises and accomplish a
termination of this Lease.



24.2 Quitclaim . Upon termination of this Lease, the Premises shall automatically, and
without further act or conveyance on the part of Agency or City, become the property of City,
free and clear of all liens ( including without limitation , any liens created pursuant to the CFD)
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and leasehold mortgages ( which are expressly prohibited ) and without payment therefor by City
and shall be surrendered to City upon such date. Upon or at any time after the date of
termination of this Lease , if requested by City, Agency shall promptly deliver to City, without
charge , a quitclaim deed to the Premises and any other instrument reasonably requested by City
to evidence or otherwise effect the termination of Agency' s leasehold estate hereunder and to
effect such transfer or vesting of title to the Premises or any Improvements or Alterations that
City agrees are to remain part of the Premises pursuant to the provisions of Section 12 . 3 above.



25. Holding Over . Any holding over after the expiration of the Term with the consent of City
shall be deemed a month-to-month tenancy and shall be upon each and every one of the terms,
conditions and covenants of this Lease , except that , at City's election , the Rent shall be adjusted
to the then current market rate as reasonably determined by City. Either party may cancel said
month -to-month tenancy upon thirty (30) days' written notice to the other party.



26. Mineral Reservation. The State of California, pursuant to Section 2 of Chapter 1333 of the
Statutes of 1968, as amended, has reserved all subsurface mineral deposits, including oil and gas
deposits, on or underlying those portions of the Premises located within the jurisdiction of the
Port. In accordance with the provisions of said Statutes, City and Agency shall and hereby do
grant to the State of California the right to explore, drill for and extract said subsurface minerals,
including oil and gas deposits, from the Mineral Reservation area located by the California Grid
System as more particularly described as follows: [to be inserted] [only for leases within Port's
jurisdiction].



27. City Requirements.



27.1 Non-Discrimination . Agency shall not, in the operation and use of the Premises,
discriminate against any person or group of persons solely because of race, color, creed, national
origin, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, disability or acquired immune deficiency syndrome
(AIDS) or AIDS related condition (ARC). The provisions of Chapters 12B.2 and 12C.2 of the
San Francisco Administrative Code, relating to nondiscrimination by parties contracting with the
City and County of San Francisco, are incorporated herein by this reference and made a part
hereof as though fully set forth herein. Agency agrees to comply with the terms of the North
OPA, South OPA, Redevelopment Plans, and Plan Documents.



27.2 Program in Diversity/Economic Development Program. The Parties hereby
acknowledge that the Owner has agreed to comply with the Program in Diversity/Economic
Development Program obligations and requirements, including without limitation, the First
Source Hiring and Prevailing Wage requirements, as set forth in and attached to the North OPA
and the South OPA, respectively. Agency hereby agrees to use reasonable efforts to enforce
Owner's obligations under such programs.



27.3 MacBride Principles -Northern Ireland . The City and County of San Francisco
urges companies doing business in Northern Ireland to move toward resolving employment
inequities and encourages then to abide by the MacBride Principles as expressed in San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 12F.1, et se q. The City and County of San Francisco
also urges San Francisco companies to do business with corporations that abide by the MacBride
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Principles. Agency acknowledges that it has read and understands the above statement of the
City and County of San Francisco concerning doing business in Northern Ireland.



27.4 Tropical Hardwood and Virgin Redwood Ban. The City and County of San
Francisco urges companies not to import, purchase , obtain or use for any purpose , any tropical
hardwood , tropical hardwood wood product , virgin redwood or virgin redwood wood product.
Except as expressly permitted by the application of Sections 121.3.b and 121 .4.b of the San
Francisco Administrative Code, Agency shall not provide any items to the construction of
Agency Improvements or the Alterations , or otherwise in the performance of this Lease which
are tropical hardwoods , tropical hardwood wood products , virgin redwood , or virgin redwood
wood products . In the event Agency fails to comply in good faith with any of the provisions of
Sectioti 121 of the San Francisco Administrative Code , Agency shall be liable for liquidated
damages for each violation in any amount equal to Agency ' s net profit on the contract , or five
percent (5%) of the total amount of the contract dollars , whichever is greater.



27.5 Pesticide Prohibition. Agencyshall comply with the provisions of Section 39.9 of
Chapter 39 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (the "Pesticide Ordinance") which
(i) prohibit the use of certain pesticides on City property, (ii) require the posting of certain
notices and the maintenance of certain records regarding pesticide usage and (iii) require Agency
to submit to the Port of San Francisco as to those portions of the Premises designated in Exhibit
B as "Port Property" and to the Department of Administrative Services, Real Estate Division of
the City as to all other portions of the Premises an integrated pest management ("1PM") plan that
(a) lists, to the extent reasonably possible, the types and estimated quantities of pesticides that
tenant may need to apply to the Premises during the terms of this Lease, (b) describes the steps
Agency will take to meet the City's 1PM Policy described in section 39.1 of the Pesticide
Ordinance and (c) identifies, by name, title, address and telephone number, an individual to act
as the Agency's primary IPM contact person with the City. In addition, Agency shall comply
with the requirements of Sections 39.4(b) of the Pesticide Ordinance as of January 1, 2000.



27.6 First Source Hiring Ordinance . The City has adopted a First Source Hiring
Ordinance (Board of Supervisors Ordinance No. 264-98) which establishes specific
requirements, procedures and monitoring for first source hiring of qualified economically
disadvantaged individuals for entry level positions. The Agency hereby acknowledges that
Owner has committed to certain obligations in connection with first source hiring, referral and
job training, all as set forth in Schedule 4 to Exhibit H of the North OPA and the South OPA.
Agency hereby agrees to use reasonable efforts to enforce Owner's obligations regarding first
source hiring, referral and job training under the North OPA and the South OPA.



27.7 Drug-Free Workplace. Agency acknowledges that pursuant to the Federal Drug-
Free Workplace Act of 1989, the unlawful manufacture, distribution, possession or use of a
controlled substance is prohibited on City premises. Agencyagrees that any violation of this
prohibition by Agency, its Agents or assigns shall be deemed a material breach of this Lease.]



27.8 Prohibition of Tobacco Advertising. Agency acknowledges and agrees that no
advertising of cigarettes or tobacco products is allowed on any real property owned by or under
the control of the City, including the Premises. This prohibition includes the placement of the
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name of a company producing selling or distributing cigarettes or tobacco products or the name
of any cigarette or tobacco product in any promotion of any event or product. This prohibition
does not apply to any advertisement sponsored by a state, local or nonprofit entity designed to
communication the health hazards of cigarettes and tobacco products or to encourage people not
to smoke or to stop smoking.



27.9 Prevailing Wages. The Parties hereby acknowledge that the Owner has agreed to
comply with the Program in Diversity/Economic Development Program obligations and
requirements, including the requirement to pay prevailing wages, as set forth in and attached to
the North OPA and the South OPA, respectively. Agency hereby agrees to use reasonable
efforts to enforce Owner's obligations under such programs.



28. Notices. Except as otherwise expressly provided in this Lease or by Law, any and all
notices or communications required or permitted by this Lease or by Law to be served on, given
to or delivered to either party by the other party shall be in writing and shall be given by one of
the following methods: (a) delivering the notice in person, (b) sending the notice by United
States Mail, first class, postage prepaid, or sending the notice by overnight courier or mail, with
postage prepaid, to the mailing address set forth below. Copies of all such notices or
communications sent by either City or the Agency pursuant to this Lease to the other party shall
also be sent concurrently to Owner. Subject to the restrictions set forth below and only for the
convenience of the parties, copies of notices also may be given by telefacsimile to the fax
number set forth below. Either party may change such party's mailing address or telefacsimile
number at any time by giving written notice of such change to the other party in the manner
provided above at least ten (10) days prior to the effective date of the change. All notices under
this Lease shall be deemed to be duly served, given, delivered, made or communicated on the
date personal delivery actually occurs or, if mailed, on the date of deposit in the United States
Mail. A person or party may not give official or binding notice by telefacsimile. Service of
process at Agency's address set forth below or other address, notice of which is given in
accordance with the terms of this Section 28, shall be valid and binding upon such party.



Address for City:



Acting by
And through
Its Board of
Supervisors: Director of Property



City of San Francisco
25 Van Ness Avenue , Suite 401
San Francisco , CA 94102
FAX NO: (415) 552-9216
Telephone No: (415) 554-9880



Copy to: City Attorney's Office
City of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Jr. Place,



Room 234
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San Francisco , CA 94102-4682
Attention: Donnell W. Choy



Deputy City Attorney
FAX NO: (415) 554-4755
Telephone No: (415) 554-4736



Acting by
And through
Its Port: Director of Real Estate



City of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco , CA 94111
FAX NO: (415) 274-0578
Telephone No: (415) 274-0400



Copy to: City Attorney's Office
Port of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco, CA 94111
Attention : Neil Sekhri



Deputy City Attorney
FAX NO: (415) 274-0494
Telephone No: (415) 274-0484



Address for Agency: San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
770 Golden Gate Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco , CA 94102
FAX NO: (415) 749-2525
Telephone No: (415) 749-2400
Executive Director



Copy to: Agency General Counsel 's Office
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
770 Golden Gate Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
FAX NO: (415) 749-2590
Telephone No: (415) 749-2454



Address for Owner:



Catellus Operating Limited Partnership
201 Mission Street
San Francisco , CA 94105
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Atten: Asset Management



Copy to: Catellus Operating Limited Partnership
201 Mission Street
San Francisco , CA 94105
Atten : General Counsel



And to: Catellus Operating Limited Partnership
255 Chanel Street
San Francisco , CA 94107
Atten : Mission Bay Development Office



29 Time is of the Essence . Time is of the essence as to each and every provision of this Lease.



30. Sins . Except as permitted under the North OPA and the South OPA, respectively, and the
Master Signage and Streetscape Plans, Agency shall not have the right to place, construct or
maintain any sign, advertisement, awning, banner or other exterior decoration on the Premises
without City's prior written consent.



31. Miscellaneous Provisions.



31.1 California Law. This Lease shall be construed and interpreted in accordance with
the Laws of the State of California and City's Charter.



31.2 Entire Agreement. This Lease and its Exhibits contains all of the representations
and the entire agreement between the parties with respect to the subject matter of this Lease.
Any prior correspondence, memoranda, agreements, warranties, or written or oral representations
relating to such subject matter are superseded in total by this Lease. No prior drafts of this Lease
or changes from those drafts to the executed version of this Lease shall be introduced as evidence
in any litigation or other dispute resolution proceeding by any party or other person, and no court
or other body should consider those drafts in interpreting this Lease.



31.3 Amendments . No amendment of this Lease or any part thereof shall be valid
unless it is in writing and signed by all of the parties hereto and approved in writing by Owner.



31.4 Severability . Except as is otherwise specifically provided for in this Lease,
invalidation of any provision of this Lease, or of its application to any person, by judgment or
court order, shall not affect any other provision of this Lease or its application to any other
person or circumstance, and the remaining portions of this Lease shall continue in full force and
effect, unless enforcement of this Lease as invalidated would be unreasonable or grossly
inequitable under all of the circumstances or would frustrate the purposes of this Lease.



31.5 No Party Drafter ; Captions . The provisions of this Lease shall be construed as a
whole according to their common meaning and not strictly for or against any party in order to
achieve the objectives and purposes of the parties. Any. caption preceding the text of any section,
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paragraph or subsection or in the table of contents is included only for convenience of reference
and shall be disregarded in the construction and interpretation of this Lease.



31.6 Singular , Plural , Gender. Whenever required by the context, the singular shall
include the plural and vice versa, and the masculine gender shall include the feminine or neuter
genders, and vice versa.



31.7 Successors. The terms, covenants, agreements and conditions set forth in this
Lease shall bind and inure to the benefit of City and Agency and, except as otherwise provided
herein, their personal representatives and successors and assigns.



?1.8 Counterparts. For convenience, the signatures of the parties to this Lease may
be executed and acknowledged on separate pages which, when attached to this Lease, shall
constitute this as one complete Lease. This Lease may be executed in any number of
counterparts each of which shall be deemed to be an original and all of which shall constitute one
and the same Lease.



31.9 Waiver . No failure by City to insist upon the strict performance of any obligation
of Agency under this Lease or to exercise any right , power or remedy arising out of a breach
thereof, irrespective of the length of time for which such failure continues , and no acceptance of
full or partial Rent during the continuance of any such breach shall constitute a waiver of such
breach or of City 's rights to demand strict compliance with such term , covenant or condition.
City's consent to or approval of any act by Agency requiring City's consent or approval shall not
be deemed to waive or render unnecessary City's consent to or approval of any subsequent act by
Agency. Any waiver by City of any default must be in writing and shall not be a waiver of any
other default concerning the same or any other provision of this Lease.



31.10 Further Assurances. The parties hereto agree to execute and acknowledge such
other and further documents as may be necessary or reasonably required to carry out the mutual
intent of the parties as expressed in this Lease.



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, CITY and Agency execute this Lease at San Francisco,
California , as of the date set forth above.



CITY:
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
municipal corporation,



AGENCY:
Redevelopment Agency a
of the City and County of
San Francisco



By
WILLIE L. BROWN, JR.
Mayor ^ Executive Director
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By.
1_14A/^C__) / -,"Director of Property



^l APPROVED AS TO FORM:



DENNIS J . HERRERA,
City Attorney



APPROVED AS TO FORM:



JAMES B. MORALES,
General Counsel



By,,g(_ By
eputy City Attorney ,9 Deputy General Counsel



http- 33.)0.1.245..xrhenp .• COn Ma ll.ri lnbox / P-I Perk Ground L.e..-4.01L, FINLLEIS DOC











SAN FRANCISCO PORT COMMISSION



DOUGLAS F. WONG„^
Executive Director



APPROVED AS TO FORM:



DENNIS J. HERRERA,
City Attorney



vB
Deputy Cit torneD Y Y
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CONSENT



The undersigned , on behalf of Owner, in executing this Lease for the sole purpose
of approving the form of this Lease , as contemplated by the CLTA, the PLTA, and the
Catellus Lease ; provided , however , that nothing continued herein shall be deemed to
impose any obligations or liabilities upon Owner under the Lease, hereby consents to the
foregoing Ground Lease.



CATELLUS OPERATING LIMITED PARTNERSHIP,
a Delaware limited partnership (as successor by merger



to Catellus Development Corporation)



By: Catellus Development Corporation,
a Delaware corporation (formerly known as Catellus SubCo, Inc.),



Its: Sole general partner,



By: Catellus Urban
corporation, its a



By:



elopment Corporation, a Delaware
zed agent



Name:
Title:











EXHIBIT "A"



Open Space Development Parcels
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EXHIBIT A



Page 1 of 2
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT "B"



Premises
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EXHIBIT "B-1"
(PI PARK)



All that certain real property situate in the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California, more particularly described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 2 and State Trust Parcel 7, as described in that
certain Patent from the State of California to the City of San Francisco, as Trustee,
recorded on July 19, 1999 at Reel H429. Image 518, of Official Records, in the Office of
the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco, State of California.



All streets and street lines hereinafter mentioned are in accordance with that certain map
entitled "Map of Mission Bay", recorded on July 19, 1999, in Book Z of Maps, at pages
97-119, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California.



BEGINNING at the intersection of the southeasterly line of Channel Street (200' wide)
with the southwesterly line of Fourth Street (102.50' wide); thence, along said
southwesterly line of Fourth Street, SOUTH 43°41'53" EAST, 93.67 feet, to a tangent
curve concave southwesterly, having a radius of 440.00 feet; thence, southerly along said
curve, through a central angle of 15°18'36", an arc length of 117.57 feet; thence, SOUTH
46°18'07" WEST, 142.57 feet; thence, SOUTH 43°41'25" WEST, 65.84 feet, to a line
parallel with, and distant 65.00 feet northwesterly, measured at right angles, of that line
called for in said State Trust Parcel 2, cited in the above said Patent, as course, NORTH
46°18'07" EAST, 750.68 feet; thence, along said parallel line, SOUTH 46°18'07"
WEST, 583.49 feet, to a tangent curve concave northerly, having a radius of 59.50 feet,
southwesterly and westerly, along said curve, through a central angle of 67°53'05", an
arc length of 70.50 feet; thence, NORTH 65°48'48"WEST, 40.58 feet, to a tangent curve,
concave southerly, having a radius of 85.50 feet; thence, westerly, along said curve,
through a central angle of 32°49'49", an arc length of 48.99 feet, to the southwesterly line
of former Fifth Street, as shown on the above said "Map of Mission Bay"; thence, along
said southwesterly line, NORTH 43°41'53"WEST, 110.35 feet, to the said southeasterly
line of Channel Street (200'wide); thence, along said southeasterly line, NORTH 46°18'
07" EAST, 907.95 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.



Containing 187,735 sq. ft., more or less.



Prepared by: k K



LS 5099, expires 6/30/07
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Exhibit "B-1.1"



Excepting there from the following reservations, the terms and uses of which are
individually described as follows:



Joint Trench Easement - The City and County of San Francisco reserves from the
SFRA Ground Leased Parcel the non-exclusive right to be held by the City and County of
San Francisco, in its corporate capacity, for the future benefit of the City and County of
San Francisco, its permittees, grantees, licensees, employees, and contractors and various
utility providers, including but not limited to, the City and County of San Francisco
Bureau of Lighting, Heat & Power, Department of Telecommunications & Information
Services and Public Utilities Commission; Pacific Gas & Electric; Pacific Bell; RCN;
AT&T; etc., in, upon, and over that portion of the SFRA Ground Leased Parcel (Exhibit
B-1.1) described herein, to the extent necessary for access, construction, operation,
repair, removal and maintenance of utility facilities and appurtenances such as pipes,
conduits, cables, wires, poles, and other convenient structures, equipment and fixtures for
the operation of gas pipelines, telegraphic, telecommunication and telephone lines, street
lighting facilities, and facilities



Legal Description



All that certain real property situate in the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California, more particularly described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 2, as described in that certain Patent from the State
of California to the City of San Francisco, as Trustee, recorded on July 19, 1999 at Reel
H429, Image 518, of Official Records, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and
County of San Francisco, State of California.



All streets and street lines hereinafter mentioned are in accordance with that certain map
entitled "Map of Mission Bay", recorded on July 19, 1999, in Book Z of Maps, at pages
97-119, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California.



COMMENCING at the intersection of the southeasterly line of Channel Street (200'
wide) with the southwesterly line of Fourth Street (102.50' wide); thence, along said
southwesterly line of Fourth Street, SOUTH 43°41'53" EAST, 93.67 feet, to a tangent
curve concave southwesterly, having a radius of 440.00 feet; thence, southerly, along said
curve, through a central angle of 15°18'36", an arc length of 117.57 feet, to the TRUE
POINT OF BEGINNING, said point being the beginning of a non-tangent line, and to
which point a radial line bears, NORTH 61° 36' 43" EAST; thence, along said non-
tangent line, being also the southeasterly line of this description, SOUTH 46°18'07"
WEST, 142.57 feet; thence, continuing along said southeasterly line, SOUTH 43°41'25"
WEST, 65.84 feet, to a line parallel with, and distant 65.00 feet northwesterly, measured
at right angles, to the line cited in the above said Patent as course: NORTH 46°18'07"











EAST, 750.68 feet; thence , along said parallel line, SOUTH 46°18'07" WEST, 683.99
feet, to the southwesterly line of former Fifth Street (82.50 feet wide), as said street is
shown on the above said map (Z Maps 97-119); thence , along said southwesterly line of
former Fifth Street, NORTH 43°41'53"WEST, 11.50 feet, to a line parallel with and
distant northwesterly 11.50 feet, measured at right angles to the southeasterly line of this
description herein described ; thence, along said parallel line the following courses and
distances : NORTH 46°18'07"EAST, 683.73 feet; NORTH 43°41'25"EAST, 65.84 feet;
and, NORTH 46°18'07"EAST, 145.82 feet , to a point on the herein described tangent
curve having a radius of 440.00 feet, and to which point a radial line bears NORTH
60°03'54"EAST; thence southerly along said curve, through a central angle of 1°32'49",
an arc length of 11.88 feet , to the POINT OF BEGINNING.



Containing 10,280 Sq. Ft., more or less.
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Pacific Gas & Electric Easement - The City and County of San Francisco reserves from
the SFRA Ground Leased Parcel the non-exclusive right to be held by the City and
County of San Francisco, in its corporate capacity, for the future benefit of Pacific Gas &
Electric in, upon, and over that portion of the SFRA Ground Leased Parcel (Exhibit A)
described herein, to the extent necessary for access, construction, operation, repair,
removal and maintenance of utility facilities and appurtenances such as pipes, conduits,
cables, wires, poles, and other convenient structures, equipment and fixtures for the
operation of gas pipelines, telecommunication and facilities for the transportation or
distribution of electric energy.



All that real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco , State of
California, described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 2, as described in that certain Patent from the State
of California to the City of San Francisco, as Trustee, recorded on July 19, 1999 at Reel
H429, Image 518, of Official Records, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and
County of San Francisco, State of California.



Legal Description



All streets and street lines hereinafter mentioned are in accordance with that certain map
entitled "Map of Mission Bay", recorded on July 19, 1999, in Book Z of Maps, at pages
97-119, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California.



An area, 20 feet in width (measured at right angles), centered around the future
Pacific Gas & Electric facilities extending northerly from the northwesterly right-of-way
line of future Channel to an electrical transformer, lighting and irrigation service panel
pad and westerly from the electrical transformer, lighting and irrigation service pad to an
electrical service panel near the concession building, as generally shown northwesterly of
station 22+00 on the improvement plans prepared for Catellus Development Corporation
(as Permittee) by RBF Consulting, entitled "Mission Creek Park, Block P1 - 100%
Submittal" approved by the Director, San Francisco Department of Public Works, on
January 18, 2002, and as may be further amended and approved from time to time by or
on behalf of the Director. Said easement is shown in its approximate location on the
attached plat map B-1.2 to be used for reference only.
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Combined Sewer Easement - The City and County of San Francisco reserves from the
SFRA Ground Leased Parcel a non-exclusive right to held by the City and County of San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission and its permitted grantees , licensees , employees
and contractors, in, upon, and over that portion of the SFRA Ground Leased Parcel
(Exhibit A) described herein, to the extent necessary for access, construction, operation,
repair, removal and maintenance of an existing facility and appurtenances such as pipes,
conduits, cables, wires, poles, and other convenient structures, equipment and fixtures for
the operation of a combined sewer system.



Legal Description



All that real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California, described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 7, as described in that certain Patent from the State
of California to the City of San Francisco, as Trustee, recorded on July 19, 1999 at Reel
H429, Image 518, of Official Records, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and
County of San Francisco, State of California.



All streets and street lines hereinafter mentioned are in accordance with that certain map
entitled "Map of Mission Bay", recorded on July 19, 1999, in Book Z of Maps, at pages
97-119, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California.



A strip of land 20 feet in width, lying 10 feet (measured at right angles) on each
side of the centerline of the City and County of San Francisco Combined Sewer Facility
as it now exists. The sidelines of said easement shall be lengthened or shortened so as to
extend from the from the southwesterly right-of-way line of Fourth Street (102.5 feet
wide) to the southwesterly property line of the above described SFRA Lease Parcel
(Exhibit A) and create a continuous easement throughout. Said easement is shown in its
approximate location on the attached plat map B-1.3 to be used for reference only.











U)-i



4 2



z 0
M 0 0
70



-^u
> 0
rcn
0



C.-)
v



-i



82.50'
z



w
0
U



m DD C-)



m-n000)
-K E: rq
M -^ U) (0 NZ



(former fifth st.) m3m
AZx



M
0



2ra0 V)
NKN-A'>



`°z(D-u 0
m 0 o



0 M00rM --A
^0



0 (A rn C
0



2



N



N 46'18 '07"E 907.95'



0
m



STATE TRUST PARCEL 2. )
N
41 CITY PROPERTY 1 I omzU! (H429 OR 518) R=440:60'



\I t I



U) L=117`.57'
W A=16 a8'3



C1 rl



N46'1 8'07"E



I



583.49'



CHANNEL (65' WIDE)



rn



0
0



1Q N65'48 '48"W 40.58'



R=59.50' R=85.50'
C1= L=70.50' C2= L=48.99'



Q-=67'53'05" f-=32'49'49"



e: 12/11 3



rwh



L4



n
0U



>z0--u
rmc im)rn 9



mzn0rn00
mz



8711/1
Z M 97-1 19



100'



o)



N43'41'25"E
65.84'



Storm Drain Easement
per H570 OR 0352



Mission Bay Project
San Francisco, California



EXHIBIT B-1.3 COMBINED SEWER EASEMENT
PLAT TO ACCOMPANY



LEGAL DESCRIPTION



sheet 1



of



sheet 1



z











MUNI Duct Bank Easement - The City and County of San Francisco reserve from the
SFRA Ground Leased Parcel the non-exclusive right to be held by the City and County of
San Francisco Department of Transportation, MUNI, and its permittees, grantees,
licensees, employees, and contractors, in, upon, and over that portion of the SFRA
Ground Leased Parcel (Exhibit A) described herein, to the extent necessary for access,
construction, operation, repair, removal and maintenance of future duct bank facilities
and appurtenances such as pipes, conduits, cables, wires, poles, and other convenient
structures, equipment and fixtures for the operation of a light rail and bus transportation
system.



Legal Description



All that real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California, described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 2 and 7, as described in that certain Patent from the
State of California to the City of San Francisco, as Trustee, recorded on July 19, 1999 at
Reel H429, Image 518, of Official Records, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and
County of San Francisco, State of California.



All streets and street lines hereinafter mentioned are in accordance with that certain map
entitled "Map of Mission Bay", recorded on July 19, 1999, in Book Z of Maps, at pages
97-119, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California.



Two areas, each 15 feet in width, lying 7.50 feet, measured at right angles, on
each side of the centerline of the MUNI Duct Bank Facility as it now exists, as generally
shown on the improvement plans prepared by MUNI, entitled "Third Street Light Rail
Transit Mission Creek and Islais Creek Duct Banks" "contract MR #1148" and approved
by the Director of Transportation, MUNI, on April 5, 2001, and as may be further
amended and approved from time to time by or on behalf of the Director.



The sidelines of said easement shall be lengthened or shortened so as to extend from the
southeasterly line of Channel Street (200 feet wide) southerly to the northwesterly right-
of-way line of future Channel (65 feet wide) and create continuous easements throughout.
Said easements are shown in their approximate locations on the attached plat map B-1.4
to be used for reference only.
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Carmen's Parking Easement - The non-exclusive right to be held by the City and
County of San Francisco, and the City acting by and through the San Francisco Port
Commission in, upon, and over that portion of the SFRA Ground Leased Parcel (Exhibit
A) described herein, to the extent necessary for access, cleaning, operation, policing,
repair and maintenance of facilities, appurtenances, signs, and other fixtures for vehicular
parking for the benefit of the adjacent tenant leased area now known as Carmen's
Restaurant. Said easement is shown in their approximate locations on the attached plat
map B-1.5 to be used for reference only.



Legal Description



All that certain real property situate in the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California, more particularly described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 2 and State Trust Parcel 7, as described in that
certain Patent from the State of California to the City of San Francisco, as Trustee,
recorded on July 19, 1999, in Reel H429 Image 518, in the Office of the Recorder of the
City and County of San Francisco, State of California.



All street and street lines hereinafter mentioned are in accordance with that certain map
entitled "Map of Mission Bay", recorded on July 19, 1999, in Book Z of Maps, at pages
97-119, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California.



Commencing at the intersection of the southeasterly line of Channel Street (200.00 feet
wide) and the southwesterly line of Fourth Street (102.50 feet wide); thence, along said
southwesterly line of Fourth Street, SOUTH 43°41'53'EAST, 76.30 feet, to the
beginning of a non-tangent curve concave to the southeast, having a radius of 15.00 feet,
to which a radial line bears, NORTH 52°53'32" WEST, said point being the POINT OF
BEGINNING of this description; thence, southerly along said non-tangent curve,
through a central angle of 83° 55'08", an arc length of 21.97 feet; thence, SOUTH
39°54'25"EAST, 40.96 feet, to the beginning of a non-tangent curve concave to the
northeast, having a radius of 15.00 feet, to which a radial line bears, SOUTH 38°53'28"
WEST; thence, easterly along said non-tangent curve, through a central angle of
72°21'49", an arc length of 18.94 feet, to a point on a non-tangent curve concave to the
southwest, having a radius of 440.00 feet, to which point a radial line bears, NORTH 53°
04'57" EAST; thence, northwesterly along said non-tangent curve, through a central
angle 6°46'50", an arc length of 52.07 feet; thence, NORTH 43°41'53" WEST, 17.37
feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.



Containing 820 Sq. Feet., more or less.
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As to each of the reservations set forth in this Exhibit B-1.1, City shall give the Agency
written notice five (5) business days prior to any entrance by City or any of City's
officers, agents , employees , contractors (including all sub-tier contractors), and
consultants upon any of the easement areas for the purposes set forth herein ; provided,
however, in the event of an emergency, no prior notice shall be required but City shall
provide notice retroactively within forty- eight (48) hours of any such entry. The written
notice shall state (i) the purpose of such entry, (ii) the date, time and estimated duration
of such entry, and (iii) a detailed description of the type of activities City will undertake
during such entry. If, after receiving such written notice, the Agency determines that
City's entrance upon any portion of the easement areas involves any excavation within



such easement areas or otherwise will cause a significant disruption of the use of the
Premises for the purposes intended by this Ground Lease, all as reasonably determined by
the Agency, the Agency may require City to modify the timing of City's entry or to
undertake other measures (including without limitation , the restoration or repair of any
portion of the easement areas damaged by City's entry thereon) to ensure the safety of
and the public's use of the Premises and to mitigate other adverse effects upon the
easement areas and the Premises.



The above Legal Descriptions and Plat Maps were prepared by me or under my direction.



rs
LS 5099, expires 6/30/07








			page 1


			page 2


			page 3


			page 4


			page 5


			page 6


			page 7


			page 8


			page 9


			page 10


			page 11


			page 12


			page 13


			page 14


			page 15


			page 16


			page 17


			page 18


			page 19


			page 20


			page 21


			page 22


			page 23


			page 24


			page 25


			page 26


			page 27


			page 28


			page 29


			page 30


			page 31


			page 32


			page 33


			page 34


			page 35


			page 36


			page 37


			page 38


			page 39


			page 40


			page 41


			page 42


			page 43


			page 44


			page 45


			page 46


			page 47


			page 48


			page 49


			page 50


			page 51


			page 52


			page 53


			page 54


			page 55


			page 56


			page 57


			page 58










SECOND AMENDMENT TO 
GROUND LEASE 



BY AND BETWEEN 



THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 



AND 



REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 



Mission Bay 
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SECOND AMENDMENT TO 
AGENCY GROUND LEASE 



(Adding Park P21 and Amending Maintenance Obligations) 



THIS SECOND AMENDMENT TO AGENC yROUND LEASE ("Amendment"), 
dated for reference purposes only as of 	 , 	99,  by and between the CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation ("City"), and with respect to those 
portions of the subject premises located within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Port 
Commission (the "Port"), the City acting by and through the Port, as landlord, and the 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a 
public body corporate and politic of the State of California (together with any successor public 
agency designated by or pursuant to law, the "Agency"), as tenant, is made with reference to the 
following facts: 



RECITALS 



A. The City and the Agency entered into that certain Agency Ground Lease, dated as of 
November 16, 2001(the "Original Ground Lease"), as amended by that certain First Amendment 
to Ground Lease, dated as of June 29, 2006 (the "First Amendment"), pursuant to which the City 
agreed to lease to the Agency and the Agency agreed to lease from the City certain premises (the 
"Premises") referred to as the Open Space Development Parcels (as defined in the Original 
Ground Lease) on terms and conditions set forth therein. The Original Ground Lease, as 
amended by the First Amendment, is referred to herein as the "Ground Lease." Capitalized terms 
not otherwise defined herein shall have the meanings given in the Ground Lease. 



B. The Ground Lease is one of several agreements implementing the improvement of 
open space, parks, and plazas as contemplated by the Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay 
North Redevelopment Project ("Mission Bay North"), approved by the City on October 26, 
1998, by Ordinance No. 327-98, and the Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South.  
Redevelopment Project ("Mission Bay South"), approved by the City on November 2, 1998, by 
Ordinance No. 335-98 (each a "Redevelopment Plan" and collectively, the "Redevelopment 
Plans"). 



C. The Recitals to the Ground Lease describe certain of the other agreements 
implementing the improvement of open space, parks, and plazas as contemplated by the 
Redevelopment Plans, including the agreements defined therein as the "Catellus Lease", the 
"North OPA, and the "South OPA". Pursuant to the Catellus Lease, the City leases portions of 
the Premises and other lands to Catellus and its permitted transferees (collectively "Owner"). 
Among other matters, the Catellus Lease requires Owner to perform certain improvements to 
portions of the Premises on a phased basis, and provides that at such time as the Owner is 
prepared to construct public open space, parks or plazas on a portion of the Premises, the Owner 
will surrender the applicable portion of the Premises to the City, the Catellus Lease will be 
terminated with respect to such portion of the Premises, and Owner will be granted a permit to 
enter and perform the required work. The North OPA and the South OPA, among other matters, 
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set forth phasing principles that govern Owner's obligations to construct infrastructure, including 
open space, parks, and plazas. 



D. The Ground Lease is designed to become effective over increments of the Premises in 
phases, as the Catellus Lease is terminated from time to time with respect to such increments. 
The Ground Lease anticipates that the term of the Ground Lease will commence with respect to 
each phase of the Premises on the date that the City and the Agency initial and date a written 
legal description of the affected portion of the Premises and attach such description to the 
Ground Lease as part of Exhibit B to the Ground Lease (the "Exhibit B Attachment Process"). 
However, the City and the Agency have determined that the Ground Lease can be administered 
more effectively for certain parcels, such as P21 as covered by this Amendment, by adding 
descriptions of the affected portions of the Premises by means of amendments to the Ground 
Lease, and both parties presently desire to amend the Ground Lease to provide for such process. 
In addition, this Amendment is necessary as it clarifies certain maintenance obligations. 
However, the City and Agency may continue to use the Exhibit B Attachment Process for those 
parcels not requiring an amendment to add specific terms to the Ground Lease prior to including 
such parcels in Exhibit B to the Ground Lease. 



E. The term of the Ground Lease has commenced with respect to those portions of the 
Premises known as the P1 Park (a legal description of which was attached to the Original Ground 
Lease) and Parks NP1, NP2 and P17 (legal descriptions of which were added to Exhibit B of the 
Ground Lease pursuant to the terms of the First Amendment). The City and the Agency have 
since determined that, notwithstanding the legal descriptions of Parks P1, NP1 and NP2 attached 
to the Ground Lease, the allocation of maintenance, repair and indemnity obligations between 
the City and the Agency would be simpler and would be easier to administer if, with respect to 
the portions of the Premises and adjacent City property on which rip rap has been installed, the 
boundaries of the parks would conform more closely to the lines marked by the rip rap. City is 
presently preparing exhibits reflecting the revised boundaries for Agency's review and approval. 
Upon approval of the revised exhibits, City and Agency anticipate amending the Ground Lease 
to substitute the revised exhibits for Exhibit B-1 (describing that portion of the Premises known 
as Park P1) and Exhibit B-2 (describing that portion of the Premises known as NP1 and NP2). 



F. Owner has met the conditions in the South OPA for the development of the area in 
Mission Bay South referred to as Park "P21" in the South OPA and certain other documents (the 
"Proposed Park P21"). For the reasons described below, the City and the Agency desire to add 
only a portion of Proposed Park P21 to the Premises under the Ground Lease. 



G. A portion of Proposed Park P21 has been improved with a boat trailer parking lot (the 
"Parking Lot") to be used in connection with a nearby boat launch which is under the Port's 
jurisdiction. Section 10.1 of the Ground Lease, regarding Maintenance and Repair Obligations, 
provides that the Agency shall maintain the Premises and all improvements in good condition 
and repair, subject to the terms and conditions set forth in Section 10.1 of the Ground Lease, 
however pursuant to San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Permit 
No. 7-96 (issued on January 22, 1997, as amended through February 11, 2004), and Section 
B.1.i. of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the Port is obligated to maintain the Parking 
Lot. Because the Parking Lot was constructed by the Port and will be maintained by the Port, 
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rather than the Agency, the City and the Agency have determined that the Parking Lot on 
Proposed Park P21 should not be leased to the Agency under the Ground Lease, and that, for the 
purposes of the Ground Lease, "Park P21" will be comprised of only those portions of the 
Proposed Park P21 which will be maintained by the Agency. The areas comprising Park P21 for 
the purposes of the Ground Lease are depicted as "Park P21- Area 1" and "Park P21 — Area 2" on 
Exhibit B-4-1 attached to this Amendment, and to be attached to the Ground Lease as provided 
herein. Notwithstanding the fact that the Parking Lot will not be added to the Ground Lease, the 
Parking Lot shall be considered open space under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. 



H. On or about May 2008, the Port, the Agency and the City's Department of Public 
Works ("DPW") reached agreement on the allocation of certain maintenance responsibilities with 
respect to portions of the Premises and adjacent land and improvements, as follows: (i) the Port 
agrees to maintain the seawall for Park P21 and the rip rap, if any, on Parks P1, P2, P3, P8, NP1- 
NP5, P21 and P22 in the same condition as on the respective effective dates of the Ground Lease 
for such parcels for the term of the Ground Lease for each such parcel; and (ii) the City, acting 
through DPW, agrees to maintain the sidewalk on or adjacent to the Parking Lot that is adjacent 
to the public street (including the trees or other plantings on such sidewalk); (iii) notwithstanding 
DPW's maintenance obligations included in Section (ii) above, the Agency agrees to maintain 
the sidewalks and trees on sidewalks on or adjacent to parks P15-22, as shown on Exhibit A, 
during the term of the Ground Lease for each such parcel. Section 10.1 of the Ground Lease, 
regarding Maintenance and Repair Obligations, must be revised to document certain aspects of 
this allocation of responsibility. Neither the Ground Lease, nor any other existing agreement 
between or among the parties, requires the Port to provide funding for or management or 
maintenance services for the neighborhood linking pedestrian bridge that may be constructed 
over the Mission Creek; Port staff and the Port Commission may exercise their discretion to not 
issue a building permit and lease/license or other project approvals for the pedestrian bridge until 
such time as the Agency or City secures a funding source outside of the Port to manage and 
maintain the bridge. 



I. Furthermore, the City and the Agency agree that the proposed additional park area to 
the east of the right of way of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (outside of the boundaries of Park 
P22) to top of bank, as shown on Exhibit A, will ultimately be maintained with funds from the 
Mission Bay South CFD Maintenance District, consistent with the Infrastructure Plan. The City 
and the Agency believe that the maintenance obligations for this park area outside the boundaries 
of Park P22 may be most easily administered by adding such park to the Premises under the 
Ground Lease. However, because the Port and the Agency have not reached final agreement 
about the required enhancements and improvements to be made to such park, the Ground Lease 
is not presently being amended to provide for the future inclusion of such park area in the leased 
Premises. 



NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and other good and valuable 
consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, City and Agency 
hereby agree to amend the Ground Lease as follows: 



1. 	Manner of Adding Premises to Ground Lease. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
Sections 2, 2.1 and 2.2 of the Ground Lease to the contrary, the parties agree that in addition to 
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the mechanism provided in the Ground Lease, portions of the Premises may be added to the 
Ground Lease from time to time by attaching legal descriptions of such portions of the Premises 
to the Ground Lease by means of lease amendment. 



2. Acknowledgement Regarding Boat Trailer Parking Lot and Revised Park P21 Area. The 
City and the Agency acknowledge Park P21, as added to the Premises pursuant to Section 3 of 
this Amendment, does not include the entire area in Mission Bay South referred to as Park "P21" 
in the South OPA and certain other Plan Documents, but excludes the area improved with the 
boat trailer parking lot, driveways, and the sidewalk adjacent to the public street right of way. 



3. Addition of Descriptions of Park P21. Exhibit B of the Ground Lease is hereby amended 
to add and incorporate the legal description shown on Exhibit B-4 attached to this Amendment, 
which sets forth the legal description and plat depictions of Park P21 in Mission Bay South. 



4. Modification of Maintenance and Repair Obligations. The Ground Lease is hereby 
amended to add and incorporate Exhibit B-4, which is attached to this Amendment as Exhibit B, 
and to amend and restate Section 10.1 of the Ground Lease as follows: 



"10.1 Maintenance and Repair Obligations. 



a. Generally. Upon completion of construction of the Improvements on 
the applicable portions of the Premises and acceptance by City pursuant to the 
Plan Documents (the "Agency's Maintenance Commencement Date"), Agency 
shall maintain, at no cost or expense to City, in good order, repair and condition, 
the applicable portions of the Premises and all improvements thereon, consistent 
with the requirements of the applicable Mission Bay North or South Financing 
Plans, except where Owner fails to pay the special taxes levied in the maintenance 
Community Facilities Districts (collectively, "Maintenance CFDs" and 
individually, a "Maintenance CFD") to be formed pursuant to the applicable 
Mission Bay North or South Financing Plans despite the Agency's diligent efforts 
to collect the same. 



b. Sidewalks. The Agency acknowledges that the Agency's maintenance 
and repair obligations under Section 10.a. above include the obligation to 
maintain sidewalks on or adjacent to the Premises in accordance with the 
provisions of San Francisco Public Works Code Section 706, or any successor 
ordinance concerning sidewalk maintenance, provided that the initial installation 
of sidewalks, curbs and related improvements shall be made by Owner in 
accordance with the Plan Documents. 



c. Seawall and Rip Rap Maintenance. Notwithstanding the foregoing 
provisions of this Section 10.1 to the contrary, City agrees that the Port shall 
maintain any seawalls and the rip rap located on Parks P1, P2, P3, P8, NP1-NP5, 
P21 and P22 in the same condition as on the Agency's Maintenance 
Commencement Date, commencing on such date and continuing for the term of 
the Ground Lease for each such parcel. 



d. Special Provisions Regarding Maintenance of Parking Lot and 
Park P21. The Port, at the Port's cost, shall maintain and repair the boat trailer 
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parking lot shown on sheet B-4-1 of Exhibit B-4 of this Ground Lease, (the 
"Parking Lot"), the Parking Lot entrance(s), and any curbs around the Parking 
Lot. The City, acting through the City's Department of Public Works, at the City's 
cost, shall maintain and repair the sidewalk, curb and related improvements 
(including trees and plantings) adjacent to public street that is adjacent to the 
Parking Lot. Except as provided in Section 10.c. and the foregoing provisions of 
this Section 10.d., the Agency shall maintain and repair Park P21 and all 
improvements thereon, including, without limitation, any ground or plantings 
between the pathway and the rip rap, and any walkway or sidewalk on Park P21. 



e. Acknowledgement Regarding Description of Premises. The parties 
acknowledge that the respective areas that the Port and the Agency are required to 
maintain hereunder do not precisely correspond to boundaries of the Premises 
shown on Exhibit B to this Ground Lease. 



5. Recitals. The Recitals to this Amendment are true and correct. 



6. Ground Lease in Full Force and Effect. Except as expressly modified by this 
Amendment, all of the terms and conditions of the Ground Lease shall remain unchanged and in 
full force and effect. 



[No further text this page.] 
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By 	 
AMY L. BROWN 
Director of Property 



APPROVED AS TO FORM FOR CITY: 



DENNIS J. HERRERA, 
City Attorney 



SAN FRANCISCO PORT COMMISSION 



By: 
MONIQU 
Executiv 



MOYER 
'rector 



APPROVED AS TO FORM FOR PORT: 



DENNIS J. HERRERA, 
City Attorney 



) 
By 	 -  



Deputy City Attorney 



AVIN N 
Mayor 



CITY: 



CITY AND COU TY OF SAN FRANCISCO, 
a municipal corp ration 



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, city and Agency execute this Amendment at San Francisco, 
California, as of the date set forth above. 



AGENCY: 



REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF 
SAN FRANCISCO, a public body, 
corporate and politic 



Deputy Executive Director 
Finance and Administration 



APPROVED AS TO FORM FOR AGENCY: 



By 	 
Deputy City Attorney 
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AMY LEE 



By 
JAMES B. MORALES 



Agency General Counsel 
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CONSENT 



The undersigned, on behalf of Owner, in executing this Amendment for the sole purpose 
of approving the form of this Lease, as contemplated by the CLTA, the PLTA, and the Master 
Lease; provided, however, that nothing continued herein shall be deemed to impose any 
additional obligations or liabilities upon Owner under the Amendment other than as is already set 
forth in the Plan Documents and the Land Transfer Agreements, hereby consents to the 
foregoing Amendment. 



FOCIL-MB, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company 



By: Farallon Capital Management, L.L.C., 
its Manager 



By: 	  



NameRichard B. Fried 
Its:  Managing Member 
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EXHIBIT A 
(Attached) 



Park Locations and Maintenance Responsibilities 
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ETEE50=0 Area where rip-rap will be 
maintained by the Port 



regmzErzem Area where sidewalk and 
trees will be maintained 
by the Agency 



.p.graven. Area where sidewalk and 
trees will be maintained 



DPW 



Parks P15 through P22 



Additional park area 
outside of Park P22 
to be maintained by 
Agency with funds 
from CFD#5 
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EXHIBIT B  
(Attached) 



Description and Depiction of Park P21 
(Exhibit B-4 to Ground Lease) 
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EXHIBIT B-4 



DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 
MISSION BAY PARK P21 



Being all that certain real property situate in the City and County of San Francisco, State of 
California, being further described as a portion of Trust Parcel 5 as described in that certain Patent 
to the City and County of San Francisco recorded on July 19, 1999 in Reel H429, Image 518, 
Official Records of the City and County of San Francisco, and being more particularly described as 
follows: 



AREA 1: 



COMMENCING at the Northwest corner of Lot 14 as shown on that certain Parcel Map filed for 
record in Book 44 of Parcel Maps, at Pages 151 through 155, inclusive, City and County of San 
Francisco Records; thence along Easterly Right-of-Way line of Terry Francois Boulevard for the 
following two (2) courses and distances: 



1. North 03°10'56" West a distance of 663.15 feet; and 
2. North 17°50'32" West a distance of 62.91 feet to a point of curvature on the Easterly line of 



said Trust Parcel 5; 



Thence along said Easterly line of Trust Parcel 5 for the following two (2) arcs, courses and 
distances: 



1. from a radial line which bears South 72'09'28" West, 37.12 feet along the arc of a non- 
tangent 236.29 foot radius curve to the left through a central angle of 09°00'04"; and 



2. South 26°50'36" East a distance of 101.34 to the True Point of Beginning; 



Thence from said TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, leaving said Easterly line of Trust Parcel 5, 
South 63°09'24" West a distance of 4.00 feet to the Easterly corner of an access ramp as shown on 
those certain Improvement Plans for Mission Bay Park 21 prepared by RBF consulting, dated May 
17, 2002; thence along said access ramp for the following three (3) courses and distances: 



1. South 18°09'24" West a distance of 8.49 feet; 
2. South 63°09'24" West a distance of 4.00 feet; and 
3. North 60°32'00" West a distance of 7.21 feet to a point of curvature; 



Thence along the Portland Cement Concrete (P.C.C.) curb as shown on said Improvement Plans for 
the following two (2) arcs, courses and distances: 



1. from a radial line which bears North 20°58'36" West, 10,05 feet along the arc of a non- 
tangent 10.00 foot radius curve to the left through a central angle of 57°35'21"; and 



2. South 19°40'04" East a distance of 54.93 feet to an access ramp as shown on said 
Improvement Plans; 











Thence along said access ramp for the following three (3) courses and distances: 



1. South 79°40'04" East a distance of 10.00 feet; 
2. South 03°41'57" East a distance of 10.00 feet; and 
3. South 80°18'55" West a distance of 6.00 feet to a point on said P.C.C. curb; 



Thence along said P.C.C. curb for the following three (3) courses and distances: 



1. South 25°25'16" East a distance of 36.55 feet; 
2. South 31°13'45" East a distance of 43.19 feet; 
3. South 35°30'56" East a distance of 51.35 feet to an access ramp as shown on said 



Improvement Plans; 



Thence along said access ramp for the following three (3) courses and distances: 



1. South 86°21'59" East a distance of 8.05 feet; 
2. South 32°31'29" East a distance of 3.50 feet; and 
3. South 21°19'02" West a distance of 8.05 feet to a point on said P.C.C. curb; 



Thence along said P.C.C. curb for the following two (2) arcs, courses and distances: 



1. South 32°31'29" East a distance of 40.46 feet to a point of curvature; 
2. from a radial line which bears North 63°47'22" East, 14.90 feet along the arc of a non- 



tangent 15.00 foot radius curve to the left through a central angle of 56°54'45"; 



Thence along said access ramp for the following three (3) courses and distances: 



1. North 17°36'28" East a distance of 5.13 feet; 
2. North 63°09'24" East a distance of 4.00 feet; 
3. South 61°51'54" East a distance of 7.55 feet; 



Thence along said P.C.C. curb North 63°09'24" East a distance of 1.40 feet to the Easterly line of 
said Trust Parcel 5; thence along said Easterly line of Trust Parcel 5, North 26°50'36" West a 
distance of 270.45 feet to the True Point of Beginning. 



Area 1 contains 7,711 square feet of land, more or less. 



AREA 2: 



COMMENCING at the Northwest corner of Lot 14 as shown on that certain Parcel Map filed for 
record in Book 44 of Parcel Maps, at Pages 151 through 155, inclusive, City and County of San 
Francisco Records; thence along Easterly Right-of-Way line of Terry Francois Boulevard, 
North 03°10'56" West a distance of 48.02 feet to the Southwest corner of the Pier 52/54 Paring Lot; 
thence along the South Line of said Pier 52/54 Paring Lot, North 86°49'04" East a distance of 











157.60 feet to the True Point of Beginning; thence from said TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, 
leaving said South Line of the Pier 52/54 Paring Lot along a Portland Cement Concrete (P.C.C.) 
curb as shown on those certain Improvement Plans for Mission Bay Park 21 prepared by RBF 
consulting, dated May 17, 2002, North 02°19'42" West a distance of 228.39 feet to an access ramp 
as shown on said Improvement Plans; thence along said access ramp for the following three (3) 
courses and distances: 



1. North 83°24'21" East a distance of 7.16 feet; 
2. North 27°05'45" East a distance of 4.00 feet; and 
3. North 17°54'15" West a distance of 8.49 feet; 



thence North 67°11'36" East a distance of 2.22 feet to a point on the Easterly line of said trust 
Parcel 5; thence along the prolongation of aforementioned line, North 67°11'36" East a distance of 
3.00 feet to the back of the seawall as shown on said Improvement Plans; thence along the back of 
said seawall for the following five (5) courses and distances: 



1. South 15°10'04" East a distance of 29.05 feet to a point on said Easterly line of Park P21; 
2. Entering said Trust Parcel 5, South 15°10'04" East a distance of 70.73 feet to a point on said 



Easterly line Trust Parcel 5; 
3. Leaving said Trust Parcel 5, South 15°10'04" East a distance of 25.17 feet; 
4. South 02°09'54" East a distance of 50.49 feet to a point on said Easterly line of Trust Parcel 



5, 
5. Leaving said Easterly line of Trust Parcel 5, South 20°49'22" East a distance of 72.93 feet to 



the intersection of said seawall with prolongation of the South Line of said Pier 52/54 
Paring Lot; 



Thence along said Prolongation of the South Line of Pier 52/54 Paring Lot, South 86°49'04" West a 
distance of 23.14 feet to the Southeast corner of said Pier 52/54 Paring Lot; thence along the South 
Line of said Pier 52/54 Paring Lot, South 86°49'04" West a distance of 39.35 feet to the True Point 
of Beginning. 



Area 2 contains 8,549 square feet of land, more or less. 



See Exhibit B-4-1, plat to accompany description, attached hereto and made a part of this 
description. 



The Basis of Bearing for this description is the same as the basis of bearing shown on that certain 
Parcel Map filed for record in Book 44 of Parcel Maps, at Pages 151 through 155, inclusive, City 
and County of San Francisco Records. 
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FIRST AMENDMENT TO
GROUND LEASE



BY AND BETWEEN



THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO



AND



REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO



Mission Bay











I



FIRST AMENDMENT TO
AGENCY GROUND LEASE



THIS FIRST AMENDMENT TO AGENCY GROUND LEASE ("Amendment"),
dated for reference purposes only as of June`' 2006, by and between the CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation, and with respect to all property
subject to this Lease located within the jurisdiction of the Port Commission included within the
definition of "Premises", as hereinafter set forth, the City acting by and through the San
Francisco Port Commission, ("City") and the REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY
AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a public body corporate and politic of t.".c State of
California (together with any successor public agency designated by or pursuant to law, the
"Agency"), is made with reference to the following facts:



RECITALS



A. The City and the Agency entered into that certain Agency Ground Lease (the
"Ground Lease") dated for reference purposes only as of November 16, 2001, to implement the
improvement of open space, parks, or plazas as contemplated by the Land Transfer Agreements
and the Plan Documents, including the North OPA and the South OPA, each as defined
hereinbelow.



B. On October 26, 1998, the City, acting through its Board of Supervisors, approved a
Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay North Redevelopment Project ("Mission Bay North")
by Ordinance No. 327-98, and on November 2, 1998, the City, acting through its Board of
Supervisors, approved a Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project
("Mission Bay South") by Ordinance No. 335-98 (collectively, the "Redevelopment Plans", and
individually, the "Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan" or "Mission Bay South
Redevelopment Plan". The Redevelopment Plans were adopted in accordance with the
procedures set forth in the Community Redevelopment Law of California (Sections 33000 et seq.
of the Health and Safety Code).



C. In connection with the implementation of the Redevelopment Plans, the Agency and
Catellus Development Corporation ("Catellus") entered into the Mission Bay North Owner
Participation Agreement (the "North OPA") and the Mission Bay South Owner Participation
Agreement (the "South OPA"). The North OPA and the South OPA each set forth phasing



principles that govern Catellus' and its permitted Transferees' (collectively "Owner") obligations
under the North OPA and the South OPA to construct Infrastructure related to its development of
the North Plan Area and the South Plan Area, including, without limitation, public open space,



parks and plazas. The capitalized terms used herein shall have the meanings set forth in the



North OPA or South OPA, as applicable (and as the context may require) illness otherwise



defined herein.



D. Also iii connection with the imp lementation of the Redevelopment Plans, the City and
Owner entered into (1) the Amended and Restated Mission Bay City Land Transfer Agreement
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("CLTA"), ( 2) the Amended and Restated Agreement Concerning the Public Tr ust ("ACPT"),
which included as a party the State of California , and (3 ) the Amended and Restated Mission
Bay Port Land Transfer Agreement ("PLTA"). The CLTA, the PLTA, and the ACPT are
collectively referred to as the " Land Transfer Agreements ." In 1998 , most of the lands in the
North Plan Area and the South Plan Area (except the Campus Site area ) were owned by either
the City or Owner.



E. Pursuant to the CLTA and the PLTA, the City and Owner (i) exchanged certain lands
as set forth in and in accordance with the terms and conditions of the CLTA and PLTA, and (ii)
entered into a master lease (the "Master Lease"), under which the City leased back to Owner
some of the lands the City received from Owner in the exchange together with certain other lands
owned by the City. All of the lands subject to the Catellus Lease are in either the North Plan
Area or the South Plan Area.



F. The Master Lease is structured to, among other things, require Owner to maintain
control and responsibility over portions of the Premises (as that term is defined below) until (and
shall terminate as to the applicable portions of the Premises at) either (i) such time as the Owner
is prepared to construct public open space, parks or plazas thereon in accordance with the North
OPA, or South OPA in the applicable portion of the Premises or (ii) such time as City, acting as
the trust administrator of the Public Trust, elects to terminate applicable portions of the premises
under the Master Lease in accordance with the terms thereof in order to convert the use of the
applicable portions of the premises under the Master Lease to a permitted use under the Public
Trust. The Ground Lease is designed to become effective over those portions of the Premises
which are intended for uses as public open space, parks or plaza for which the Master Lease has
been terminated, upon such termination of the Master Lease. As used herein, the term "Plan
Documents" means the Redevelopment Plans, the North OPA, the South OPA, the Design for
Development for Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South, the Mission Bay Subdivision
ordinance and regulations adopted thereunder.



G. Catellus has entered into a restructuring transaction involving the Mission Bay
project. On November 22, 2004, Catellus Land and Development Corporation, Catellus
Operating Limited Partnership, Catellus Residential Group, Inc., Catellus Finance Company,
LLC, and Mission Bay S26(a), LLC, each a seller and a subsidiary of Catellus, as sellers, entered
into a Purchase Agreement with FOCIL Holdings, LLC and certain of its affiliated entities, as
buyers, under which Catellus and its subsidiaries have sold a significant portion of Catellus'
remaining urban and residential development assets in Mission Bay to FOCIL-MB, LLC
("FOCIL"). In connection with the Purchase Agreement referred to above, FOCIL and certain of
its affiliated entities also entered into a Development Agreement with Catellus Urban
Construction, Inc. and Catellus Commercial Development Corporation, each a subsidiary of
Catellus, under which the FOCIL entities have engaged the Catellus subsidiaries to act as
development manager for the transferred assets. In addition, Catellus Finance Company, LLC, a
subsidiary of C'atellus, entered into a loan agreement with a FOCIL entity, and CF Capital, LLC,
a subsidiary of Catellus, entered into a separate loan agreement with other FOCIL entities, in
each case to fund a portion of the purchase price for the transferred assets. The sale of the assets
and the other transactions, contemplated by these agreements, closed on November 22, 2004. An
Assignment, Assumption and Release document dated November 22, 2004 was recorded in the
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San Francisco Official Records on December 1, 2004 as Document No. 2004 - 1-1859591-00.



G. Owner has met the conditions of Owner in the North OPA for the development of
Parks NPI and NP2 in Mission Bay North and in the South OPA for the development of Park
P17 in Mission Bay South, to obligate the Agency to enter into an amendment to the Ground
Lease.



H. Pursuant to the Plan Documents, the Land Transfer Agreements, and the Master
Lease, the City and Agency wish to amend the Ground Lease to add the legal descriptions of
Parks NPl and NP2 in Mission Bay North and Park P17 in Mission Bay South to the Premises
and attach such descriptions to the Ground Lease as part of Exhibit B



NOVl-, THEREFORE , in consideration of the foregoing and other good and valuable
consideration , the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged , City and Agency
hereby agree to amend the Ground Lease as follows:



1. Exhibit B of the Ground Lease is hereby amended to add and incorporate the legal
descriptions shown on Exhibit B-2 and Exhibit B-3 attached to this Amendment . Exhibit B-2
sets forth the legal descriptions to parks NPI and NP2 in Mission Bay North, and Exhibit B-3
sets forth the legal description to park P17 in Mission Bay South.



2. Section 28 of the Ground Lease is hereby amended in its entirety to read as follows:



28. Notices. Except as otherwise expressly provided in this Lease or by Law,
any and all notices or communications required or permitted by this Lease or by Law to
be served on, given to or delivered to either party by the other party shall be in writing
and shall be given by one of the following methods : (a) delivering the notice in person,
(b) sending the notice by United States Mail , first class, postage prepaid , or sending the
notice by overnight courier or mail, with postage prepaid , to the mailing address set forth
below . Copies of all such notices or communications sent by either City or the Agency
pursuant to this Lease to the other party shall also be sent concurrently to Owner. Subject
to the restrictions set forth below and only for the convenience of the parties, copies of
notices also may be given by telefacsimile to the fax number set forth below. Either
party may change such party's mailing address or telefacsimile number at any time by
giving written notice of such change to the other party in the manner provided above at
least ten (10) days prior to the effective (late of the change. All notices under this Lease
shall he deemed to he duly served, given, delivered, made or communicated on the date
personal delivery actually occurs or, if mailed, on the date of deposit in the United States
Mail. A person or party may not give official or binding notice by telefacsimile. Service
of process at Agency's address set forth below or other address, notice of which is given
in accordance with the terms of this Section 28, shall be valid and binding upon such
party.
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Address for City:



Acting by
And through
Its Board of
Supervisors: Director of Property



City of San Francisco
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 401
San Francisco , CA 94102
FAX NO: (415) 552-9216
Telephone No: (415) 554-9880



Copy tu. City Attorney's Office
City of San Francisco
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Jr. Place, Room 234
San Francisco , CA 94102-4682
Attention : Finance/Real Estate Transaction Team
FAX NO: (415) 554-4755



Acting by
And through
Its Port: Director of Real Estate



City of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco , CA 94111
FAX NO: (415) 274-0578
Telephone No: (415) 274-0400



Copy to: City Attorney's Office
Port of San Francisco
Pier I
San Francisco, CA 94111
Attention: Robert Bryan
Deputy City Attorney
FAX NO: (415) 274-0494
Telephone No: (415) 274-0485



Address for Agency: San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
FAX NO: (415) 749-2525
Telephone No: (415) 749-2400
Executive Director



4











Copy to: Agency General Counsel's Office
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5i1' Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
FAX NO: (415) 749-2590
Telephone No: (415) 749-2454



Address for Owner:



FOCIL-MB, LLC, a Delaware liinited liability company
c/o Farallon Capital Management , L.L.C.
One Maritime Plaza , Suite 1325
San Francisco , CA 94111
Atten : Seth Hamalian



Richard Fried



Copy to: Coblentz, Patch, Duffy & Bass, LLP
One Ferry Building, Suite 200
San Francisco , CA 94111
Atten: Joshua R. Steinhauer



And to : ProLogis
255 Channel Street
San Francisco , CA 94107
Atten: William Kennedy, First Vice President



3. Except as expressly modified by this Amendment, all of the terms and conditions of the
Ground Lease shall remain unchanged and in full force and effect.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, CITY and Agency execute this Amendment at San Francisco,
California, as of the date set forth above.



CITY:
CITY AND COTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,
municipal corpo Lion,



AGENCY:
Redevelopment Agency
of the City and County of
San Francisco



B
MARCIA ROSEN
Fx-cuti' e Director



Amy L. Brown
Director of Property



APPROVED AS TO FORM:



DENNIS J. HERRERA,
City Attorney



APPROVED AS TO FORM:



JAMES B. MORALES,
General Counsel



^ep y,General Counsel
By



SAN FRANCISCO PORT COMMISSION



By ,L &-vu c ti.C L ( ^:t--



MONIQU MOYER
Executivepi rector



APPROVED AS TO FORM:



DENNIS J . HERRERA,
City Attorney



TT _



Deputy City Attorney"
for the PORT
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CONSENT



The undersigned, on behalf of Owner, in executing this Amendment for the sole purpose
of approving the form of this Lease, as contemplated by the CLTA, the PLTA, and the Master
Lease; provided, however, that nothing continued herein shall be deemed to impose any
additional obligations or liabilities upon Owner under the Amendment other than as is already set
forth in the Plan Documents and the Land Transfer Agreements, hereby consents to the
foregoing Amendment.



FOCIL-MB, LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company



By: Farallon Capital Management , L.L.C.,
its Manager



By:
Name: Richard B. Fried
Its: Managing Member
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EXHIBIT "B-2"
(N P1 & NP2 PARKS)



All that certain real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California, more particularly described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 1, as described in that certain Patent from the State of
California to the City of San Francisco, as Trustee, recorded on July 19, 1999 at Reel H429,
Image 518, Official Records, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San
Francisco, State of California. State Trust Parcel 1 being also shown on that certain map
entitled "Map of Mission Bay", recorded on July 19, 1999, in Book Z, of Maps, at Pages 9-/-
119, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California.



Park NPI
Beginning at the most southerly corner of Block 8708, Lot 4, as said Block and Lot are
shown on that certain map entitled "FINAL MAP - Planned Development Mission Bay (N3-
N3A)", recorded on March 15, 2001, in Book Z, of Maps, at Pages 175-178, in the Office of
the Recorder of said City and County; thence, along the southeasterly line of said Lot 4,
being also a boundary line of the above-said State Trust Parcel 1, North 46° 18' 07" East,
776.70 feet, to the southwesterly line of Fourth Street (82.50'wide), as shown on the above-
said "Map of Mission Bay"; thence, along said southwesterly line, South 43°41'53" East,
60.00 feet, to the northwesterly line of Channel Street (200.00' wide), as shown on the
above-said "Map of Mission Bay"; thence, along said northwesterly line, South 46°18'07"
West, 776.70 feet, to the southeasterly prolongation of the southwesterly line of said Lot 4;
thence, along said prolongation, North 43°41'53" West, 60.00 feet, to the Point of
Beginning.



Containing 46,602 Sq. Ft., more or less.



Park NP2
Beginning at the most westerly corner of Block 8708, Lot 4, as said Block and Lot
are shown on that certain map entitled "FINAL MAP - Planned Development Mission
Bay (N3-N3A)", recorded on March 15, 2001, in Book Z, of Maps, at Pages 175-178,
in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California; thence, along the southwesterly line of said Lot 4, South 43°41'53" East,
241.50 feet, to the northwesterly line of Channel Street (200.00' wide), as shown on
the above-said "Map of Mission Bay"; thence, along said northwesterly line, South
46°18'07" West, 180.00 feet, to the southeasterly prolongation of the northeasterly
line of Block 8707, Lot 5, as said Block and Lot are shown on that certain map
entitled "FINAL MAP - Planned Development Mission Bay (N4A)", recorded on
December 7, 2004, in Book AA, of Maps, at Pages 179-183; thence, along said
prolongation, North 43°41'53" West, 241.50 feet, to northwesterly line of Street



acation SV-28, as said Street was vacated by Ordinance 328-98, and recorded in



1











Book H429, Image 505, Official Records, in the Office of the Recorder of said City
and County; thence, along said northwesterly line, North 46°18'07" East, 131.25 feet,
to the northwesterly line of Street Vacation SV-26, as said Street was vacated by said
Ordinance 328-98; thence, along said northwesterly line, North 46°18'07" East, 48.75
feet, to the Point of Beginning.



Containing 43,470 Sq. Ft., more or less.



Description approved by:



race Storrs , Lf 6914
My License Expires September 30, 2007
City and County Surveyor, San Francisco
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Exhibit "B-2.1"



Excepting therefrom the following reservations, the terms and uses of which are
individually described as follows:



Combined Sewer Easement - The City and County of San Francisco reserves from the
SFRA Ground Leased Parcel "B-2" a non-exclusive right to held by the City and County
of San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and its permitted grantees, licensees,
employees and contractors, in, upon, over and under that portion of the SFRA Ground
Leased Parcel described herein, to the extent necessary for access, construction,
operation, repair, removal and maintenance of an existing facilities and appurtenances
sucr, as pipes, conduits, cables, wires, poles, and other convenient structures, equipment
and fixtures for the operation of a combined sewer system.



Legal Description



All that real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco , State of
California, described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 1, as described in that certain Patent from the State
of California to the City of San Francisco, as Trustee, recorded on July 19, 1999 at Reel
H429, Image 518, Official Records, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County
of San Francisco, State of California. State Trust Parcel 1 being also shown on that
certain map entitled " Map of Mission Bay", recorded on July 19, 1999, in Book Z, of
Maps, at Pages 97-119, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San
Francisco, State of California



A strip of land 20 feet in width, lying 10 feet (measured at right angles) on each
side of the centerline of the City and County of San Francisco Combined Box Sewer
Facility and the 12-inch VCP Sewer, encased in concrete, as they now exists. Said
easements are shown in their approximate location on the attached plat map "B-2. I" to be
used for reference only.
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Combined Sewer Electrical Easements - The City and County of San Francisco
reserves from the SFRA Ground Leased Parcel " B-2" a non-exclusive right to held by the
City and County of San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and its permitted grantees,
licensees, employees and contractors , in, upon, over and under that portion of the SFRA
Ground Leased Parcel described herein , to the extent necessary for access , construction,
operation , repair, removal and maintenance of an existing facilities and appurtenances
such as pipes, conduits, cables , wires, poles, and other convenient structures , equipment
and fixtures for the operation of a combined sewer electrical system.



Legal Description



All that real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco , State of
California, described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 1, as described in that certain Patent from the State
of California to the City of San Francisco, as Trustee, recorded on July 19, 1999 at Reel
H429, Image 518, Official Records, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County
of San Francisco, State of California. State Trust Parcel 1 being also shown on that
certain map entitled " Map of Mission Bay", recorded on July 19, 1999 in Book Z, of
Maps, at Pages 97-119, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San
Francisco, State of California.



Multiple areas, 15 feet in width, lying 7.5 feet (measured at right angles) on each
side of the centerline of each electrical facility, each of which will be required for access
and maintenance of combined sewer electrical facilities extending throughout the
property at various locations for different distances and centered around said facilities as
they exist, or may exist in the future, and as generally shown on the improvement plans
prepared for Catellus Development Corporation (as Permittee) by Freyer & Laureta-Civil
Engineers, entitled "Mission Creek Park, NP1-NP2 Bank Stabilization & Mitigation,
Trail Plan", dated May 09, 2003, approved by the Director, San Francisco Department of
Public Works, on August 04, 2003, permit number 031E-580, and as may be further
amended and approved from time to time by or on behalf of the Director. Said easements
are shown in their approximate locations on the attached plat map "B-2.2" to be used for
reference only.
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MUNI Duct Bank Easement - The City and County of San Francisco reserve from the
SFRA Ground Leased Parcel "B-2" the non-exclusive right to be held by the City and
County of San Francisco Metropolitan Transit Authority, MTA, and its permittees,
grantees, licensees, employees, and contractors, in, upon, over and under that portion of
the SFRA Ground Leased Parcel described herein, to the extent necessary for access,
construction, operation, repair, removal and maintenance of future MUNI duct bank
facilities and appurtenances such as pipes, conduits, cables, wires, poles, and other
convenient structures, equipment and fixtures for the operation of a light rail and bus
transportation systems.



Legal Description



All that real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California, described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 1, as described in that certain Patent from the State
of California to the City of San Francisco, as Trustee, recorded on July 19, 1999 at Reel
H429, Image 518, Official Records, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County
of San Francisco, State of California. State Trust Parcel I being also shown on that
certain map entitled " Map of Mission Bay", recorded on July 19, 1999, in Book Z, of
Maps, at Pages 97-119, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San
Francisco, State of California.



Two areas, each 15 feet in width , lying 7.50 feet (measured at right angles) on
each side of the centerline of the MUNI Duct Bank Facility as it now exists , as generally
shown on the improvement plans prepared by MTA, entitled "Third Street Light Rail
Transit Mission Creek and Islais Creek Duct Banks " "contract MR #1148" and approved
by the Director of Transportation , MTA, on April 5, 2001, and as may be further
amended and approved from time to time by or on behalf of the Director. Said easements
are shown in their approximate locations on the attached plat map B -2.3 to be used for
reference only.
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Storm Drain Easement - The City and County of San Francisco reserves from the SFRA
Ground Leased Parcel "B-2" the non-exclusive right to be held by the City and County of
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and its permittees, grantees, licensees,
employees, and contractors, in, upon, over and under that portion of the SFRA Ground
Leased Parcel described herein, to the extent necessary for access, construction,
operation, repair, removal and maintenance of future storm drain sewer facilities and
appurtenances such as pipes, conduits, cables, wires, poles, and other convenient
structures, equipment and fixtures for the operation of storm drain sewer systems.



Legal Description



all that real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco , State of
California , described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 1 , as described in that certain Patent from the State
of California to the City of San Francisco , as Trustee , recorded on July 19, 1999 at Reel
H429, Image 518 , Official Records , in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County
of San Francisco , State of California . State Trust Parcel 1 being also shown on that
certain map entitled " Map of Mission Bay", recorded on July 19, 1999, in Book Z, of
Maps , at Pages 97-119, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San
Francisco , State of California.



A strip of land 15 feet in width, lying 7.5 feet (measured at right angles) on each
side of the centerline and 7.5 feet southerly of the storm drain facilities, which will be
required for access and maintenance of City storm drain facility extending onto the
property and centered around said facilities as it now exist, or may exist in the future, and
as generally shown on the improvement plans prepared for Catellus Development
Corporation (as Permittee) by Freyer & Laureta-Civil Engineers, entitled "Mission Creek
Park, NP 1-NP2 Bank Stabilization & Mitigation, Trail Plan", dated May 09, 2003,
approved by the Director, San Francisco Department of Public Works, on August 04,
2003, permit number 031E-580, and as may be further amended and approved from time
to time by or on behalf of the Director. Said easement is shown in its approximate
location on the attached plat map B-2.4 to be used for reference only.
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Water line Easement - The City and County of San Francisco reserve from the SFRA
Ground Leased Parcel "B-2" the non-exclusive right to be held by the City and County of
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and its permittees, grantees, licensees,
employees, and contractors, in, upon, over and under that portion of the SFRA Ground
Leased Parcel described herein, to the extent necessary for access, construction,
operation, repair, removal and maintenance of water lines, fire hydrants and
appurtenances such as pipes, conduits, cables, wires, poles, and other convenient
structures, equipment and fixtures for the operation of water lines and fire hydrants.



Legal Description



All that certain real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California, more particularly described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 1, as described in that certain Patent from the State
of California to the City of San Francisco, as Trustee, recorded on July 19, 1999 at Reel
H429, Image 518, Official Records, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County
of San Francisco, State of California. State Trust Parcel I being also shown on that
certain map entitled " Map of Mission Bay", recorded on July 19, 1999, in Book Z, of
Maps, at Pages 97-119, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San
Francisco, State of California.



Multiple areas, 15 feet in width, lying 7.50 feet (measured at right angles) on each side of
the centerline of the water lines, each of which will be required for access and
maintenance of City water line and fire hydrant facilities extending throughout the
property at various locations for different distances and centered around said facilities as
they exist or may exist in the future, and as generally shown on the improvement plans
prepared for Catellus Development Corporation (as Permittee) by Freyer & Laureta-Civil
Engineers, entitled "Mission Creek Park, NP1-NP2 Bank Stabilization & Mitigation,
Trail Plan", dated May 09, 2003, approved by the Director, San Francisco Department of
Public Works, on August 04, 2003, permit number 031E-580, and as may be further
amended and approved from time to time by or on behalf of the Director. Said easements
are shown in their approximate locations on the attached plat map B-2.5 to be used for
reference only.



5











m



11
-1
I



If)



U)
-- 4



m
-I



co
N



u1
0
`.i



180.00'



NP-2



State Trust Parcel 1
H429 Image 518 -



I



Legend



SV-30



te: 04 06 08



ttc



180.00'



APN 8705/LOT 6
Z Maps 175



P' K - Cats /L01 4



NEW- FIT - T-y
LOCATION



NEW FH WITH \RELOCATE EX. FH
SUCTION INLET TO 1' OFFSET
(STA:20+75 +/-) FROM EDGE OF



NEW ESPLANADE



APN 6 705/LOT 7



Z Maps 175



BERRY ST. (63.25')



a
APN 8708/LOT 5
Z Maps 175



EX. 12" LPW



ELOCATE EX. FH
TO 1' OFFSET
FROM EDGE OF
NEW ESPLANADE



N W FH
10N NOCAT



Ai'N tS7UfS/l t)T b
7 Mcps 17S



776.70'



BLOCK 870 /L 012



RELOCATE 776 . 70'EX. FH TO
1' OFFSET
FROM EDGE
OF NEW
ESPLANADE



Park Boundary



Street Vacation-H429 Image 505
Lot Line



MBTF
Mission Bay Task Force
30 Van Ness Ave.
Room 4200
Son Francisco, Ca 94102



CHANNEL STREET



7 Mo ; ¶J iJ



Mission Bay Project
San Francisco , California sheet I



Exhibit "B-2.5" of
Plot to Accompany



Legal Description sheet 1



0
0
(o











Emergency Vehicle Access Easement - The City and County of San Francisco (the
("City") reserve from the SFRA Ground Leased Parcel "B-2" the non-exclusive right
over a minimum twenty foot (20') wide area within that portion of the SFRA Ground
Leased Parcel described herein, to the extent necessary for emergency vehicular access,
ingress and egress . The City further reserves third party beneficiary rights for
enforcement of said Emergency Vehicle Access Easement.



Legal Description



All that certain real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California, more particularly described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 1, as described in that certain Patent from the State
of California to the City of San Francisco, as Trustee, recorded on July 19, 1999 at Reel
H429, Image 518, Official Records, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County
of San Francisco, State of California. State Trust Parcel I being also shown on that
certain map entitled " Map of Mission Bay", recorded on July 19, 1999, in Book Z, of
Maps, at Pages 97-119, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and County of San
Francisco, State of California.



A stripe of land, 20 .feet in width within that portion of the SFRA Ground Leased Parcel
described herein, to the extent necessary for emergency vehicular access, ingress and
egress, and as generally shown on the improvement plans (drawing L3.0) prepared for
Catellus Development Corporation (as Permittee) by Freyer .& Laureta-Civil Engineers,
entitled "Mission Creek Park, NP1-NP2 Bank Stabilization & Mitigation, Trail Plan",
dated May 09, 2003, approved by the Director, San Francisco Department of Public
Works, on August 04, 2003, permit number 031E-5 80, and as may be further amended
and approved from time to time by or on behalf of the Director.
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As to each of the reservations set forth in this Exhibit B-2.1, City shall give the Agency
written notice five (5) business days prior to any entrance by City or any of City's
officers, agents, employees, contractors (including all sub-tier contractors), and
consultants upon any of the easement areas for the purposes set forth herein; provided,
however, in the event of an emergency, no prior notice shall be required but City shall
provide notice retroactively within forty-eight (48) hours of any such entry. The written
notice shall state (i) the purpose of such entry, (ii) the date, time and estimated duration
of such entry, and (iii) a detailed description of the type of activities City will undertake
during such entry. If, after receiving such written notice, the Agency determines that
City's entrance upon any portion of the easement areas involves any excavation within
such easement areas or otherwise will cause a significant disruption of the use of the
Premises for the purposes intended by this Ground Lease, all as reasonably determined by
the Agency, the Agency may require City to modify the timing of City's entry or to
undertake other measures (including without limitation , the restoration or repair of any
portion of the easement areas damaged by City's entry thereon) to ensure the safety of
and the public's use of the Premises and to mitigate other adverse effects upon the
easement areas and the Premises.



Description approved:



By:
Bruce Storrs, L.S4,6914
My License Expires September 30, 2007
City and County Surveyor, San Francisco
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EXHIBIT "B-3"
(P17 PARK)



All that certain real property situate in the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California, more particularly described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 5 as described in that certain Patent from the State
of California to the City of San Francisco , as Trustee, recorded on July 19, 1999 at Reel
H429, Image 518 of Official Records, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and
County of San Francisco , State of California.



All street lines and Assessor 's Blocks/Lots herein mentioned are in accordance with that
certain map entitled "Final Map -Planned Development Mission Bay (9-9A and 10-10A)",
recorded on May 31, 2005 , in Book BB , of Maps , at pages 6 - 10, in the Office of the
Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco , State of California.



Commencing at the southeasterly corner of Block 8720/Lot 17, as shown on said Final
Map; thence, along the easterly extension of the southerly line of said Lot 17, North
86°49'04" East, 98.32 feet; thence, South 03° 10'56" East, 35.25 feet, to the TRUE
POINT OF BEGINNING of this description , said point also being the beginning of a
non-tangent curve concaved to the west, from which the radius point of said non-tangent
curve bears , South 73°45'40" West, 940.33 feet ; thence , along the arc of said non -tangent
curve, southerly, 156.94 feet, through a central angle of 09°33'46", to the being the
beginning of a non -tangent curve concaved to the north , from which the radius point of
said non-tangent curve bears, North 22°42'17" West, 19.50 feet; thence, along the arc of
said non-tangent curve, westerly, 7.33 feet, through a central angle of 21'3 V42"; thence
South 86°49'04" West, 304.46 feet, to the being the beginning of a tangent curve
concaved northeasterly, from which the radius point of said tangent curve bears, North
03°10'56" West, 14.50 feet; thence , along the arc of said tangent curve, westerly and
northerly, 22.78 feet, through a central angle of 90°00'00"; thence, North 03°10'56"
West, 101.25 feet, to the beginning of a tangent curve concaved southeasterly, from
which the radius point of said tangent curve bears , North 86°49'04" East , 14.50 feet;
thence , along the arc of said tangent curve, northerly and easterly, 22.78 feet, through a
central angle of 90°00'00"; thence, North 86°49'04" East, 291.02 feet to the TRUE
POINT OF BEGINNING.



Containing 0.947 Acres, more or less.



Description approved by:



d^"?tee
Bruce Storrs, L.S'6914
N, ly License Expires September 30, 2007
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Exhibit "B-3.1"



Excepting therefrom the following reservations, the terms and uses of which are
individually described as follows:



Legal Description



Storm Drain Easement - The City and County of San Francisco reserves from the SFRA
Ground Leased Parcel "B-3" a temporary, non-exclusive right to be held by the City and
County of San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and its permittees, grantees,
licensees, employees, and contractors, in, upon, over and under that portion of the SFRA
Ground Leased Parcel described herein, to the extent necessary for access, construction,
operation, repair, removal and maintenance of future storm drain sewer facilities and
appurtenances such as pipes, conduits, cables, wires, poles, and other convenient
structures, equipment and fixtures for the operation of storm drain sewer systems.



Legal Description



All that real property situated in the City and County of San Francisco, State of
California, described as follows:



Being a portion of State Trust Parcel 5 as described in that certain Patent from the State
of California to the City of San Francisco, as Trustee, recorded on July 19, 1999 at Reel
H429, Image 518 of Official Records, in the Office of the Recorder of the City and
County of San Francisco, State of California.



A strip of land, 15 feet in width, lying 7.5 feet (measured at right angles) on each
side of the centerline of the existing storm drain facilities, which will be required for
temporary access and maintenance of City storm drain facilities and centered around the
storm drain facilities as it now exists or may exist in the future. Said easement is shown
in its approximate location on the attached plat map B-3.1 to be used for reference only.











As to the reservation set forth in this Exhibit B-3.1, City shall give the Agency written
notice five ( 5) business days prior to any entrance by City or any of City' s officers,
agents, employees, contractors ( including all sub -tier contractors ), and consultants upon
any of the easement areas for the purposes set forth herein; provided, however, in the
event of an emergency , no prior notice shall be required but City shall provide notice
retroactively within forty-eight (48 ) hours of any such entry . The written notice shall
State (i) the purpose of such entry , ( ii) the date, time and estimated duration of such
entry, and ( iii) a detailed description of the type of activities City will undertake during
such entry . If, after receiving such written notice , the Agency determines that City's
entrance upon any portion of the easement areas involves any excavation within such
easement areas or otherwise will cause a significant disruption of the use of the Premises
for the purposes intended by this Ground Lease, all as reasonably determined by the
Agency, the Agency may require City to modify the timing of City's entry or to undertake
other measures (including without limitation, the restoration or repair of any portion of
the easement areas damaged by City's entry thereon) to ensure the safety of and the
public's use of the Premises and to mitigate other adverse effects upon the easement areas
and the Premises.



The above Legal Description and Plat Map are approved.



By:
Bruce Storrs , L.S. X14
My License Expires September 30, 2007
City and County Surveyor, San Francisco
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LONG-RANGE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT PLAN 



MAJOR APPROVED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 



MISSION BAY 
 



 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 



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



(the “Successor Agency”) submits its Long-Range Property Management Plan (“PMP”) for the 



disposition of certain real property (the “Mission Bay Property”) in the Mission Bay North and 



South Redevelopment Project Areas (together, the “Mission Bay Project”).  The Mission Bay 



Property includes land that the Successor Agency owns and leases (now and in the future) for 



parks and affordable housing. 



 



In November 1998, the former redevelopment agency (the “SFRA”) and the master developer 



and owner of most of the land in the Mission Bay Project (the “Developer”) entered into Owner 



Participation Agreements (the “OPAs”) authorizing a mixed-use, mixed-income transit-oriented 



development on 300 acres of land.  



 



Under the OPAs, the Developer is required, among other things, to develop Park Parcels on land 



owned by the City and County of San Francisco (the “City”).  The Successor Agency is required 



to lease, in phases, the Park Parcels from the City (as they are developed into parks) and 



maintain them using funds generated from a community facilities district (the “Maintenance 



CFD”).  Under the CFD formation documents, the Successor Agency administers the 



Maintenance CFD until fiscal year 2043-44.  A 2001 Ground Lease with the City, which 



terminates in 2045, implements the Successor Agency’s obligation to lease and maintain the 



Mission Bay Park Parcels (the “Agency Lease”).  To date, the Successor Agency has leased 



about 13.2 acres under the Agency Lease (the “Completed Parks”) and will lease an additional 



27.3 acres when they are complete (the “Future Parks”).   



 



In addition, the OPAs require the Developer to contribute “building ready” Affordable Housing 



Parcels to the Successor Agency after the Developer has remediated hazardous materials, graded 



the sites, and provided infrastructure for the development of affordable housing.  The Successor 



Agency is required to use the Affordable Housing Parcels solely for the development of 



affordable housing units using tax increment generated from Mission Bay. 



 



In light of the Redevelopment Dissolution Law’s wind down of former redevelopment agency 



activities, the Successor Agency proposes the following disposition plan providing for the early 



termination of the Agency Lease for the Park Parcels and the transfer of Affordable Housing 



Parcels to the City as Housing Successor after the Successor Agency fulfills its obligation to 



fund and develop affordable housing on the parcels: 



 



 Park Parcels – Continue to lease the Completed Parks (Parks NP1-5, P1, P10, P16-18, 



and P21) under the Agency Lease and add Future Parks (Parks P2-3, P5-7, P8-9, P11, 



P11A, P12-13, P15, P19-20, P22-24, and P26-27) to the Agency Lease as they are 
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developed into parks.  The Successor Agency will ensure completion of all Future Parks 



and then terminate its leasehold interests and transfer the property management 



responsibility of all the Park Parcels to the City for a governmental purpose (i.e., a 



cohesive public park system).  The estimated transfer date is 2022. 



 



 Affordable Housing Parcels -- Acquire and retain the Affordable Housing Parcels 



(Blocks 3 East, 4 East, 6 East and West, 7 West, 9 and 9A, and 12 West) to fulfill the 



Successor Agency’s obligation under the OPAs to develop Affordable Housing Parcels 



and, upon completion of each specific development, transfer it to the City Housing 



Successor, as required under Redevelopment Dissolution Law.  The estimated transfer 



dates are between 2015 and 2022.  



 



 



BACKGROUND 
 



During the early-to-mid-1990s, the neighborhood currently known as Mission Bay was an 



underutilized industrial railyard, primarily owned by one private property owner, Catellus 



Development Corporation, which was the development arm of the former rail company.  Some 



of the Mission Bay lands were also owned by the City, including portions owned by the Port of 



San Francisco (the “Port”).  Some of the publicly owned lands are under the jurisdiction of the 



State Lands Commission, as waterfront land held in public trust. 



 



In November 1998, the City's Board of Supervisors approved Redevelopment Plans for Mission 



Bay North and for Mission Bay South (the "Redevelopment Plans"), establishing the Mission 



Bay North and South Redevelopment Project Areas, which together cover approximately 300 



acres.  Mission Bay is a mixed-use, mixed-income transit-oriented development that is well in 



progress.  At full build-out, it will contain up to 6,350 new residential units, including 1,900+ 



affordable units.  The project includes up to 4.4 million square feet of private commercial space, 



including office space for high-tech companies and laboratory space for biotechnology and life 



science companies.  Importantly, the project has at its center a 43-acre research campus for the 



University of California, San Francisco ("UCSF") and a new UCSF medical center serving 



children, women and cancer patients.  It also includes neighborhood-serving retail, a new hotel, 



and other public facilities, such as a new public library, new local fire and police stations, and 



possibly a new public school. 



Also in November 1998, in conjunction with the approval of the Redevelopment Plans, the 



SFRA and the Developer, Catellus Development Corporation (“Catellus”), entered into the 



OPAs for the Mission Bay North and South projects.  FOCIL-MB, LLC, an entity that Farallon 



Capital Management controls, is the successor-in-interest to Catellus and holds all of Catellus' 



rights and obligations as “Owner” under the OPAs.  There are separate OPAs for Mission Bay 



North and Mission Bay South, but the OPAs are substantially similar, particularly as to the 



enforceable obligations that are the subject of this PMP.
1
  Planning for the Mission Bay North 



                                                           
1
 On November 20, 2012, the Successor Agency requested a “final and conclusive” determination from DOF that the 



North OPA and the South OPA are enforceable obligations under Redevelopment Dissolution Law.    
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and Mission Bay South projects are closely intertwined and the public's ability to realize the full 



benefits of each separate project depends on the successful development of both projects. 



 



Also in 1998, the Developer, the City, and the City acting through the Port, executed land 



transfer agreements to facilitate the appropriate land uses under the  Redevelopment Plans (the 



“Land Transfer Agreements”).  The Land Transfer Agreements include the Amended and 



Restated Mission Bay City Land Transfer Agreement (the “CLTA”), the Amended and Restated 



Mission Bay Port Land Transfer Agreement (the “PLTA”), and the Amended and Restated 



Agreement Concerning the Public Trust, which included as a party the State of California (the 



“Public Trust Agreement”).   



 



Both the CLTA and the PLTA require the City and the Port to lease approximately 40 acres of 



City-owned land designated as parks in the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan to the SFRA (the 



“Park Parcels”).  Under the CLTA and the PLTA, the SFRA (and now the Successor Agency) 



must maintain the Park Parcels using funds generated from a community facilities district that 



runs until 2043 – a date that is 45 years from the adoption of the Mission Bay Redevelopment 



Plan.  The PLTA also includes a term sheet for the Agency Lease.  



 



 



Mission Bay Enforceable Obligations 



 



Obligations regarding the Park Parcels.  Under the OPAs, the Developer is required to finance 



and build the park improvements on the publicly owned Park Parcels.  The OPAs, at Section 7, 



state that the “Agency shall enter into the Agency Lease” within a certain time period (between 



30 and 60 days) after the Developer begins the park improvements on a Park Parcel.  In the 



Financing Plans attached as Attachment E to the OPAs, the former redevelopment agency agreed 



to form the Maintenance CFD “for the purpose of providing monies to pay the ongoing 



maintenance” of the Park Parcels.  (See Section 7.A.i of the Financing Plan.)  The Financing 



Plan further provided that “[a]ll CFDs established to implement the Financing Plan will be 



formed by the [Agency] Commission, acting as the legislative body for the CFDs under the 



[Mello-Roos Community Facilities] Act.”  (See Section 3.A.i. of the Financing Plan.)  Finally, it 



required the SFRA to use the taxes collected from the Maintenance CFD to “operate, maintain, 



and repair, or cause to be operated, maintained, and repaired” the Park Parcels for 45 years (i.e., 



until 2043).  The SFRA formed, by Agency Resolution No. 217-99 (Dec. 21, 1999), the 



Maintenance CFD and approved the Rate and Method of Apportionment of Special Tax.  



 



To implement the obligations under the OPAs, the former redevelopment agency entered into a 



Ground Lease with the City (and the City acting through the Port) on November 16, 2001 (the 



“Agency Lease”).  The Agency Lease runs for 45 years, and currently covers the Completed 



Parks.  The rent is $1 per year, to be payable in advance ($45 was paid to the City at lease 



commencement).  The Agency Lease requires the Successor Agency to add Future Parks to the 



leasehold after the City and Agency have received the Developer’s notice “specifying the 



portions of the Open Space Development Parcels that the Owner intends to develop as public 



open space, parks, or plazas in accordance with the Plan documents.”  (See Ground Lease, 



Section 2.1 at page 7.)   
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Obligations regarding Affordable Housing Parcels.  The OPAs require the Developer to donate 



“building ready” land to the Successor Agency for the development of affordable housing.  The 



OPAs and the Tax Increment Allocation Pledge Agreements for Mission Bay North and South 



require the Successor Agency to use tax increment generated from the Mission Bay Project to 



finance the affordable housing development.  The North OPA (See Attachment C, Housing 



Program) requires the Developer to contribute between 2.5 and 3.8 acres to the Successor 



Agency for the development of up to 345 affordable housing units.  The South OPA (See 



Attachment C, Housing Program) requires the Developer to contribute 11.5 acres to the 



Successor Agency for the development of up to 1,108 affordable housing units.  The total 14.9 



acres are the “Affordable Housing Parcels.”  The OPAs require the Developer to record a 



“memorandum of option” on any Affordable Housing Parcel to be donated to the Successor 



Agency in the future as each major phase of development is approved.  The Successor Agency is 



required to accept title to the Affordable Housing Parcels once the Successor Agency is ready to 



start construction on the parcel, assuming the stated preconditions are met.  The Successor 



Agency must ensure that these parcels are developed with affordable housing, using the tax 



increment that is pledged from the Mission Bay Project.  Since dissolution of the former 



redevelopment agency, the Successor Agency has transferred approximately 394 units of 



affordable housing in 4 separate projects to the City Housing Successor as required under 



Redevelopment Dissolution Law. 



 



 



LONG-RANGE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT PLAN (“PMP”) 
 



The Mission Bay Property is comprised of the Park Parcels (40.5 acres, which includes both the 



Completed Parks and the Future Parks) and the Affordable Housing Parcels (14.9 acres, which 



includes eight parcels the Successor Agency will own in the future).  These properties are also 



shown on Attachment A (DOF Tracking Sheet for Mission Bay) and Attachment B (Map of 



Mission Bay Property).  



 



Date of Acquisition 



 



See Attachment A for acquisition dates for the Park Parcels and the Affordable Housing Parcels.   



 



Value of Property at Time of Acquisition 



 



See Attachment A for acquisition values for the Park Parcels and the Affordable Housing 



Parcels.   



 



Estimate of the Current Value 



 



See Attachment A for estimates of current values for the Park Parcels and the Affordable 



Housing Parcels.  The source of the values for the Park Parcels is based on the current tax rolls. 



The Affordable Housing Parcels have an estimated value of zero under Redevelopment 



Dissolution Law due to long-term affordability restrictions and future transfer to the City as 



Housing Successor Agency. 
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Purpose for which the Mission Bay Property was Acquired 



 



The Park Parcels are leased by the Successor Agency for the purpose of maintaining the Park 



Parcels with special taxes that the Successor Agency collects through the Maintenance CFD, as 



required by the OPAs.  The Park Parcels have been designed and developed as a cohesive park 



system.  For example, park maintenance facilities are shared and concentrated in certain areas to 



cut costs and streamline operations.   



 



The Affordable Housing Parcels will be acquired by the Successor Agency for the purpose of 



constructing affordable housing, as required by the OPAs.  Upon completion of a particular 



affordable housing development, the Successor Agency will transfer it to the Housing Successor, 



as required under Redevelopment Dissolution Law.  



 



Address/Location 



 



See Attachment A for the specific addresses/locations of the Park Parcels and the Affordable 



Housing Parcels.  A map of these parcels is attached as Attachment B.  



 



Lot Size 



 



See Attachment A for the lot sizes of the Park Parcels (40.5 acres) and the Affordable Housing 



Parcels (14.9 acres).  A map of these parcels is attached as Attachment B.  



 



Current Zoning 



 



The Park Parcels are zoned MB-RA in the San Francisco Planning Code.  The MB-RA zone 



refers to the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan which designates the Park Parcels as “Open 



Space.”  The Affordable Housing Parcels are also zoned MB-RA in the San Francisco Planning 



Code.  The MB-RA zone refers to the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan which designates the 



Affordable Housing Parcels as “Mission Bay South Residential.”  



 



Estimate of Revenues Generated (Including Contractual Requirements for Use of Funds) 



 



The Park Parcels currently generate a small amount of revenue (less than $30,000 a year) from 



special events and facility rental fees.  This money is used to offset the cost of those private 



events and support public community events, such as kite-day and free concerts.  The Affordable 



Housing Sites are owned by the Developer, so the parcels do not currently generate any revenues 



for the Successor Agency.  



 



History of Environmental Contamination, Studies, Remediation Efforts 



 



The Mission Bay Property has undergone significant environmental studies over the past several 



decades.  As part of the original approval process, an Environmental Impact Report was prepared 



in 1998 that addressed environmental contamination within the Mission Bay Project.  The area is 



considered a brownfield site, with low levels of contamination, resulting from the materials used 



to fill in the bay over the years.  A Risk Management Plan (“RMP”) was prepared for the 
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Mission Bay Project in 1999.  The RMP applies to both the Park Parcels and the Affordable 



Housing Parcels and includes mitigations to address soil contamination on all sites. 



 



Potential for Transit-Oriented Development; Advancement of Planning Objectives 
 



The Mission Bay Project is a successful example of transit-oriented development.  In 2010, the 



Mission Bay Project was recognized by the California Department of Housing and Community 



Development as a Gold Catalyst Community (i.e., a great example of how to build a sustainable, 



economically vibrant community).  The design principles embedded in the Mission Bay 



Redevelopment Plan envision a transit-oriented neighborhood that promotes transit, bicycle, and 



pedestrian modes of transportation. The development of all of the Affordable Housing Parcels 



fulfills the planning objectives contained in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, the 



City’s General Plan and the Housing Element, all of which identify a need for permanently 



affordable housing. 



 



Specifically, the Mission Bay Project concentrates 6,350 new residential units, 4.4 million square 



feet of office/bio-tech uses, 400,000 square feet of retail uses, a new 43-acre research campus, 



550-bed hospital, and public uses, including a school, police/fire station, police headquarters, and 



49-acres of new parkland in an area that is highly served by transit.  Specifically, within Mission 



Bay there is a Caltrain station that provides rail service to the South Bay, two light rail lines, and 



multiple bus lines connecting to the rest of the City that will be further extended to the southern 



portion of Mission Bay once the roadways are completed. A private shuttle service is also 



provided by a Transportation Management Association and additional shuttle service is provided 



by the University of California, San Francisco to link their Mission Bay campus to their other 



locations within San Francisco. 



 



History of Previous Development and Leasing Proposals 



 



There have been no other development or leasing proposals put forward for the Park Parcels and 



the Affordable Housing Parcels. 



 



Disposition of the Mission Bay Property 



 



The Successor Agency has an enforceable obligation to ensure the Park Parcels are developed 



and maintained as a cohesive, financially self-sustaining park system and to use the funding from 



the Maintenance CFD for this purpose.  Any amendments to this enforceable obligation 



(including the proposal below) will require the concurrence and written consent of the 



counterparty under the enforceable obligation (Developer).  Such consent has not yet been 



sought or received, and there is no guarantee Developer will provide consent.  Under the existing 



obligations, the City becomes responsible for managing the Park Parcels after 2043.  In light of 



the Redevelopment Dissolution Law’s wind down of former redevelopment agency activities, the 



Successor Agency proposes a more expedited disposition plan whereby the Successor Agency 



would continue managing the Park Parcels until all the park improvements are complete and the 



Park Parcels can transfer to the City as a package of interlocking parks.  The City, Developer, 



and Mission Bay community representatives have expressed a preference for this approach to 



ensure that the Park Parcels (1) remain together and continue to be managed as a single asset by 
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a single entity (i.e., either one City entity or a separate non-profit), (2) continue to be 



professionally managed under a competitive bidding process, and (3) continue to be managed in 



a way that allows for direct community involvement and oversight. 



 



Accordingly, the PMP proposes the following: 



 



 Park Parcels – Continue to lease the Completed Parks (Parks NP1-5, P1, P10, P16-18, 



and P21) under the Agency Lease and add Future Parks (Parks P2-3, P5-7, P8-9, P11, 



P11A, P12-13, P15, P19-20, P22-24, and P26-27) to the Agency Lease as they are 



developed into parks.  The Successor Agency will ensure completion of all Future Parks 



and then terminate its leasehold interests and transfer the property management 



responsibility of all the Park Parcels to the City for a governmental purpose (i.e., a 



cohesive public park system).  The Successor Agency will continue administering the 



Maintenance CFD, but will provide the City with the CFD funds to maintain the Park 



Parcels.  The estimated transfer date is 2022. 



 



 Affordable Housing Parcels -- Acquire and retain the Affordable Housing Parcels 



(Blocks 3 East, 4 East, 6 East and West, 7 West, 9 and 9A, and 12 West) to fulfill the 



Successor Agency’s obligation under the OPAs to develop Affordable Housing Parcels. 



The Successor Agency intends to provide the affordable housing developer for each parcel 



with a ground lease to provide site access to construct the affordable housing, as well as 



apply long term affordability restrictions to the project.  Upon completion of each specific 



development, transfer it to the City as Successor Housing Agency, as required under 



Redevelopment Dissolution Law.  The estimated transfer dates are between 2015 and 



2022. 



 



The transfer dates above are estimates based on current market conditions and anticipated 



phasing of private development within Mission Bay.  However, if there is a change in the 



economy outside the control of the Successor Agency the timing of the transfer of both the Park 



and Affordable Housing Parcels may change. 



 



Properties Dedicated to Governmental Use Purposes and Properties Retained for Purposes 



of Fulfilling an Enforceable Obligation 



 



See section above. 
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Successor Agency:  Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco



County:  San Francisco



LONG RANGE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT PLAN (PART 2): PROPERTY INVENTORY DATA - MISSION BAY



HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(B) HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(D) HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(F) HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)H)



No. Property Name Property Type Permissable Use Permissable Use Detail Acquisition Date 



Value at Time 



of Purchase



Estimated 



Current Value Value Basis



Date of 



Estimated 



Current Value 



Proposed Sale 



Value



Proposed Sale 



Date



Purpose for which 
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Mission Bay South - Affordable Housing Parcels



1 Block 3 East Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2017  $                  -   



$0 
(1)



 Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative Northwest corner 



of 3rd and 



Mission Rock 



Streets



8711-026 47,916 Residential



$0 
(1)



 See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



2 Block 4 East Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2019  $                  -   



$0 
(1)



 Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative West side of 3rd 



Street between 



Mission Rock 



and China Basin 



Streets



8711-029 47,916 Residential



$0 
(1)



 See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



3 Block 6 East Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2015  $                  -   



$0 
(1)



 Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative West side of 4th 



Street between 



China Basin 



Street and 



Mission Bay 



Blvd. North



8711-021 65,340 Residential



$0 
(1)



 See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



4 Block 6 West Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2019  $                  -   



$0 
(1)



 Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative East side of 



Merrimac 



between China 



Basin Street and 



Mission Bay 



Blvd. North



8711-020 47,916 Residential



$0 
(1)



 See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



5 Block 7 West Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2014  $                  -   



$0 
(1)



 Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative East side of 4th 



Street between 



China Basin 



Street and 



Mission Bay 



Blvd. North



8711-031, 



032(p)



80,859 Residential



$0 
(1)



 See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



6 Block 9 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2021  $                  -   



$0 
(1)



 Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative West side of 



Bridgeview 



between Mission 



Rock Street and 



Mission Bay 



Blvd. North



8719-003 47,439 Residential



$0 
(1)



 See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



7 Block 9A Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2021  $                  -   



$0 
(1)



 Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative East side of 



Bridgeview 



between Mission 



Rock Street and 



Mission Bay 



Blvd. North



8719-005 29,939 Residential



$0 
(1)



 See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



8 Block 12 West Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2021  $                  -   



$0 
(1)



 Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative Northeast corner 



of Channel 



Street and 



Mission Bay 



Drive 



8710-006 73,534 Residential



$0 
(1)



 See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



Mission Bay South - Park Lands



9 Park P1 Park Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 12/30/2005  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative West of 4th 



Street between 



Mission Creek 



and Channel 



Street



3810-006 139,932 Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



10 Park P10 Park Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 4/2/2013  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative Mission Bay 



Circle



8709-003(p)         40,292 Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



11 Park P16 Park Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 12/6/2010  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative East side of 



Third Street and 



Mission Bay 



Blvd. North and 



South



8720-



003,005,004



(p),010(p),0



12(p),013,01



4(p)



55,321 Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



12 Park P17 Park Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 7/20/2009  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative West side of 



Terry Francois 



Blvd. between 



Mission Bay 



Blvd. North



8720-006(p), 



007(p),008 



(p)



39,204 Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



13 Park P18 Park Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 6/20/2009  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative West side of 



Terry Francois 



Blvd. between 



China Basin 



Street and 



Mission Bay 



Blvd. North



8720-008; 



8722-005



15,246 Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



14 Park P21 Park Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 3/22/2006  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative East side of 



Terry Francois 



Blvd. between of 



Mission Bay 



Blvd. North and 



South Street



8721-009(p); 



8722-005(p)



21,780 Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



15 Park P2 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2016  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative South side of 



Mission Creek, 



immediately to 



the west of Park 



P1 



3810-008 164,657     Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



16 Park P3 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2017  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative South side of 



Mission Creek 



east of Fourth 



Street



8714-002 72,745       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



17 Park P5 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2016  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative Between 



Channel Street, 



Long Bridge 



Streets and El 



Dorado East and 



West 



8711-009(p); 



8710/002(p)



16,117       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



18 Park P6 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2014  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative East corner of 



Long Bridge and 



China Basin 



Streets



8711-003; 



8711-009(p); 



8711/017



48,787       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



19 Park P7 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2018  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative South west 



corner of 



Mission Bay 



Drive and 



Owens Street 



8709-003(p) 85,378       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



HSC 34191.5 (c)(2) HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(G)HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(A) HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(C) HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(E)SALE OF PROPERTY











LONG RANGE PROPERTY MANAGEMENT PLAN (PART 2): PROPERTY INVENTORY DATA - MISSION BAY



HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(B) HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(D) HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(F) HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)H)



No. Property Name Property Type Permissable Use Permissable Use Detail Acquisition Date 



Value at Time 



of Purchase



Estimated 



Current Value Value Basis



Date of 



Estimated 



Current Value 



Proposed Sale 



Value



Proposed Sale 



Date



Purpose for which 



property was 



acquired Address APN # Lot Size



Current 



Zoning



Estimate of Current 



Parcel Value 



Estimate of 



Income/Revenue



Contractual 



requirements for use 



of income/revenue



History of 



environmental 



contamination, studies, 



and/or remediation, and 



designation as a 



brownfield site



Description of 



property's 



potential for 



transit 



oriented 



development



Advancement 



of planning 



objectives of 



the successor 



agency 



History of previous 



development 



proposals and activity 



HSC 34191.5 (c)(2) HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(G)HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(A) HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(C) HSC 34191.5 (c)(1)(E)SALE OF PROPERTY



20 Park P8 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2016  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative Between Mission 



Creek and 



Mission Bay 



Drive, partially 



under under I-



280



8709-003(p) 121,532     Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



21 Park P9 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2018  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative South of Mission 



Bay Drive under 



I-280



8709-002 37,462       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



22 Park P11 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2015  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative Between Mission 



Bay Blvd N&S, 



east of Mission 



Bay Circle



8710-003(p) 10,454       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



23 Park P11A Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2015  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative Between Mission 



Bay Blvd N&S, 



east of Mission 



Bay Circle



8710-003(p) Included 



above



Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



24 Park P12 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2021  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative West side of 



Merrimac 



between Mission 



Bay Blvd. North 



and South



8710-003(p) 60,113       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



25 Park P13 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2021  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative East side of 



Merrimac 



between Mission 



Bay Blvd. North 



and South



8710-003(p) 56,628       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



26 Park P15 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2021  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative East side of 4th 



Street between 



Mission Bay 



Blvd. North and 



South



8711-005(p); 



8732-001(p)



53,143       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



27 Park P19 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2015  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative West side of 



Terry Francois 



Blvd. between 



Mission Rock 



and China Basin 



Streets



8722-005 23,958       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



28 Park P20 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2021  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative North side of 



Mission Rock 



Street between 



Third Street and 



Terry Francois 



Blvd.



8719-002(p) 14,810       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



29 Park P22 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2020  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative East side of 



Terry Francois 



Blvd. between 



South and 16th 



Streets



8722-001(p), 



005,006, 



007, 009(p), 



013(p)



235,224     Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



30 Park P23 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2015  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative Southwest 



corner of 16th 



Street and Terry 



Francois Blvd.



3940-002(p); 



8722-005(p); 



3941-001(p); 



3940-001(p)



87,120       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



31 Park P24 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2015  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative Northeast corner 



of Illinois Street 



and Terry 



Francois Blvd.



3491-001(p) Included 



above



Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



32 Park P26 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2015  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative North side of 



Mariposa 



between Owens 



and 4th Streets



8723-003, 



004, 006, 



007(p)



87,556       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



33 Park P27 Vacant Lot/Land Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 2015  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative Northwest corner 



of Owens and 



Mariposa Streets



8723-002 15,246       Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



Mission Bay North - Park Lands



34 Park NP1 Park Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 8/26/2005  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative North side of 



Mission Creek 



west of 4th 



Street



8708-002(p) 139,392 Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



35 Park NP2 Park Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 8/26/2005  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative North side of 



Mission Creek 



west of NP1



8708-002(p); 



8707-002(p)



Included in 



NP1



Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



36 Park NP3 Park Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 6/4/2008  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative North side of 



Mission Creek 



west of NP2



8707-002(p) Included in 



NP1



Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



37 Park NP4 Park Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 6/4/2008  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative North side of 



Mission Creek 



west of NP3



8730-001(p); 



8707-003(p)



130,680 Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



38 Park NP5 Park Fulfill Enforceable 



Obligation



See narrative 6/4/2008  $                  -   0  Market Nov. 2013  $                  -   See narrative  See narrative North side of 



Mission creek 



west of NP4



8730-001(p); 



3806-006(p)



Included in 



NP4



Open 



Space



 $                                 -    See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative See narrative



NOTES: (1) No value under Redevelopment Dissolution Law due to long-term affordability restrictions and future transfer to the City as Housing Successor Agency.











Attachment B – Map of Mission Bay Property 
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Joyce; Karl  Heisler; Gary Oates; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Updated/Revised CEQA Information Needs for GSW Project
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:41:58 AM
Attachments: CEQA Preliminary Info Needs_8-22-14 Excel Table.xlsx


All:
 
Attached is an updated/revised CEQA Information Needs matrix that includes 1) adjusted due dates
(in green text) for specific information needs and 2) responses (in red text) that have been provided
to date from the sponsor.  No changes have been made to the specific information requested.
 
ESA’s original working schedule which informed the due dates in the 7/18/14 CEQA Information
Needs matrix assumed City staff review times would be abbreviated (i.e., not their standard review
durations).  However, as directed by City staff, all City review times (as reflected in our current SEIR
schedule submitted to you in our 8/20/14 scope of work) are now based on their standard review
durations.  The inclusion of standard review times necessitated moving up certain deliverables, and
consequently, a number of due dates in 7/18/14 CEQA Information Needs matrix have also been
moved up to meet those earlier submittal dates. 
 
Please review and let us know if these are acceptable to you, and I’m happy to talk with you about
individual due dates for specific items.  
 
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:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com

mailto:GOates@esassoc.com

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com



Sheet1


			Info Needs Task No			Benchmark/Milestone			Project Sponsor CEQA Information			Responsible Party			Date Due 			Date Delivered			Notes


			Travel Demand Memo


			1			 Travel Demand Memo			Confirmation of Final Project Land Use Type, Square Footages for Proposed Development, and Employment.  Please review attached Table T-1 (developed from the 7/15/14 Sponsor project description and additional input provided by the sponsor at the 7/16/14 CEQA meeting), and confirm the assumptions and numbers.			Sponsor			7/21/14			7/21/14			Document available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/yz25l3c2897t7by/Task1_ConfirmationProgramInfoAssumptions_2014.07.07.pdf


			NOP/Initial Study


			2			NOP/Initial Study			Confirm Title of Project.  Please provide title of project to be referred to in the NOP/IS/EIR (e.g., Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay, or other title?)			Sponsor/OCII/EP			9/1/14			8/19/14			Project Title: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


			3			NOP/Initial Study			Project Sponsor Confirmation.  Please identify the specific entity that is the project sponsor (e.g., an LLC affiliate of GSW?; if so, please identify).			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			Project Sponsor: GSW Arena LLC


			4			NOP/Initial Study			Site Ownership.  Please confirm the Warriors currently own the Blocks 29-32 site.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			GSW Arena LLC has entered into an agreement to purchase the Blocks 29-32 site from an affiliate of salesforce.com. 


			5			NOP/Initial Study			Distribution List for NOA and NOP/IS.  Please provide distribution list for electronic and/or hardcopies of NOA, NOP and IS.			OCII/EP			10/1/14


			6			NOP/Initial Study			Clarification on Project Site Parameters/Size.  
a.  It appears from reviewing the City's on-line Property Information Map database that there are at least 3 parcels that make up the site, including 8722/001 (522,284 s.f.); 8722/007 (649 s.f.) in the southwest corner, and 8722/008 (769 s.f.) also in the southwest corner.  These 3 parcels do not form the same rectangular shape as Blocks 29-32 as identified in the Mission Bay Plan.  Recognizing that the Mission Bay Plan assumes that the project site would consist of, and be reconfigured as, Blocks 29-32 (and ultimately may supercede/replace the existing parcel information), please describe the process for how the differences between the existing parcels boundaries/size and the proposed Block parameters limits/size get resolved.

b.  Please confirm the size of Blocks 29-32.			OCII			9/1/14


			7			NOP/Initial Study			Status of Existing Stockpiles Adjacent to Site.  Between the east side of the Blocks 29-32 site and Terry Francois Boulevard, there are large covered stockpiles of materials.  Please describe what those stockpiles were associated with, and what is the proposed disposition of those materials (are they proposed to be used or transferred off-site, and when is that expected to occur?).			OCII			9/1/14


			8			NOP/Initial Study			Non-Project Improvements that Would Occur Adjacent to Project Site (New Park Development and Terry Francois Boulevard Realignment).  Please confirm 1) when both the realignment Terry Francois Boulevard and development of a new park adjacent to/east of Blocks 29-32 would occur relative to GSW project (i.e., both improvements completed prior to construction and/or operation of Blocks 29-32?), 2) confirm who would fund both improvements (i.e., FOCIL?),and 3) what specific improvements are associated for each improvement (i.e., for the park:  size, facilities, etc.?; and for the roadway:  row width, median, on-street parking/bike lanes, walkways, etc.?).			OCII			9/1/14


			9			NOP/Initial Study			Applicability of 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures to Blocks 29-32.

RBF maintains a GIS-based website for "Mission Bay Project On-line Mitigation Status" at http://gis.rbf.com/catellus. This site appears to call out the specific mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR that apply to each Mission Bay block (including Blocks, 29, 30, 31 and 32).  Does OCII consider this an up-to-date and accurate representation of the block-specific mitigation measures that apply to Blocks 29-32?  If not, does OCII have a more representative list of the specific mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR that do apply to Blocks 29-32?			OCII			9/1/14


			10			NOP/Initial Study			Project Approvals.   The NOP will include summary list of project approvals.  Please review the preliminary list of project approvals below, and revise as needed:

a.   approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29 to 32
b.   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.
c.   Planning Commission action to release office space from the citywide Proposition M office allocation pool.
d.   Modifications to South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan


			OCII/EP/Sponsor			9/1/14


			11			NOP/Initial Study			Existing Parking Uses on Project Site.  
a.  Please confirm the number of parking spaces on the project site, by lot (Lots B and E). [From a Google aerial map review, ESA estimates  Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 290 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 385 parking spaces, for a total of 675 parking spaces]

b.  What, if any, arrangements currently exist for the use of these parking spaces (e.g., daytime, Giants games, etc.).			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			a. Lot B: 316 spaces. Lot E: 289 paces. Total: 605 spaces.
b. Impark is currently managing both daytime & Giants event parking for both lots on salesforce.com's behalf. 



			12			NOP/Initial Study			Site Survey.  Please provide a survey of the site indicating elevations, existing utilities, potential easements, etc.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			Document available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/95cvkaxwvm50wrp/Task8_SiteSurvey_2014.05.05.pdf


			13			NOP/Initial Study			Prior Technical Studies for Blocks 29-32.  Please provide any known site-specific technical studies that have been previously completed for prior developments on the Blocks 29-32 site (e.g., geotechnical, hazardous materials, utilities, etc.). (Note, ESA already has a copy of a 2006 Revised Risk Management Plan which covers portion of the site.)			Sponsor/OCII			8/15/14			8/19/14			Prior technical studies are not available for distribution.


			14			NOP/Initial Study			New Site Specific Studies Available in Time for Consideration in Initial Study.  Please identify what, if any, new site-specific technical studies the sponsor team anticipates having completed in time for consideration in the Initial Study; and identify the anticipated dates for completion of those studies.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			- Preliminary Geotech Evaluation available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/8l99bod3fghpf2b/Task9_EnvironmentalSummary_2014.04.07.pdf?dl=0
- Environmental Summary available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/7tyf5ajherlwbms/Task9_PreliminaryGeotechEval_2014.04.02.pdf?dl=0 
- Phase I Geotech Assessment available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/ezs4co7l58cb9yf/Task9_PhaseIGeotech_2014.04.11.pdf
- Water Supply Assessment is in progress and will be available in a few weeks. 


			15			NOP/Initial Study			Additional Major Phase Information.  Please provide:
• Estimated range of development density
• Major Phase aggregate development in relation to total allowable building program
• Approximate square footage of each use, and proposed height and bulk of proposed buildings			Sponsor			9/1/14


			16			NOP/Initial Study			Refined Site Plans for Initial Study.  It is our understanding that the sponsor is currently preparing more refined site plans, and accordingly, ESA will plan on including those more refined plans in the Initial Study. At a minimum, refined site plans should include:
a.  a scale/north direction arrow
b.  site boundary
a.  adjacent streets, including planned realigned Terry Francois Boulevard 
c.  arena/practice facility, office buildings, and plaza/open space locations
d.  elevation values of proposed features on the site
e.  location of pedestrian/bicycle/vehicle access points to garage and plazas
f.   if known, proposed landscaped areas.
 			Sponsor			10/1/2014
9/1/2014 						 


			17			NOP/Initial Study			LEED Design.  What is the proposed LEED rating for this project?  Please provide a description of proposed design features proposed/incorporated to meet LEED compliance and promote sustainabililty (e.g., water, recycled water, energy conservation, etc.) - (are they the same or different than what was proposed for Piers 30-32?).			Sponsor			10/1/2014
9/1/2014 


			18			NOP/Initial Study			Consistency with Bird Safe Standards.    Please confirm if the proposed design of the development at Blocks 29-32 is intended to be consistent with San Francisco’s Bird Safe Standards for Bird‐Safe Buildings and Planning Commission Resolution 9212.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			SEIR should state that the project "incorporates bird-safe measures". 


			ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


			19			Project Description			Project Objectives  Please provide a statement of objectives sought by the project sponsor for the project.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			20			Project Description			Refined Site Plans for EIR.  It is expected that the sponsor may provide more refined site plans for inclusion in the EIR.

OCII:  Please indicate if OCII will want any floor plans or other specific figures from the sponsor for inclusion in the EIR

 			Sponsor (question for OCII included)			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			21			Water Supply			Project Water Demand.  Please estimate project water use consistent with SFPUC guidelines (specific direction for this request to be provided by EP/OCII/SFPUC).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			22			Wastewater			Project Wastewater Generation.  Please estimated project wastewater demands.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			23			Water and Wastewater Utility Plans			Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans.  Please provide proposed water and wastewater utility plans (include any proposed off-site improvements as part of project).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			24			Stormwater			Project Stormwater Management Plan.  Please describe proposed stormwater facilities, including stormwater control, retention and pollution control features, Low Impact Development (LID) features and drainage plans.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/144


			25			Utilities			Other Site-Specific Studies Available in Time for Consideration in EIR.  Please identify what, if any, new site-specific technical studies (e.g., for sea level rise, etc). the sponsor team will be preparing and have complete in time for consideration in the EIR; and anticipated dates for completion.  If sea level rise study is proposed, please describe proposed design considerations/features accommodate sea level rise.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			26			Air Quality			Emergency Backup Generators.  
a.  Please identify the number and estimated power of emergency backup generator for the proposed project.
b.   Identify the approximate location of proposed emergency backup generators (i.e., on building rooftops, enclosed within parking structure, etc.).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			27			Noise			Stationary Equipment Noise-Generating Sources.  
a.  For the office buildings, is all mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC) proposed to be on the rooftops? (and if so, how would it be screened or enclosed?)
b.  For the event center, where is proposed mechanical equipment proposed to be located and how would it be screened or enclosed?
c.  Please describe if and how proposed emergency backup generators would it be screened and/or enclosed?

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			28			Noise			Other Noise Sources. 
a. Please confirm if the project proposes any temporary/permanent installation/use of exterior amplification sources at the site (e.g., in combination with video screens in the plazas or at pedestrian entrances to the site, on rooftop terraces, etc.).  If exterior amplification sources may be proposed, please describe their proposed location, type and use.
b.  Please confirm if the exterior site areas (e.g., plazas, rooftops) would be used for any outdoor events (such as what was proposed at the Piers 30-32 site).
c  Please describe if any portion of the perimeter wall of the event center could be retractable/removable to permit free flow between the event center concourse and outdoor plaza areas.

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			29			Wind/Shadow			Mass and Bulking Model.  For the shadow analysis (currently in ESA work scope), and, If ESA is to prepare wind analysis (currently an option in our scope), we would need a simple 3D massing model indicating the exterior form of the development.  Alternately, ESA may be able to rely simply on site plans with proposed elevation values (this would be determined based on the availabilitly of project plans, and in consultation with the sponsor.)
			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			30			EIR Transportation			Proposed Vehicle/Loading/Bicycle Parking Facilities.   Please see attached Table T-2, and fill in requested information on proposed parking/loading/bicycle facilities.			Sponsor			9/8/14


			31			EIR Transportation			Sidewalk/Crosswalks and Pedestrian/Bicycle Access to Development.   Please provide site plan indicating the dimension of sidewalks (existing and proposed widths; see attached Table T-3 below), driveways, and adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard. Include crosswalk striping, and indicate whether any intersections would be signalized and if pedestrian countdown signals would be provided. Also include the location of pedestrian entrances to arena, office, retail and other uses. If bicycle attendant parking is proposed to be provided for events, please indicate location of bicycle valet on the plans. Indicate planned cycletrack along Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			32			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Basketball Event Day.  Please provide plan indicating curb regulations for basketball game event day, as well as adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard. Curb regulations meaning taxi zone, commercial loading zone, white passenger loading/unloading zone, shuttle zone, bus zone, etc.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			33			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Concert/Conference Event Day.  Please provide plan indicating curb regulations for concert/conference event day, as well as the adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			34			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Non-Event Day.  Plan indicating curb regulations for non-event day, as well as the adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			35			EIR Transportation			Access Points to Proposed Garage. Identify access points to proposed garage(s); provide garage plans for each level.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			36			EIR Transportation			Project Changes to Roadway and Intersection Lane Geometries.  Identify any project changes to roadway and intersection lane geometries proposed by the Mission Bay South Plan.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			37			EIR Transportation			Additional Site Plan Transportation Information Needs.  As appropriate, the plans need to include:

a.   Dimension of entrance of driveway at building, and dimension of curb cut 
b.   Label loading spaces and dimensions (length x width x vertical clearance)
c.   Label location of pedestrian entrances/lobbies and ground floor retail.
d.  Label trash room(s)
a.  Label and number Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces; location and number of attendant bicycle parking spaces.
f.   Label and number vehicle parking spaces
g.  Label and number ADA parking spaces, including aisles to elevators
h.  Indicate which ADA parking spaces can accommodate vans
i.   Label and number carshare parking spaces
j.   Provide dimensions of driveway aisles
k.  Vertical clearance of the garage levels. Grade of ramp.
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			38			EIR Transportation			Project Garage.

a.  Please specify whether garage entrance(s) would be gated, how many entry and exit lanes there would be at each driveway, whether there would be ticket dispensing machines or other type of control mechanism, and where they would be located, as well as number of vehicles that would be able to queue within the garage while waiting to get a ticket.
b. If the driveway(s) is also proposed to be used for trucks accessing the off-street loading area, please indicate how that would occur, particularly if there are ticket dispensers.
c. Indicate how parking for office and other uses would be separated functionally from arena parking. Would office parking be part of publicly-accessible parking?
  
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			39			EIR Transportation			Off-Site Parking

a.   Please specify whether there are plans for accommodating event parking at other nearby garages.  
b.   If yes, please provide: location, number of spaces, whether a shuttle between arena and garage would be provided (see below for details needed), and type of events (basketball, concerts, conferences) when this parking would be “guaranteed” to be available for arena use.
			Sponsor			9/8/14


			40			EIR Transportation			Transit Shuttles

a.  Description of any shuttle service for basketball, concert and/or convention events.  Including specific routes, days/hours of operation, frequency, and passenger capacity of vehicle.
b.  Indicate whether any shuttles would be in operation on non-event days.  If yes, please also provide details.

			Sponsor			9/8/14


			41			EIR Transportation			Loading

a.   Would there be separate loading facilities for office, retail, arena, other uses, or would there be one combined loading area?
b.   Where would the TV trucks/equipment stage during events (i.e., not parked within a loading space)?
c.   Indicate on garage plans the access from loading facility to office, arena, etc., uses (e.g., elevators, corridors, etc.). Would deliveries to any uses be accommodated on-street, if so, indicate on plans.
d.   For loading spaces, please provide dimensions of each space (width, length, and vertical clearance).
e.  Would the loading area(s) be staffed at all times?
f.   What would be the days and hours of operation of the loading dock?
g.   Are deliveries scheduled for particular day of week, and/or time of day?
h.  Maximum number of deliveries that occur at one time. How would the loading dock be managed?
i.   If loading facility is shared between arena and office/retail/etc. uses, how would office/retail/other deliveries be managed on event days?

			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			42			EIR Transportation			Confirmation/Modification of Previously-provided Piers 30-32 Loading Information

Below is the information provided from the prior Piers 30-32 regarding deliveries, TV equipment, etc. Please confirm or modify the number of trucks/deliveries for games and non-game events. Provide additional details on the type of individual deliveries per GSW game (e.g., concessions vs. food & beverage).

Also, please provide support/source for the 20 trucks for GSW and non-GSW events (e.g., is it based on the Oakland arena experience, or some other source).

Note that the transportation analysis will calculate the restaurant, retail, office (and other uses, if included) truck service/delivery demand separately based on the San Francisco Guidelines methodology and rates.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									Vendors/Service Deliveries
• Average individual deliveries per GSW game is six (6 trucks total). Most are scheduled to occur the day prior to the game. Delivery times are flexible and are scheduled to avoid peak commute hours and other potential transportation conflicts.



			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									TV crews/Equipment Vehicles
• Assume game starts 7:30 p.m.

• Typically 2 trucks/mobile units arrive at 10 a.m. on game day and depart 11:30 pm (~2 hours after game)

• TV crew of ~40 people (including home and visiting crew) arrive at ~12:30 (typically 7 hours before start time)

• For ESPN/TNT games (5-7 games/year), there will be an extra 1 or 2 trucks that typically arrive 1 day prior to the game.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									Vendor/Service Deliveries for Non Warriors Events
• 4AM-8AM: Show trucks (which carry all show components including the stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, props) arrive in market. They will typically stage somewhere off site but close to the venue.

• The number of trucks varies based on the size and complexity of the show. An A list show will usually require approximately 20 trucks.  Once trucks have been unloaded, they are driven off site and will not return until the show is complete and the load-out process begins.

• 7AM-12PM: Event day food service deliveries at loading dock (scheduled around other event related arrivals and departures). Average individual deliveries required are six. Most if not all are scheduled to occur the day prior.

• 11PM-3AM: Breakdown and cleaning, show trucks leave the venue.
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			43			EIR Transportation			Trash Collection
a.  Number of times per week that trash is typically collected for office, retail, arena and other uses, and typical schedule – day of week, time of day.
a.  Would trash associated with the ground floor retail and restaurant uses be accommodated within the on-site trash storage rooms or would the trash cans be carted to the edge of the sidewalk?
c.  Would trash trucks access the on-site loading area? If so, what is the vertical clearance to make sure that the trucks can be accommodated?
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			44			EIR Transportation			Transportation Management Plan
Please provide a draft and final transportation management plan indicating pre-event and post-event management of visitors accessing the arena by auto, transit, bicycle and walk modes for Golden State Warriors events. Indicate if and how the plans would be different for non-Golden State Warriors events.			Sponsor			Draft:   9/22/14

Final:  10/20/14


			45			Construction			Construction Schedule.  Please provide a detailed construction timeline table.  This should provide construction durations (start and end dates - in weeks/months) for construction for different work components (e.g., demolition, excavation, pile installation, new building construction, utilities, interior finishing, etc.).  The schedule should show if the construction of the event center and office buildings are anticipated to be constructed concurrently, sequentially and/or overlap.

This information can be provided in a bar graph as was previously done by the contruction team for the Piers 30-32 site.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			46			Construction			Hours of Construction. Describe if proposed construction to occur within normal construction days/hours.  Are nights and/or weekend construction anticipated?; if so, please describe the work components, construction activities and durations for those elements occurring during these periods.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			47			Construction			Soil Excavation. 
a.  Please estimate the amount of soil (CY) to be excavated at the project site.
b. Please estimate the maximum depth of excavation on the site.
c. Please identify where excavated soil will be hauled to.  			Sponsor			10/8/14


			48			Construction			Estimated Pile Count. Please provide:
The number, size (diameter / width), type (e.g., concrete), and estimated pile depth below surface.  			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			49			Construction			Pile Installation Method
For each of the pile types discussed above, please inidcate:
a.  Type of pile installation method (impact, vibration, drilling, combination)
b.  For impact pile installation, please estimate for each pile type:
        -  the anticipated numbers of blows per pile
        -  estimate time to install each pile
        -  number of piles installed per day per crew
        -  number of crews working simultaneously
        -  average number of pile strikes per day

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			50			Construction			Construction Equipment
Types and number of large and small construction equipment (e.g., drill rigs, cranes, excavators, graders, dozers, forklifts, concrete boom pumps, dewatering pumps, saw cutters, chop saws, tile saws, stud impact guns) 			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			51			Construction			Potential Construction Delivery by Barge:  Does the sponsor anticipate transporting any materials/equipment/debris to/from the site via barge from nearby bay location?			Sponsor			10/8/14


			52			Construction			Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase
Please see attached example Table T-4 and fill out.  Please provide the average and peak daily construction trucks and workers by phase.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			53			Construction			Construction Staging / Haul Routes. 
a.  Please describe proposed construction staging for the project.
b.  Are off-site construction staging areas proposed? (if so, where, and for what purpose, e.g., materials, equipment, etc.)
c.  Would any of the travel lanes on Third, South or 16th Streets or Terry Francois Boulevard for used for construction staging or for construction activities?  If yes, please provide details as to which lanes, for what type of activity, and for how long a duration.
d.  Would the existing Third St. sidewalk be closed for a portion of entire duration of the construction effort?  If so, would a protected pedestrian walkway be provided?
e.  Where is construction worker parking proposed to occur?
f.  Are any restrictions on construction activities anticipated?
g.  Are there any specific construction-related truck routing to and from the project site?

 			Sponsor			10/8/14


			54			EIR Alternatives			Potential EIR Alternatives:  To be determined if EIR will include Alternatives analysis.  If so, level of detail for alternatives analysis and data needed, including for No Project Alternatives, to be determined in consultation with OCII, EP and sponsor
			OCII/EP/Sponsor			 No -Project: 10/1/14

Reduced Intensity:
Mid-November 2014
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From: David Manica
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; "David Carlock"; RICHARD ALTUNA; Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: GSW Design Update with OCII
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:33:25 AM


Meeting went well.
Hope you have a great weekend and talk to you soon.
D
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 11:00 AM
To: David Manica; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; 'David Carlock'; RICHARD ALTUNA; Winslow, David
(CPC)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: GSW Design Update with OCII
 
 
Thanks,  David. Could you please make sure to include the cced?
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: David Manica
Date:08/22/2014 8:33 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,Jesse Blout ,Clarke Miller ,'David Carlock' ,RICHARD
ALTUNA ,"Winslow, David (CPC)"
Subject: GSW Design Update with OCII
 
I noticed there was no meeting link on Catherine’s email invite, so I am setting this link up for
everybody’s convenience.
If you notice that there are parties missing from the invite list, please feel free to forward this email
to them so they can also join.
Speak to you in 30 minutes.
D
1. Please join my meeting.
https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/177522797
2. Use your microphone and speakers (VoIP) - a headset is recommended. Or, call in using your
telephone.
Dial +1 (571) 317-3112
Access Code: 177-522-797
Audio PIN: Shown after joining the meeting
Meeting ID: 177-522-797
GoToMeeting®
Online Meetings Made Easy®
Not at your computer? Click the link to join this meeting from your iPhone®, iPad®, Android® or
Windows Phone® device via the GoToMeeting app.
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Joyce; Karl  Heisler; Gary Oates; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Updated/Revised CEQA Information Needs for GSW Project
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:42:01 AM
Attachments: CEQA Preliminary Info Needs_8-22-14 Excel Table.xlsx


All:
 
Attached is an updated/revised CEQA Information Needs matrix that includes 1) adjusted due dates
(in green text) for specific information needs and 2) responses (in red text) that have been provided
to date from the sponsor.  No changes have been made to the specific information requested.
 
ESA’s original working schedule which informed the due dates in the 7/18/14 CEQA Information
Needs matrix assumed City staff review times would be abbreviated (i.e., not their standard review
durations).  However, as directed by City staff, all City review times (as reflected in our current SEIR
schedule submitted to you in our 8/20/14 scope of work) are now based on their standard review
durations.  The inclusion of standard review times necessitated moving up certain deliverables, and
consequently, a number of due dates in 7/18/14 CEQA Information Needs matrix have also been
moved up to meet those earlier submittal dates. 
 
Please review and let us know if these are acceptable to you, and I’m happy to talk with you about
individual due dates for specific items.  
 
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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			Info Needs Task No			Benchmark/Milestone			Project Sponsor CEQA Information			Responsible Party			Date Due 			Date Delivered			Notes


			Travel Demand Memo


			1			 Travel Demand Memo			Confirmation of Final Project Land Use Type, Square Footages for Proposed Development, and Employment.  Please review attached Table T-1 (developed from the 7/15/14 Sponsor project description and additional input provided by the sponsor at the 7/16/14 CEQA meeting), and confirm the assumptions and numbers.			Sponsor			7/21/14			7/21/14			Document available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/yz25l3c2897t7by/Task1_ConfirmationProgramInfoAssumptions_2014.07.07.pdf


			NOP/Initial Study


			2			NOP/Initial Study			Confirm Title of Project.  Please provide title of project to be referred to in the NOP/IS/EIR (e.g., Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay, or other title?)			Sponsor/OCII/EP			9/1/14			8/19/14			Project Title: Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


			3			NOP/Initial Study			Project Sponsor Confirmation.  Please identify the specific entity that is the project sponsor (e.g., an LLC affiliate of GSW?; if so, please identify).			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			Project Sponsor: GSW Arena LLC


			4			NOP/Initial Study			Site Ownership.  Please confirm the Warriors currently own the Blocks 29-32 site.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			GSW Arena LLC has entered into an agreement to purchase the Blocks 29-32 site from an affiliate of salesforce.com. 


			5			NOP/Initial Study			Distribution List for NOA and NOP/IS.  Please provide distribution list for electronic and/or hardcopies of NOA, NOP and IS.			OCII/EP			10/1/14


			6			NOP/Initial Study			Clarification on Project Site Parameters/Size.  
a.  It appears from reviewing the City's on-line Property Information Map database that there are at least 3 parcels that make up the site, including 8722/001 (522,284 s.f.); 8722/007 (649 s.f.) in the southwest corner, and 8722/008 (769 s.f.) also in the southwest corner.  These 3 parcels do not form the same rectangular shape as Blocks 29-32 as identified in the Mission Bay Plan.  Recognizing that the Mission Bay Plan assumes that the project site would consist of, and be reconfigured as, Blocks 29-32 (and ultimately may supercede/replace the existing parcel information), please describe the process for how the differences between the existing parcels boundaries/size and the proposed Block parameters limits/size get resolved.

b.  Please confirm the size of Blocks 29-32.			OCII			9/1/14


			7			NOP/Initial Study			Status of Existing Stockpiles Adjacent to Site.  Between the east side of the Blocks 29-32 site and Terry Francois Boulevard, there are large covered stockpiles of materials.  Please describe what those stockpiles were associated with, and what is the proposed disposition of those materials (are they proposed to be used or transferred off-site, and when is that expected to occur?).			OCII			9/1/14


			8			NOP/Initial Study			Non-Project Improvements that Would Occur Adjacent to Project Site (New Park Development and Terry Francois Boulevard Realignment).  Please confirm 1) when both the realignment Terry Francois Boulevard and development of a new park adjacent to/east of Blocks 29-32 would occur relative to GSW project (i.e., both improvements completed prior to construction and/or operation of Blocks 29-32?), 2) confirm who would fund both improvements (i.e., FOCIL?),and 3) what specific improvements are associated for each improvement (i.e., for the park:  size, facilities, etc.?; and for the roadway:  row width, median, on-street parking/bike lanes, walkways, etc.?).			OCII			9/1/14


			9			NOP/Initial Study			Applicability of 1998 Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures to Blocks 29-32.

RBF maintains a GIS-based website for "Mission Bay Project On-line Mitigation Status" at http://gis.rbf.com/catellus. This site appears to call out the specific mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR that apply to each Mission Bay block (including Blocks, 29, 30, 31 and 32).  Does OCII consider this an up-to-date and accurate representation of the block-specific mitigation measures that apply to Blocks 29-32?  If not, does OCII have a more representative list of the specific mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR that do apply to Blocks 29-32?			OCII			9/1/14


			10			NOP/Initial Study			Project Approvals.   The NOP will include summary list of project approvals.  Please review the preliminary list of project approvals below, and revise as needed:

a.   approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29 to 32
b.   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.
c.   Planning Commission action to release office space from the citywide Proposition M office allocation pool.
d.   Modifications to South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan


			OCII/EP/Sponsor			9/1/14


			11			NOP/Initial Study			Existing Parking Uses on Project Site.  
a.  Please confirm the number of parking spaces on the project site, by lot (Lots B and E). [From a Google aerial map review, ESA estimates  Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 290 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 385 parking spaces, for a total of 675 parking spaces]

b.  What, if any, arrangements currently exist for the use of these parking spaces (e.g., daytime, Giants games, etc.).			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			a. Lot B: 316 spaces. Lot E: 289 paces. Total: 605 spaces.
b. Impark is currently managing both daytime & Giants event parking for both lots on salesforce.com's behalf. 



			12			NOP/Initial Study			Site Survey.  Please provide a survey of the site indicating elevations, existing utilities, potential easements, etc.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			Document available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/95cvkaxwvm50wrp/Task8_SiteSurvey_2014.05.05.pdf


			13			NOP/Initial Study			Prior Technical Studies for Blocks 29-32.  Please provide any known site-specific technical studies that have been previously completed for prior developments on the Blocks 29-32 site (e.g., geotechnical, hazardous materials, utilities, etc.). (Note, ESA already has a copy of a 2006 Revised Risk Management Plan which covers portion of the site.)			Sponsor/OCII			8/15/14			8/19/14			Prior technical studies are not available for distribution.


			14			NOP/Initial Study			New Site Specific Studies Available in Time for Consideration in Initial Study.  Please identify what, if any, new site-specific technical studies the sponsor team anticipates having completed in time for consideration in the Initial Study; and identify the anticipated dates for completion of those studies.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			- Preliminary Geotech Evaluation available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/8l99bod3fghpf2b/Task9_EnvironmentalSummary_2014.04.07.pdf?dl=0
- Environmental Summary available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/7tyf5ajherlwbms/Task9_PreliminaryGeotechEval_2014.04.02.pdf?dl=0 
- Phase I Geotech Assessment available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/ezs4co7l58cb9yf/Task9_PhaseIGeotech_2014.04.11.pdf
- Water Supply Assessment is in progress and will be available in a few weeks. 


			15			NOP/Initial Study			Additional Major Phase Information.  Please provide:
• Estimated range of development density
• Major Phase aggregate development in relation to total allowable building program
• Approximate square footage of each use, and proposed height and bulk of proposed buildings			Sponsor			9/1/14


			16			NOP/Initial Study			Refined Site Plans for Initial Study.  It is our understanding that the sponsor is currently preparing more refined site plans, and accordingly, ESA will plan on including those more refined plans in the Initial Study. At a minimum, refined site plans should include:
a.  a scale/north direction arrow
b.  site boundary
a.  adjacent streets, including planned realigned Terry Francois Boulevard 
c.  arena/practice facility, office buildings, and plaza/open space locations
d.  elevation values of proposed features on the site
e.  location of pedestrian/bicycle/vehicle access points to garage and plazas
f.   if known, proposed landscaped areas.
 			Sponsor			10/1/2014
9/1/2014 						 


			17			NOP/Initial Study			LEED Design.  What is the proposed LEED rating for this project?  Please provide a description of proposed design features proposed/incorporated to meet LEED compliance and promote sustainabililty (e.g., water, recycled water, energy conservation, etc.) - (are they the same or different than what was proposed for Piers 30-32?).			Sponsor			10/1/2014
9/1/2014 


			18			NOP/Initial Study			Consistency with Bird Safe Standards.    Please confirm if the proposed design of the development at Blocks 29-32 is intended to be consistent with San Francisco’s Bird Safe Standards for Bird‐Safe Buildings and Planning Commission Resolution 9212.			Sponsor			9/1/14			8/19/14			SEIR should state that the project "incorporates bird-safe measures". 


			ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


			19			Project Description			Project Objectives  Please provide a statement of objectives sought by the project sponsor for the project.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			20			Project Description			Refined Site Plans for EIR.  It is expected that the sponsor may provide more refined site plans for inclusion in the EIR.

OCII:  Please indicate if OCII will want any floor plans or other specific figures from the sponsor for inclusion in the EIR

 			Sponsor (question for OCII included)			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			21			Water Supply			Project Water Demand.  Please estimate project water use consistent with SFPUC guidelines (specific direction for this request to be provided by EP/OCII/SFPUC).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			22			Wastewater			Project Wastewater Generation.  Please estimated project wastewater demands.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			23			Water and Wastewater Utility Plans			Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans.  Please provide proposed water and wastewater utility plans (include any proposed off-site improvements as part of project).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			24			Stormwater			Project Stormwater Management Plan.  Please describe proposed stormwater facilities, including stormwater control, retention and pollution control features, Low Impact Development (LID) features and drainage plans.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/144


			25			Utilities			Other Site-Specific Studies Available in Time for Consideration in EIR.  Please identify what, if any, new site-specific technical studies (e.g., for sea level rise, etc). the sponsor team will be preparing and have complete in time for consideration in the EIR; and anticipated dates for completion.  If sea level rise study is proposed, please describe proposed design considerations/features accommodate sea level rise.			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			26			Air Quality			Emergency Backup Generators.  
a.  Please identify the number and estimated power of emergency backup generator for the proposed project.
b.   Identify the approximate location of proposed emergency backup generators (i.e., on building rooftops, enclosed within parking structure, etc.).			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			27			Noise			Stationary Equipment Noise-Generating Sources.  
a.  For the office buildings, is all mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC) proposed to be on the rooftops? (and if so, how would it be screened or enclosed?)
b.  For the event center, where is proposed mechanical equipment proposed to be located and how would it be screened or enclosed?
c.  Please describe if and how proposed emergency backup generators would it be screened and/or enclosed?

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			28			Noise			Other Noise Sources. 
a. Please confirm if the project proposes any temporary/permanent installation/use of exterior amplification sources at the site (e.g., in combination with video screens in the plazas or at pedestrian entrances to the site, on rooftop terraces, etc.).  If exterior amplification sources may be proposed, please describe their proposed location, type and use.
b.  Please confirm if the exterior site areas (e.g., plazas, rooftops) would be used for any outdoor events (such as what was proposed at the Piers 30-32 site).
c  Please describe if any portion of the perimeter wall of the event center could be retractable/removable to permit free flow between the event center concourse and outdoor plaza areas.

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			29			Wind/Shadow			Mass and Bulking Model.  For the shadow analysis (currently in ESA work scope), and, If ESA is to prepare wind analysis (currently an option in our scope), we would need a simple 3D massing model indicating the exterior form of the development.  Alternately, ESA may be able to rely simply on site plans with proposed elevation values (this would be determined based on the availabilitly of project plans, and in consultation with the sponsor.)
			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
10/1/14


			30			EIR Transportation			Proposed Vehicle/Loading/Bicycle Parking Facilities.   Please see attached Table T-2, and fill in requested information on proposed parking/loading/bicycle facilities.			Sponsor			9/8/14


			31			EIR Transportation			Sidewalk/Crosswalks and Pedestrian/Bicycle Access to Development.   Please provide site plan indicating the dimension of sidewalks (existing and proposed widths; see attached Table T-3 below), driveways, and adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard. Include crosswalk striping, and indicate whether any intersections would be signalized and if pedestrian countdown signals would be provided. Also include the location of pedestrian entrances to arena, office, retail and other uses. If bicycle attendant parking is proposed to be provided for events, please indicate location of bicycle valet on the plans. Indicate planned cycletrack along Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			32			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Basketball Event Day.  Please provide plan indicating curb regulations for basketball game event day, as well as adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard. Curb regulations meaning taxi zone, commercial loading zone, white passenger loading/unloading zone, shuttle zone, bus zone, etc.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			33			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Concert/Conference Event Day.  Please provide plan indicating curb regulations for concert/conference event day, as well as the adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			34			EIR Transportation			Proposed Curb Regulations - Non-Event Day.  Plan indicating curb regulations for non-event day, as well as the adjacent travel and bicycle lanes on Third, 16th, and South streets, and on Terry François Boulevard.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			35			EIR Transportation			Access Points to Proposed Garage. Identify access points to proposed garage(s); provide garage plans for each level.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			36			EIR Transportation			Project Changes to Roadway and Intersection Lane Geometries.  Identify any project changes to roadway and intersection lane geometries proposed by the Mission Bay South Plan.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			37			EIR Transportation			Additional Site Plan Transportation Information Needs.  As appropriate, the plans need to include:

a.   Dimension of entrance of driveway at building, and dimension of curb cut 
b.   Label loading spaces and dimensions (length x width x vertical clearance)
c.   Label location of pedestrian entrances/lobbies and ground floor retail.
d.  Label trash room(s)
a.  Label and number Class 1 and Class 2 bicycle parking spaces; location and number of attendant bicycle parking spaces.
f.   Label and number vehicle parking spaces
g.  Label and number ADA parking spaces, including aisles to elevators
h.  Indicate which ADA parking spaces can accommodate vans
i.   Label and number carshare parking spaces
j.   Provide dimensions of driveway aisles
k.  Vertical clearance of the garage levels. Grade of ramp.
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			38			EIR Transportation			Project Garage.

a.  Please specify whether garage entrance(s) would be gated, how many entry and exit lanes there would be at each driveway, whether there would be ticket dispensing machines or other type of control mechanism, and where they would be located, as well as number of vehicles that would be able to queue within the garage while waiting to get a ticket.
b. If the driveway(s) is also proposed to be used for trucks accessing the off-street loading area, please indicate how that would occur, particularly if there are ticket dispensers.
c. Indicate how parking for office and other uses would be separated functionally from arena parking. Would office parking be part of publicly-accessible parking?
  
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			39			EIR Transportation			Off-Site Parking

a.   Please specify whether there are plans for accommodating event parking at other nearby garages.  
b.   If yes, please provide: location, number of spaces, whether a shuttle between arena and garage would be provided (see below for details needed), and type of events (basketball, concerts, conferences) when this parking would be “guaranteed” to be available for arena use.
			Sponsor			9/8/14


			40			EIR Transportation			Transit Shuttles

a.  Description of any shuttle service for basketball, concert and/or convention events.  Including specific routes, days/hours of operation, frequency, and passenger capacity of vehicle.
b.  Indicate whether any shuttles would be in operation on non-event days.  If yes, please also provide details.

			Sponsor			9/8/14


			41			EIR Transportation			Loading

a.   Would there be separate loading facilities for office, retail, arena, other uses, or would there be one combined loading area?
b.   Where would the TV trucks/equipment stage during events (i.e., not parked within a loading space)?
c.   Indicate on garage plans the access from loading facility to office, arena, etc., uses (e.g., elevators, corridors, etc.). Would deliveries to any uses be accommodated on-street, if so, indicate on plans.
d.   For loading spaces, please provide dimensions of each space (width, length, and vertical clearance).
e.  Would the loading area(s) be staffed at all times?
f.   What would be the days and hours of operation of the loading dock?
g.   Are deliveries scheduled for particular day of week, and/or time of day?
h.  Maximum number of deliveries that occur at one time. How would the loading dock be managed?
i.   If loading facility is shared between arena and office/retail/etc. uses, how would office/retail/other deliveries be managed on event days?

			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			42			EIR Transportation			Confirmation/Modification of Previously-provided Piers 30-32 Loading Information

Below is the information provided from the prior Piers 30-32 regarding deliveries, TV equipment, etc. Please confirm or modify the number of trucks/deliveries for games and non-game events. Provide additional details on the type of individual deliveries per GSW game (e.g., concessions vs. food & beverage).

Also, please provide support/source for the 20 trucks for GSW and non-GSW events (e.g., is it based on the Oakland arena experience, or some other source).

Note that the transportation analysis will calculate the restaurant, retail, office (and other uses, if included) truck service/delivery demand separately based on the San Francisco Guidelines methodology and rates.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									Vendors/Service Deliveries
• Average individual deliveries per GSW game is six (6 trucks total). Most are scheduled to occur the day prior to the game. Delivery times are flexible and are scheduled to avoid peak commute hours and other potential transportation conflicts.



			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									TV crews/Equipment Vehicles
• Assume game starts 7:30 p.m.

• Typically 2 trucks/mobile units arrive at 10 a.m. on game day and depart 11:30 pm (~2 hours after game)

• TV crew of ~40 people (including home and visiting crew) arrive at ~12:30 (typically 7 hours before start time)

• For ESPN/TNT games (5-7 games/year), there will be an extra 1 or 2 trucks that typically arrive 1 day prior to the game.			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


									Vendor/Service Deliveries for Non Warriors Events
• 4AM-8AM: Show trucks (which carry all show components including the stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, props) arrive in market. They will typically stage somewhere off site but close to the venue.

• The number of trucks varies based on the size and complexity of the show. An A list show will usually require approximately 20 trucks.  Once trucks have been unloaded, they are driven off site and will not return until the show is complete and the load-out process begins.

• 7AM-12PM: Event day food service deliveries at loading dock (scheduled around other event related arrivals and departures). Average individual deliveries required are six. Most if not all are scheduled to occur the day prior.

• 11PM-3AM: Breakdown and cleaning, show trucks leave the venue.
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			43			EIR Transportation			Trash Collection
a.  Number of times per week that trash is typically collected for office, retail, arena and other uses, and typical schedule – day of week, time of day.
a.  Would trash associated with the ground floor retail and restaurant uses be accommodated within the on-site trash storage rooms or would the trash cans be carted to the edge of the sidewalk?
c.  Would trash trucks access the on-site loading area? If so, what is the vertical clearance to make sure that the trucks can be accommodated?
			Sponsor			9/15/2014
9/8/2014


			44			EIR Transportation			Transportation Management Plan
Please provide a draft and final transportation management plan indicating pre-event and post-event management of visitors accessing the arena by auto, transit, bicycle and walk modes for Golden State Warriors events. Indicate if and how the plans would be different for non-Golden State Warriors events.			Sponsor			Draft:   9/22/14

Final:  10/20/14


			45			Construction			Construction Schedule.  Please provide a detailed construction timeline table.  This should provide construction durations (start and end dates - in weeks/months) for construction for different work components (e.g., demolition, excavation, pile installation, new building construction, utilities, interior finishing, etc.).  The schedule should show if the construction of the event center and office buildings are anticipated to be constructed concurrently, sequentially and/or overlap.

This information can be provided in a bar graph as was previously done by the contruction team for the Piers 30-32 site.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			46			Construction			Hours of Construction. Describe if proposed construction to occur within normal construction days/hours.  Are nights and/or weekend construction anticipated?; if so, please describe the work components, construction activities and durations for those elements occurring during these periods.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			47			Construction			Soil Excavation. 
a.  Please estimate the amount of soil (CY) to be excavated at the project site.
b. Please estimate the maximum depth of excavation on the site.
c. Please identify where excavated soil will be hauled to.  			Sponsor			10/8/14


			48			Construction			Estimated Pile Count. Please provide:
The number, size (diameter / width), type (e.g., concrete), and estimated pile depth below surface.  			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			49			Construction			Pile Installation Method
For each of the pile types discussed above, please inidcate:
a.  Type of pile installation method (impact, vibration, drilling, combination)
b.  For impact pile installation, please estimate for each pile type:
        -  the anticipated numbers of blows per pile
        -  estimate time to install each pile
        -  number of piles installed per day per crew
        -  number of crews working simultaneously
        -  average number of pile strikes per day

			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			50			Construction			Construction Equipment
Types and number of large and small construction equipment (e.g., drill rigs, cranes, excavators, graders, dozers, forklifts, concrete boom pumps, dewatering pumps, saw cutters, chop saws, tile saws, stud impact guns) 			Sponsor			 Mid-November 2014
October 8, 2014


			51			Construction			Potential Construction Delivery by Barge:  Does the sponsor anticipate transporting any materials/equipment/debris to/from the site via barge from nearby bay location?			Sponsor			10/8/14


			52			Construction			Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase
Please see attached example Table T-4 and fill out.  Please provide the average and peak daily construction trucks and workers by phase.			Sponsor			10/8/14


			53			Construction			Construction Staging / Haul Routes. 
a.  Please describe proposed construction staging for the project.
b.  Are off-site construction staging areas proposed? (if so, where, and for what purpose, e.g., materials, equipment, etc.)
c.  Would any of the travel lanes on Third, South or 16th Streets or Terry Francois Boulevard for used for construction staging or for construction activities?  If yes, please provide details as to which lanes, for what type of activity, and for how long a duration.
d.  Would the existing Third St. sidewalk be closed for a portion of entire duration of the construction effort?  If so, would a protected pedestrian walkway be provided?
e.  Where is construction worker parking proposed to occur?
f.  Are any restrictions on construction activities anticipated?
g.  Are there any specific construction-related truck routing to and from the project site?

 			Sponsor			10/8/14


			54			EIR Alternatives			Potential EIR Alternatives:  To be determined if EIR will include Alternatives analysis.  If so, level of detail for alternatives analysis and data needed, including for No Project Alternatives, to be determined in consultation with OCII, EP and sponsor
			OCII/EP/Sponsor			 No -Project: 10/1/14

Reduced Intensity:
Mid-November 2014
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: David Manica; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; "David Carlock"; RICHARD ALTUNA; Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: GSW Design Update with OCII
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 9:00:00 AM


Thanks,  David. Could you please make sure to include the cced?


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: David Manica
Date:08/22/2014 8:33 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,Jesse Blout ,Clarke Miller ,'David Carlock' ,RICHARD
ALTUNA ,"Winslow, David (CPC)"
Subject: GSW Design Update with OCII


I noticed there was no meeting link on Catherine’s email invite, so I am setting this link up for
everybody’s convenience.
If you notice that there are parties missing from the invite list, please feel free to forward this email
to them so they can also join.
Speak to you in 30 minutes.
D
1. Please join my meeting.
https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/177522797
2. Use your microphone and speakers (VoIP) - a headset is recommended. Or, call in using your
telephone.
Dial +1 (571) 317-3112
Access Code: 177-522-797
Audio PIN: Shown after joining the meeting
Meeting ID: 177-522-797
GoToMeeting®
Online Meetings Made Easy®
Not at your computer? Click the link to join this meeting from your iPhone®, iPad®, Android® or
Windows Phone® device via the GoToMeeting app.



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY
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mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com

mailto:richyworks@mac.com

mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org

mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org

mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

mailto:peter.albert@sfmta.com

mailto:erin.miller@sfmta.com

https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/177522797






From: Winslow, David (CPC)
To: David Manica; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; "David Carlock"; RICHARD ALTUNA
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: GSW Design Update with OCII
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:34:16 AM


Likewise. Thank you for all the thoughtful attention to our concerns.
David Winslow Architect, LEED AP
Design Review | Urban Design
Planning Department | City and Country of San Francisco
415-575-9159 |david.winslowl@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:33 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; 'David Carlock'; RICHARD ALTUNA; Winslow,
David (CPC)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: GSW Design Update with OCII
 
Meeting went well.
Hope you have a great weekend and talk to you soon.
D
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 11:00 AM
To: David Manica; Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; 'David Carlock'; RICHARD ALTUNA; Winslow, David
(CPC)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: GSW Design Update with OCII
 
 
Thanks,  David. Could you please make sure to include the cced?
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: David Manica
Date:08/22/2014 8:33 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,Jesse Blout ,Clarke Miller ,'David Carlock' ,RICHARD
ALTUNA ,"Winslow, David (CPC)"
Subject: GSW Design Update with OCII
 
I noticed there was no meeting link on Catherine’s email invite, so I am setting this link up for
everybody’s convenience.
If you notice that there are parties missing from the invite list, please feel free to forward this email
to them so they can also join.



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DD3B1358323346BDA03EC5AEC2341446-DAVID WINSLOW

mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:jblout@stradasf.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com

mailto:richyworks@mac.com

mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

mailto:peter.albert@sfmta.com

mailto:erin.miller@sfmta.com

mailto:david.winslowl@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org





Speak to you in 30 minutes.
D
1. Please join my meeting.
https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/177522797
2. Use your microphone and speakers (VoIP) - a headset is recommended. Or, call in using your
telephone.
Dial +1 (571) 317-3112
Access Code: 177-522-797
Audio PIN: Shown after joining the meeting
Meeting ID: 177-522-797
GoToMeeting®
Online Meetings Made Easy®
Not at your computer? Click the link to join this meeting from your iPhone®, iPad®, Android® or
Windows Phone® device via the GoToMeeting app.



https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/177522797






From: Rahaim, John (CPC)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: 4:45 call
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 4:43:22 PM


Sure


-----Original Message-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 4:35 PM
To: Rahaim, John (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: 4:45 call


John and Catherine: can you call 605-475-4700; 824916# at 4:45 so we can discuss Warriors CEQA
schedule for 15 minutes before we convene for Warriors design meeting.



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=C2F450C6FBD8474F81671DA5F68C8499-JOHN RAHAIM
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From: Gavin, John (MYR)
To: Richard Frainier
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee web information
Date: Monday, August 25, 2014 5:25:20 PM
Attachments: image002.png


Hi Richard,
 
I’m going to be out of the office for the next several weeks (honeymoon), however you can mark


your calendar for Thursday, September 18th and attend the next Mission Bay CAC meeting to get
more information about Mission Bay in general and the Warriors project specifically.   Also you may
contact Catherine Reilly (cc:ed here) who is also working on the project.
 


I’m not sure why the link isn’t currently working from the Mission Bay webpage.  It might be
because we are revamping our website.  This link seems to work: http://sfocii.org/index.aspx?
page=61
 
Cheers,
John
 
Mission Bay Citizen Advisory Committee 


The Mission Bay Community Advisory Committee (CAC) meets on the second Thursday of every month at 5.00
PM.  Please see the agenda for meeting details and location. 
 
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: Richard Frainier [mailto:richard.frainier@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, August 23, 2014 9:49 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee web information
 
John,
I am under contract to purchase an under-construction condo in Mission Bay.
 
I noticed a page <http://sfgov.org/piers3032/get-involved> for the Mission Bay Citizens
Advisory Committee. Most of the links on that page are broken.
 
How can I access current & past information?
 
-Rich
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From: RICHARD ALTUNA
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RICHARD ALTUNA accepted your invitation to “FW: Check In Design Meeting - Go-To-Meeting”.
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 3:36:37 AM
Attachments: iCal-20140821-033614.ics


RICHARD ALTUNA accepted your invitation
to “FW: Check In Design Meeting - Go-To-


Meeting”.
when Friday, August 22, 2014, 4:00 PM - 5:30 PM


location Go-to-Meeting - GSW to send link


invitees Richard Altuna and you.


iCloud is a service provided by Apple. My Apple ID | Support | Terms and Conditions | Privacy Policy 
Copyright © 2014 Apple Inc. All rights reserved.
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BEGIN:VCALENDAR
VERSION:2.0
CALSCALE:GREGORIAN
PRODID:-//CALENDARSERVER.ORG//NONSGML Version 1//EN
METHOD:REPLY
BEGIN:VTIMEZONE
TZID:America/Los_Angeles
X-LIC-LOCATION:America/Los_Angeles
BEGIN:STANDARD
DTSTART:18831118T120702
RDATE;VALUE=DATE-TIME:18831118T120702
TZNAME:PST
TZOFFSETFROM:-0752
TZOFFSETTO:-0800
END:STANDARD
BEGIN:DAYLIGHT
DTSTART:19180331T020000
RRULE:FREQ=YEARLY;UNTIL=19190330T100000Z;BYDAY=-1SU;BYMONTH=3
TZNAME:PDT
TZOFFSETFROM:-0800
TZOFFSETTO:-0700
END:DAYLIGHT
BEGIN:STANDARD
DTSTART:19181027T020000
RRULE:FREQ=YEARLY;UNTIL=19191026T090000Z;BYDAY=-1SU;BYMONTH=10
TZNAME:PST
TZOFFSETFROM:-0700
TZOFFSETTO:-0800
END:STANDARD
BEGIN:DAYLIGHT
DTSTART:19420209T020000
RDATE;VALUE=DATE-TIME:19420209T020000
TZNAME:PWT
TZOFFSETFROM:-0800
TZOFFSETTO:-0700
END:DAYLIGHT
BEGIN:DAYLIGHT
DTSTART:19450814T160000
RDATE;VALUE=DATE-TIME:19450814T160000
TZNAME:PPT
TZOFFSETFROM:-0700
TZOFFSETTO:-0700
END:DAYLIGHT
BEGIN:STANDARD
DTSTART:19450930T020000
RDATE;VALUE=DATE-TIME:19450930T020000
RDATE;VALUE=DATE-TIME:19490101T020000
TZNAME:PST
TZOFFSETFROM:-0700
TZOFFSETTO:-0800
END:STANDARD
BEGIN:STANDARD
DTSTART:19460101T000000
RDATE;VALUE=DATE-TIME:19460101T000000
RDATE;VALUE=DATE-TIME:19670101T000000
TZNAME:PST
TZOFFSETFROM:-0800
TZOFFSETTO:-0800
END:STANDARD
BEGIN:DAYLIGHT
DTSTART:19480314T020000
RDATE;VALUE=DATE-TIME:19480314T020000
RDATE;VALUE=DATE-TIME:19740106T020000
RDATE;VALUE=DATE-TIME:19750223T020000
TZNAME:PDT
TZOFFSETFROM:-0800
TZOFFSETTO:-0700
END:DAYLIGHT
BEGIN:DAYLIGHT
DTSTART:19500430T020000
RRULE:FREQ=YEARLY;UNTIL=19660424T100000Z;BYDAY=-1SU;BYMONTH=4
TZNAME:PDT
TZOFFSETFROM:-0800
TZOFFSETTO:-0700
END:DAYLIGHT
BEGIN:STANDARD
DTSTART:19500924T020000
RRULE:FREQ=YEARLY;UNTIL=19610924T090000Z;BYDAY=-1SU;BYMONTH=9
TZNAME:PST
TZOFFSETFROM:-0700
TZOFFSETTO:-0800
END:STANDARD
BEGIN:STANDARD
DTSTART:19621028T020000
RRULE:FREQ=YEARLY;UNTIL=19661030T090000Z;BYDAY=-1SU;BYMONTH=10
TZNAME:PST
TZOFFSETFROM:-0700
TZOFFSETTO:-0800
END:STANDARD
BEGIN:DAYLIGHT
DTSTART:19670430T020000
RRULE:FREQ=YEARLY;UNTIL=19730429T100000Z;BYDAY=-1SU;BYMONTH=4
TZNAME:PDT
TZOFFSETFROM:-0800
TZOFFSETTO:-0700
END:DAYLIGHT
BEGIN:STANDARD
DTSTART:19671029T020000
RRULE:FREQ=YEARLY;UNTIL=20061029T090000Z;BYDAY=-1SU;BYMONTH=10
TZNAME:PST
TZOFFSETFROM:-0700
TZOFFSETTO:-0800
END:STANDARD
BEGIN:DAYLIGHT
DTSTART:19760425T020000
RRULE:FREQ=YEARLY;UNTIL=19860427T100000Z;BYDAY=-1SU;BYMONTH=4
TZNAME:PDT
TZOFFSETFROM:-0800
TZOFFSETTO:-0700
END:DAYLIGHT
BEGIN:DAYLIGHT
DTSTART:19870405T020000
RRULE:FREQ=YEARLY;UNTIL=20060402T100000Z;BYDAY=1SU;BYMONTH=4
TZNAME:PDT
TZOFFSETFROM:-0800
TZOFFSETTO:-0700
END:DAYLIGHT
BEGIN:DAYLIGHT
DTSTART:20070311T020000
RRULE:FREQ=YEARLY;BYDAY=2SU;BYMONTH=3
TZNAME:PDT
TZOFFSETFROM:-0800
TZOFFSETTO:-0700
END:DAYLIGHT
BEGIN:STANDARD
DTSTART:20071104T020000
RRULE:FREQ=YEARLY;BYDAY=1SU;BYMONTH=11
TZNAME:PST
TZOFFSETFROM:-0700
TZOFFSETTO:-0800
END:STANDARD
END:VTIMEZONE
BEGIN:VEVENT
RECURRENCE-ID;TZID=America/Los_Angeles:20140821T093000
SUMMARY:FW: Check In Design Meeting - Go-To-Meeting
ORGANIZER;CN="Reilly, Catherine (CII)";SENT-BY="MAILTO:
 david.carlock@machetegroup.com":MAILTO:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org
UID:
 040000008200E00074C5B7101A82E00800000000001A6735EAABCF01000000000000000010
 000000CA556966C2FAFD438750F162FC541F65
DTSTART;TZID=America/Los_Angeles:20140822T090000
SEQUENCE:20
LOCATION:Go-to-Meeting - GSW to send link
ATTENDEE;CN=Richard Altuna;CUTYPE=INDIVIDUAL;PARTSTAT=ACCEPTED;
 ROLE=REQ-PARTICIPANT:mailto:richyworks@mac.com
STATUS:CONFIRMED
DTEND;TZID=America/Los_Angeles:20140822T103000
DTSTAMP:20140821T103614Z
REQUEST-STATUS:2.0;Success.
END:VEVENT
END:VCALENDAR








From: Hui, Tom (DBI)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI); Jayin, Carolyn (DBI)
Subject: Re: Permit Processing Times
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 9:08:40 AM


Hi Catherine,
I would like inform you that Gary is on vacation until next Wednesday. I will ask Ed
to reply to your email today. Please, call me if you have any questions or email
before
Have a wonderful weekend!
Tom


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 29, 2014, at 8:57 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Hello Ed and Gary – I left you all voice mails, but wanted to follow up with an email
since I will be leaving around 10AM for the weekend, but back in Tuesday.  We are
going to be meeting with Steve Kava next week (probably Thursday) to brief him on the
various factors that feed into the Warriors schedule. I know that Tiffany has talked with
Tom in passing about the time it would take to process the permits for a project as
complicated as this, but I would like to talk through the process and typical vs.
aggressive timelines that would apply in this case so I better understand. 
 
Let me know when would be a good time to talk early next week so that I better
understand the process and key milestones.


Thank you and if we don’t talk before the weekend, have a great one!
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: FW: Warriors/City/UCSF Meetings
Date: Thursday, August 28, 2014 8:28:00 AM


I talked with Tiffany and she is good with the working group.  Here is who would be coming from
UCSF.
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY SEPTEMBER 22nd
 


From: Beauchamp, Kevin [mailto:KBeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 7:12 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Warriors/City/UCSF Meetings
 
Catherine—
 
The UCSF participants for the joint Warriors/City/UCSF meetings will be me, Lori, Paul Takayama and
Kam Subbarayan. 
 
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: Theo Ellington
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Contact info for Adam and John from OEWD
Date: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 6:12:50 PM


Hope all is well,
Just following up on our last convo…can you forward over their info?
 
Thanks,
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: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 3:16:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


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


Looks like they are scheduling a special meeting on Friday September 12th.  Going to try and get on
consent since that is the only September meeting due to quorum and will be quite full.  Will be great
if someone from Planning could be there if any questions come up (don’t expect any, but it is like
having an umbrella to avoid it raining).  We can talk more as we get closer.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 8:39 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
When will it go to your Commission?
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 5:44 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Thanks, Chris.  We’ll take a look.
 
Since the contract is over $50K we need to go to our Commission for approval.  We were planning


on going on Sept 2nd, but just heard that we are missing quorum that day, so won’t be able to go
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until the next one (we are down to the minimum number of Commissioners for quorum so running
into issues – I blame both your Planning Commission and the GSW for our sad state). J
 
We’ll work on getting the signed agreement with the Warriors ahead of time for folks to start billing
them asap (not needed to go to our commission) and you could just bill them directly for the new
work in the meantime.
 
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 22nd AND MONDAY AUGUST 25th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:42 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Immanuel,
Please see revisions to the Billing Procedures section of the MOU in the attached version (no
comments/revisions to Attachment A – Scope of Services). We’d like to finalize the MOU before the
end of this month. Can you get Tiffany’s signature this week?
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
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
 
Hi Chris and Viktoriya,
 
Hope all is well.
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I have prepared a draft amended and restated MOU between OCII and Planning (1) to extend the
term of the MOU from fiscal year 2014-15 to 2015-16 and (2) to record that GSW and Planning will
execute an agreement for direct payment arrangement.
 
Section 5 of the MOU discusses billing procedures, which is separated into Non-GSW and GSW
billing procedures. The non-GSW billing procedure is unchanged from the existing MOU while the
GSW billing procedure is language I drafted.  Please revise and edit this section (or the entire MOU)
as deemed appropriate. I’d imagine that you’ll insert your standard billing procedures language.
Please review and return as soon as possible.
 
Thanks
 
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: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48 PM
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
 
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
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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: Hui, Tom (DBI)
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Ho, Gary (DBI)
Subject: Re: Permit Processing Times
Date: Friday, August 29, 2014 10:12:52 AM


Thanks Ed
Tom


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 29, 2014, at 10:11 AM, "Sweeney, Edward (DBI)"
<edward.sweeney@sfgov.org> wrote:


Catherine,
 
DBI looks forward to meeting with you regarding this important project . Do you have
time to meet to talk about the Warriors on Tuesday afternoon or is Thursday morning
more convenient for you and your team ?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 29, 2014 8:57 AM
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Subject: Permit Processing Times
 
Hello Ed and Gary – I left you all voice mails, but wanted to follow up with an email
since I will be leaving around 10AM for the weekend, but back in Tuesday.  We are
going to be meeting with Steve Kava next week (probably Thursday) to brief him on the
various factors that feed into the Warriors schedule. I know that Tiffany has talked with
Tom in passing about the time it would take to process the permits for a project as
complicated as this, but I would like to talk through the process and typical vs.
aggressive timelines that would apply in this case so I better understand. 
 
Let me know when would be a good time to talk early next week so that I better
understand the process and key milestones.


Thank you and if we don’t talk before the weekend, have a great one!
 
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 SEPTEMBER 12th TO MONDAY
SEPTEMBER 22nd








From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Karl  Heisler; Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW Initial Study Cultural Section comments
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 12:11:07 PM


Great, Chris.  We will see you at 2:00 p.m.
 
Here are the call-in details:
 
Phone Number:               855.339.3724
Conference ID#:                               1047
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 12:08 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW Initial Study Cultural Section comments
 
I’m available today at 2:00.
 
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: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 11:44 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW Initial Study Cultural Section comments
 
Chris:
 
Thanks for your comments.  Having read your comments on the comparative column headings in
the Initial Study, it may be best for you, Joyce, Karl and I to have a quick phone call to finalize those
column headings? 
 
Do you have time for a quick call today?  We can either do it now-noon, or after 2:00 p.m. today.
 
Please let me know.
 
Thanks.
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-Paul
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:30 AM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW Initial Study Cultural Section comments
 
Hi Paul,
Attached are consolidated comments from EP and GSW.
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: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:26 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Karl Heisler; Joyce
Subject: GSW Initial Study Cultural Section comments
 
Chris/Catherine:
 
Just checking on status of City/OCII review of the GSW Initial Study Cultural Resources section.  As
shown in our latest schedule submitted to EP/OCII on Wednesday, we have an aggressive schedule
having us submit an Administrative Draft Initial Study in mid-September, and your comments on the
Initial Study will influence how we are preparing all the other environmental topics in the Initial
Study.
 
Thanks, and please call if you have any questions.  
 
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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