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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: NOC and NOA
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 10:26:47 AM
Attachments: NOA of NOP.docx


NOC of NOP.pdf


Brett:
 
Attached is a draft NOA and NOC your review.  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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2. Project Description








PUBLIC NOTICE


Availability of Notice of Preparation of


Environmental Impact Report





[bookmark: _GoBack]Date:		November 19, 2014


Case No.:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII):
   ER 2014-919-97


		Planning Department:  2014.1441E


Project Title:	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


BPA Nos.:	Not Applicable


Zoning:	MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height Zone 5


Block/Lot:	Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Blocks Size:	Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres 


Project Sponsor:	GSW Arena LLC
David Kelly
(510) 986-8154
dkelly@warriors.com


Lead Agency:	OCII


Staff Contact:	Catherine Reilly, OCII – (415) 749-2516


		catherine.reilly@sfgov.org 





A notice of preparation (NOP) of an environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) in connection with this project. The report is available for public review and comment on the San Francisco Planning Department’s Negative Declarations and EIRs web page (http://www.sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs). CDs and paper copies are also available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) counter on the first floor of 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco. Referenced materials are available for review by appointment at the Planning Department's office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street. [Call (415) 575-9024]


Project Description: 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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.


OCII has determined that an EIR must be prepared for the proposed project prior to any final decision regarding whether to approve the project. The purpose of the EIR is to provide information about potential significant physical environmental effects of the proposed project, to identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and to describe and analyze possible alternatives to the proposed project. Preparation of an NOP or EIR does not indicate a decision by the City to approve or to disapprove the project. However, prior to making any such decision, the decision makers must review and consider the information contained in the EIR. 


OCII will hold a PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING on Tuesday, December 9, 2014 at 6:30 p.m. at the Mission Creek Senior Community, 225 Berry Street, Second Floor Cafeteria, San Francisco. The purpose of this meeting is to receive comments to assist the Planning Department in reviewing the scope and content of the environmental impact analysis and information to be contained in the EIR for the project. To request a language interpreter or to accommodate persons with disabilities at the scoping meeting, please contact the staff contact listed above at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting. Written comments will also be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on December 22, 2014. Written comments should be sent to Tiffany Bohee, OCII Executive Director, c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, or by email to warriors@.sfgov.org


If you work for an agency that is a Responsible or a Trustee Agency, we need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information that is relevant to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use the EIR when considering a permit or other approval for this project. We will also need the name of the contact person for your agency. If you have questions concerning environmental review of the proposed project, please contact Brett Bollinger at (415) 575‐9024.


Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with OCII, the Planning Commission, or the Planning Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.
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 Note: The State Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects.  If a SCH number already exists for a project (e.g. Notice of Preparation or 



previous draft document) please fill in. 
Revised 2010



Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal 
Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044   (916) 445-0613 



For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814    



 
Project Title:        



Lead Agency:        Contact Person:        



Mailing Address:        Phone:        



City:        Zip:        County:        
 



Project Location:  County:           City/Nearest Community:        



Cross Streets:        Zip Code:        



Longitude/Latitude (degrees, minutes and seconds):       °      ′      ″ N /       °      ′      ″ W Total Acres:        



Assessor's Parcel No.:        Section:        Twp.:        Range:         Base:        



Within 2 Miles: State Hwy #:        Waterways:        



Airports:        Railways:        Schools:        
 



Document Type: 



CEQA:   NOP   Draft EIR  NEPA:   NOI  Other:   Joint Document 



   Early Cons   Supplement/Subsequent EIR   EA   Final Document  



   Neg Dec (Prior SCH No.)          Draft EIS   Other:       



   Mit Neg Dec  Other:          FONSI 
 



Local Action Type:   



  General Plan Update   Specific Plan   Rezone   Annexation 



  General Plan Amendment   Master Plan   Prezone   Redevelopment 



  General Plan Element   Planned Unit Development   Use Permit   Coastal Permit 



  Community Plan   Site Plan   Land Division (Subdivision, etc.)   Other:       
 



Development Type:   



 Residential: Units        Acres        



 Office: Sq.ft.        Acres        Employees        Transportation: Type        



 Commercial: Sq.ft.        Acres       Employees        Mining: Mineral       



 Industrial: Sq.ft.        Acres       Employees        Power: Type        MW       



 Educational:         Waste Treatment: Type        MGD       



 Recreational:        Hazardous Waste: Type       



 Water Facilities: Type          MGD        Other:       
 



Project Issues Discussed in Document:   



 Aesthetic/Visual  Fiscal  Recreation/Parks  Vegetation 



 Agricultural Land  Flood Plain/Flooding  Schools/Universities  Water Quality 



 Air Quality  Forest Land/Fire Hazard  Septic Systems  Water Supply/Groundwater 



 Archeological/Historical  Geologic/Seismic  Sewer Capacity  Wetland/Riparian 



 Biological Resources  Minerals  Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading  Growth Inducement 



 Coastal Zone  Noise  Solid Waste  Land Use 



 Drainage/Absorption  Population/Housing Balance  Toxic/Hazardous  Cumulative Effects 



 Economic/Jobs  Public Services/Facilities  Traffic/Circulation  Other:       
 



Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation: 



      



Project Description:  (please use a separate page if necessary) 



      



SCH #        



Appendix C 











 



Revised 2010



Reviewing Agencies Checklist 



Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and "X". 



If you have already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an "S". 



 



        Air Resources Board       Office of Historic Preservation 



        Boating & Waterways, Department of       Office of Public School Construction 



        California Emergency Management Agency       Parks & Recreation, Department of 



        California Highway Patrol       Pesticide Regulation, Department of 



        Caltrans District #             Public Utilities Commission 



        Caltrans Division of Aeronautics       Regional WQCB #       



        Caltrans Planning       Resources Agency 



        Central Valley Flood Protection Board       Resources Recycling and Recovery, Department of 



        Coachella Valley Mtns. Conservancy       S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Comm. 



        Coastal Commission       San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers & Mtns. Conservancy 



        Colorado River Board       San Joaquin River Conservancy 



        Conservation, Department of       Santa Monica Mtns. Conservancy 



        Corrections, Department of       State Lands Commission 



        Delta Protection Commission       SWRCB: Clean Water Grants 



        Education, Department of       SWRCB: Water Quality 



        Energy Commission       SWRCB: Water Rights 



        Fish & Game Region #             Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 



        Food & Agriculture, Department of       Toxic Substances Control, Department of 



        Forestry and Fire Protection, Department of        Water Resources, Department of 



        General Services, Department of  



        Health Services, Department of       Other:       



        Housing & Community Development       Other:       



        Native American Heritage Commission  



 



 
Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency) 



 
Starting Date        Ending Date        



 



 
Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):  



 



Consulting Firm:        Applicant:        



Address:        Address:        



City/State/Zip:        City/State/Zip:        



Contact:        Phone:        



Phone:        



 



 
Signature of Lead Agency Representative:  Date:  



 



Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21161, Public Resources Code. 













From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Noise language
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 11:29:13 AM


Manny could you please email to the gsw ceqa group the language for the mission
bay extreme noise policy? I think it is in the environmental folder and either under
noise or floating in that file in word and pdf.  The word is the best one.


If you dont have time with meetings no worry i can do later.


Thanks


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Noise language
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 11:29:11 AM
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bay extreme noise policy? I think it is in the environmental folder and either under
noise or floating in that file in word and pdf.  The word is the best one.


If you dont have time with meetings no worry i can do later.


Thanks


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Noise language
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 11:29:13 AM


Manny could you please email to the gsw ceqa group the language for the mission
bay extreme noise policy? I think it is in the environmental folder and either under
noise or floating in that file in word and pdf.  The word is the best one.


If you dont have time with meetings no worry i can do later.


Thanks


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com);


Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:18:39 PM


Hi Brett,
Following up on our discussion this afternoon re process for the NOP/public notice, please
coordinate with ESA, OCII, and GSW as needed on the following items (and anything I may have left
out):


·         Newspaper Ad
·         Radius List
·         CAC List
·         EP Standard Mailing Lists
·         Notice of Completion
·         Notice of Availability
·         State Clearinghouse Copies/Distribution
·         Website Posting
·         No Site Posting required for IS/NOP – just the DEIR (per EP guidelines and confirmed by


Lisa)
 


Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com);


Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
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Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: FW: confirmation of presentation at Parks Coord mtg
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 11:42:00 AM


I can talk with Nicole and give her the data to present.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Stewart, Luke [mailto:LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 9:55 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Antonio, Joe; Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: confirmation of presentation at Parks Coord mtg
 
Sorry, we can't make it. Joe is out this month and we have a morning P27 mtg and a 12:30 internal MBDG meeting
already booked. 


 
 
Sent from a mobile device


On Nov 10, 2014, at 9:43 AM, Hussain, Lila (CII) <lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


Joe/Luke,


 


Any chance either of you can attend MJM's parks coordination meeting this Wed.  Catherine and I cannot
make it this Wed.  If you cant, email both me and Catherine.  


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Saturday, November 8, 2014 9:42 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: confirmation of presentation at Parks Coord mtg
 
Sorry. I have an all day GSW meeting. Nicole can cover it. I can walk her thru stuff on Monday. Not a lot
to say about the new parks.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


 


Resent-From: <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
From: "Nicole Agbayani" <nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org>
Date: November 7, 2014 at 3:18:49 PM PST
To: "'Hussain, Lila \(CII\)'" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
Subject: confirmation of presentation at Parks Coord mtg
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Hi Lila,
 
Happy Friday! I’m emailing to confirm you will be presenting an update on new parks for
2015 and park phasing at the Parks Coordination meeting on 11/12 at 12:00 pm at the
Pavilion.  Please confirm, thank you!
 
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
 
<image001.jpg>
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
Subject: Fw: GSW scoping meeting
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 6:31:30 AM


Which room was reserved for the Scoping Meeting?  Thanks!


From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 4:58 PM
To: Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT);
Mary Murphy; Albert, Peter (MYR)
Subject: GSW scoping meeting
 
Catherine just confirmed that the scoping meeting will be on 12/9. She’ll follow up ASAP with the
location information.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
Subject: Fw: GSW scoping meeting
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 6:31:28 AM
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Web:www.sfplanning.org
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Mary Murphy; Albert, Peter (MYR)
Subject: GSW scoping meeting
 
Catherine just confirmed that the scoping meeting will be on 12/9. She’ll follow up ASAP with the
location information.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
Subject: Fw: GSW scoping meeting
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 6:31:30 AM


Which room was reserved for the Scoping Meeting?  Thanks!


From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 4:58 PM
To: Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT);
Mary Murphy; Albert, Peter (MYR)
Subject: GSW scoping meeting
 
Catherine just confirmed that the scoping meeting will be on 12/9. She’ll follow up ASAP with the
location information.
 
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: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Stewart, Luke; "Antonio, Joe"
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Fw: confirmation of presentation at Parks Coord mtg
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 9:37:31 AM


Joe/Luke,


Any chance either of you can attend MJM's parks coordination meeting this Wed.  Catherine and I cannot make
it this Wed.  If you cant, email both me and Catherine.  


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Saturday, November 8, 2014 9:42 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: confirmation of presentation at Parks Coord mtg
 
Sorry. I have an all day GSW meeting. Nicole can cover it. I can walk her thru stuff on Monday. Not a lot to say
about the new parks.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


Resent-From: <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
From: "Nicole Agbayani" <nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org>
Date: November 7, 2014 at 3:18:49 PM PST
To: "'Hussain, Lila \(CII\)'" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
Subject: confirmation of presentation at Parks Coord mtg


Hi Lila,
 
Happy Friday! I’m emailing to confirm you will be presenting an update on new parks for 2015
and park phasing at the Parks Coordination meeting on 11/12 at 12:00 pm at the Pavilion. 
Please confirm, thank you!
 
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: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Fwd: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:50:20 PM


Sent on a Sprint Samsung Galaxy Note® II


-------- Original message --------
From: Paul Mitchell
Date:11/07/2014 12:55 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Bereket, Immanuel (CII)"
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" , "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" , Joyce
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2


Manny:
 


·         We have already received EP and sponsor comments on the Administrative Draft Initial
Study No. 2, but are still awaiting OCII’s.  Just a gentle reminder to submit OCII comments
today.


·         Also, Brett has responded regarding the mailing distribution questions we posed to him. 
However, we are still waiting the following from you: 1)  electronic copy of the Mission Bay
CAC mailing list, 2) confirmation that the Mission Bay CAC mailing list will be sufficient for
mailing within Mission Bay  and 3) confirm if scoping meeting is schedueld for December 2 or
3; and provide the exact proposed time and location(address/room number, etc.) for the
meeting.


 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); CMiller@stradasf.com
Subject: Fwd: Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 2:54:35 PM
Attachments: Pile Driving CONDITION OF APPROVAL.doc


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Bereket, Immanuel (CII)"
Date:11/12/2014 12:55 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com,Paul Mitchell
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,Brian
Boxer
Subject: Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity


All


 


Per Catherine’s request, I am sending language governing Mission Bay extreme noise
activities in Mission Bay.


 


Manny


 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 5:33 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Brian
Boxer
Subject: Agenda for GSW MB 11/12 work session


 


All,
Attached is the agenda for the work session.  ESA will have copies available for
everyone's use at the meeting.
We are hopeful that we can complete everything on Weds.
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
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CONDITION OF APPROVAL



Finalized August 25, 2006


Linked to CD approval


Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity



Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturday, Sundays and holidays.  Requests for pile driving on Saturdays may be considered on a case by case basis by the Redevelopment Agency with approval at the sole discretion of the Agency Director.  






San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Printcheck NOP/IS, NOA, and NOC for GSW at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 4:36:25 PM
Attachments: image001.png


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


Importance: High


The files have been saved in the project folder:  I:\Cases\2012\2012.0718 - Warriors Arena\Initial
Study\Screencheck
 
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: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 4:02 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise,
Viktoriya (CPC); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; 'Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)';
bsaltsman@gibsondunn.com
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; Joyce; Karl Heisler; Jonathan Carey
Subject: Printcheck NOP/IS, NOA, and NOC for GSW at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32
Importance: High
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Printcheck Draft NOP/Initial Study (track change version in WORD, clean
version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center and
Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 for your review.  This is complete
except for Figure 4 (Conceptual Project Site Plan), which the Warriors provided to today, and
which we will format per our discussion on Wednesday and be able to share by Monday.
 


2.        a draft copy of the Notice of Availability (NOA) and Notice of Completion (NOC) for your
review.


 
·         When reviewing the Printcheck Draft NOP/Initial Study, please make your recommended


edits/comments to the clean WORD document using track changes. 


·         We are requesting you submit any comments to City Planning or before Noon Monday,
November 17, 2014.
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Catherine:  Also by noon Monday, November 17, 2014, please have the appropriate OCII person
sign, date (use either 11/17 or 11/18 for your date) and return to ESA electronically the following:


1.        Page 2 of the NOP
2.        Page 136 of the Initial Study (Determination page)
3.        The second page of the NOC


 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
 
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: FW: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 3:43:01 PM
Attachments: 121081FIA1_110714.pdf


Here is the latest from EPS which reflects the new GSW square footages, the removal of the cinema,
the delta on the TIDF and other comments from OEWD and the Controller’s Office.


Adam
 


From: Michael Nimon [mailto:mnimon@epsys.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 3:26 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Adam,
 
Please find the full fiscal table set attached.
 
Have a good weekend,
 
Mike
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:30 PM
To: Michael Nimon
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Thank you Michael.  I do not expect further comment.  Can you send the full table set when it is
ready?
 
Thanks for all of your work on this.


Adam
 


From: Michael Nimon [mailto:mnimon@epsys.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:09 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Richard Berkson
Subject: RE: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Hi Adam,
 
Attached please find the revised fiscal summary tables based on the suggested revisions. Please let
us know whether we should be expecting any other comments prior to sharing the full fiscal table
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Table 1
Fiscal Results Summary, Ongoing Revenues (2014 dollars) 11/7/2014
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Annual General Revenue
Property Tax $806,000
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $984,000
Sales Tax (1) $527,000
Parking Tax (2) $394,000
Hotel/Motel Tax (3) $2,934,000
Stadium Admission Tax (4) $4,482,000
Gross Receipts Tax: 



On-site $2,464,000
Off-site (5) $71,000



Subtotal $12,662,000



Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue
Parking Tax (MTA 80%) $1,577,000
Special Fund Property Taxes (Children's, Library, and Open Space) $114,000
Public Safety Sales Tax $264,000
SF County Transportation Authority Sales Tax $264,000



Subtotal $2,219,000



Total, General plus Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenues $14,881,000



(1)
(2) Includes parking tax revenue off-site from visitors to Multi-Purpose Venue events.
(3)



(4) Stadium Admissions Tax assumed applicable to the venue with revenue fully captured by the General Fund.
(5) Additional tax generated by the Multi-Purpose Venue visitors off-site from additional hotel and parking activity.
* Numbers have been rounded to the nearest thousand.



Sales taxes generated in the Multi-Purpose Venue and new retail.



Hotel taxes are generated from preliminary estimates of potential overnight visitors, less deductions to account for: 
(1) visitors from outside the region who do not choose to book a hotel in San Francisco  and (2) visitors from outside 
the region who booked a hotel in San Francisco for another purpose and would have booked that hotel with or 
without the development of the MPV.  These two deductions total 50 percent of the estimate of potential overnight 
visitors. Historically, a share of the General Fund revenue was allocated to fund cultural equity endowment fund, 
culture centers, publicity/advertising events, and War Memorial.
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Table 2
Fiscal Results Summary, One-Time Revenues (2014 dollars)*
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Development Impact Fees (1)
Child Care $632,000
TIDF - §411.3 $13,175,000



Other One-Time Revenues
Sales Taxes During Construction $4,408,000
Gross Receipts Tax During Construction $2,946,000
Property Transfer Tax from Initial Land Sale $6,836,000



Total One-Time Revenues $27,997,000



(1) Impact fee rates as of January 1, 2014. Fee estimates per San Francisco Planning Dept.
See Table A-4 for details on fee calculations.



* Numbers have been rounded to the nearest thousand.



Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 11/7/2014 P:\121000\121081Warriors\Model\Fiscal\121081FIA1_110714











Table A-1
Project Description Summary*
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item



Multi-Purpose Venue
Building Area (1) 750,000 sq.ft.
Number of Seats 18,064 seats
Events 205 annually
Annual Paid Attendance 2,240,000
Annual turnstile Attendance (2) 1,972,250
Parking 950 spaces
Parking Area 427,500 sq.ft.



Other Development
Event Management/Team Operations Space 22,500 sq.ft.
Retail 112,500 sq.ft.
Office 522,000 sq.ft.
Open Space 3.2 acres



*Note: preliminary and subject to change.



(1) Includes 31,000 square feet associated with the practice facility/training areas.
(2) Based on 85% of sold tickets for basketball events and 90% of sold tickets for all other events 
   per Barrett Consulting.



Source: GSW; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



Total



Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.  11/7/2014 P:\121000\121081Warriors\Model\Fiscal\121081FIA1_110714.xlsx











Table A-2
San Francisco Revenue Summary (2014 dollars)
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Annual Total



Annual General Revenue
Property Tax (General Fund) $806,083
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $984,089
Sales Tax $527,411
Gross Receipts Tax:



On-site $2,463,559
Off-site (1) $70,818



Parking Tax $394,165
Hotel/Motel Tax (General Fund) $2,933,731
Stadium Admissions Tax $4,482,281



Subtotal $12,662,136



Annual Other Dedicated and Restricted Revenue
Special Fund Property Taxes (Children's, Library, and Open Space)  $114,000
Public Safety Sales Tax $263,705
San Francisco County Transportation Authority Sales Tax $263,705
MTA Parking Tax $1,576,660



Subtotal $2,218,071



TOTAL REVENUES $14,880,206



(1) Reflects additional tax generated by the Multi-Purpose Venue visitors off-site from additional hotel.



Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



Table A-13



Calculation Reference



Table A-5
Table A-6
Table A-8



Table A-10 - A-11
Table A-8
Table A-8



Table A-9



Table A-5



Table A-13



Table A-12



Table A-10 - A-11
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Table A-3
Employment Estimates
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item FTE/Total $ Source



Multi-Purpose Venue (1)
Full-time operations 105 Golden State Warriors
Event staff (2) 205 EPS estimate, based on GSW input



Golden State Warriors
   Players 15 Golden State Warriors
   Other Staff (3) 150 Golden State Warriors
Retail 273 sq.ft. per FTE 412
Office 268 sq.ft. per FTE 1,948
Parking 270 spaces per FTE 4 HPS FIA



Total Permanent Employment On-site 2,839



Project Construction
Total Development Value (4) $1,102,047,048
Labor Portion of Construction Cost (5) 20% of construction value $220,409,410



Construction: Job-Years (temporary) (6) $77,500 average annual wage 2,844 California Economic Development Department



(1) Assumes 100 full-time workers with the remainder as part-time staff; part-time workers are converted into FTEs based on 205 annual Multi-Purpose Venue events 
  assuming a typical 5-day 50-week work cycle.
(2) Reflects 500 employees in 6-hour shifts during the Warriors games and 280 employees in 6-hour shifts for all other events.
(3) Includes the Golden State Warriors non-staff franchise employment, such as trainers, coaches, doctors, scouts, and administration.
(4) Construction cost estimates per GSW; includes soft costs (planning, design, etc.).
(5) Treasure Island Fiscal Analysis.
(6) Wage based on the average annual construction annual salaries reported for the San Francisco MSA by EDD.



Sources: Golden State Warriors and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



Assumption
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Table A-4
San Francisco City One-Time Fee Revenue Estimate
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Office Retail TOTAL



New Development (sq.ft.) (2) 544,500 112,500 513,753
New Residential Units 



City Fees (per gross building sq.ft.) (3)
Child Care $1.16 $0.00 $0.00 $631,620
TIDF (§411.3) (4) $8.21 $13.90 $13.90 $13,175,262



Total Development Impact Fee $5,101,965 $1,563,750 $7,141,167 $13,806,882



Other In-Lieu Impact Fees (5)
Public Art - Installation or Fee 1% const. cost 1% const. cost 1% const. cost
Street Trees



One-Time Transfer Tax $6,836,350



(1) Estimated subject to fees based on the gross to net ratio; reflects allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.
(2) Excludes parking area.
(3) All impact fees are effective as of 1/1/14 and are subject to change based on final project scope of project. 
(4) The office fee reflects the increment between the current maximum and the baseline $5 per square foot fee established with the Redevelopment Plan.
(5) Can be offset by the developer's construction of public improvements and addressed through an "In-Kind Agreement". 



Multi-Purpose 
Venue (1)



see Table A-7
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Table A-5
Property Tax Estimate
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Secured Assessed Value (1)
Multi-Purpose Venue $550,000,000



Other Development
Event Management/Team Operations Space $13,050,000
Retail $41,343,750
Office $302,760,000
Parking $33,250,000



Subtotal $390,403,750



Net New Property Tax Value $940,403,750



Gross Secured Possessory Interest/Property Tax 1.0% of new AV $9,404,038
Unsecured Tax from the Warriors (2) $220,000
Unsecured Tax From Other Uses (3) $390,404



Subtotal $10,014,441



(less) Existing Taxes (4) ($2,892,312)



Total $7,122,129
Property Tax 



Tier 1 Property Tax Pass Through (5) 20.0% 1,424,426
Tier 2 Property Tax Pass Through (5) 16.8% 1,196,518
Tier 1 and 2 Property Tax Pass Throughs (5) 36.8% 2,620,944



Net New General Fund Share (after ERAF) 56.59% property tax tier 1 pass through $806,083
Special Funds (6) 8.00% property tax tier 1 pass through $113,954
SF Unified School District 7.70% property tax pass through $201,813
Affordable Housing Set Aside $1,424,426



Assumptions
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Notes to Table A-5



(2) Assumed at 10% of Warriors Event Management/Team Operations Space and retail assessed value.



(4) Based on the existing Golden State Warriors assessment and payment; the new assessment is likely to exceed this payment.
(5) While the pass throughs increase above 20% in tiers 2 and 3 per AB1290, the City only receives the share of Tier 1 pass through. The City's
   share of Tiers 2 and 3 goes to the redevelopment agency successor (02.13.13 interview with the SF Controller's Office). Mission Bay South
   redevelopment area is currently in Tier 2 with 36.8% generated in pass throughs.
(6) Special funds include property tax set aside for Library, Open Space, and Children's Fund. 



Sources: Golden State Warriors; City of San Francisco; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



(1) Initial secured assessed valuation is based on the assessed value of $550 million for the Multi-Purpose Venue (equal to the hard construction 
costs of the structure), and the market values of all other uses as follows: $580 per square foot for Warriors Event Management/Team 
Operations Space, $368 per square foot for retail, and construction cost of $45,000 per space for parking.



(3) Reflects the existing property tax based on the $278 million land sale to Salesforce.



Note: Total assessed value slightly less than total development costs due to the exclusion of "soft costs" from assessed value; this is a 
conservative assumption.
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Table A-6
Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Estimate
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Citywide Total Assessed Value (millions $) (1) $165,043
Project Assessed Value (millions $) $940.40
Growth in Citywide AV due to Project 0.57%
Total Property Tax in Lieu of Vehicle License Fee (VLF) (FY2014-15) (2) $172,710,000



Net New Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $984,089



(1) Based on the CCSF FY2012-13 total taxable assessed value recorded by Controller's office, City and County of San Francisco.
(2) City and County of San Francisco Annual Appropriation Ordinance for Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2013, page 124.
Sources: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



Assumptions
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Table A-7
Property Transfer Tax 
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



One-Time Transfer Tax
Land Sale (1) $278,000,000



One-time Transfer Tax (2) $24.59 per $1,000 value $6,836,350



Sources: GSW; City of San Francisco; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



Assumptions



(1) Based on the original land acquisition price by Salesforce.
(2) Based on the City's graduated tax that varies between $5 per $1,000 on the first $250,000 in value and $25 per $1,000 on value above 
$10 million.
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Table A-8
Sales Tax Estimates
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Taxable Sales From Multi-Purpose Venue
Game Concessions and Merchandise $21.60 per attendee (turnstile) $15,768,000
Other Event Concessions $11.00 per attendee (turnstile) $13,629,000



Total $29,397,000



Sales Tax to General Fund 1.0% of sales $293,970
(less) Existing Sales Shift (1) ($19,685)



Net New Sales Tax $274,286



Taxable Sales From Commercial Space
Retail $450 per sq.ft. $50,625,000
Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% of taxable sales $506,250
(less) Shift From Existing Sales (2) ($253,125)



Net New Sales Tax $253,125



Annual Sales Tax after Shift of Existing Sales
Sales Tax to the City General Fund 1.00% $527,411
Public Safety Sales Tax (3) 0.50% of taxable sales $263,705
San Francisco County Transportation Authority (3) 0.50% of taxable sales $263,705
SF Public Financing Authority (Schools) (3) 0.25% of taxable sales $131,853



One-Time Sales Taxes on Construction Materials and Supplies
Total Development Value (4) $1,102,047,048
Supply/Materials Portion of Construction Cost 80.00% $881,637,639
San Francisco Capture of Taxable Sales 50.00% $440,818,819
Sales Tax to San Francisco 1.0% of taxable sales $4,408,188



(3) Sales tax proportions for these entities are as reported in Controller's Office publication on sales tax from 2008.
(4) Construction cost estimates per GSW; includes soft costs (planning, design, etc.).
Sources: Golden State Warriors; City of San Francisco; Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



Assumptions



(1) A portion of new sales from San Francisco residents at the facility are expected to have occurred elsewhere in San Francisco, 
were the project not built.  To account for this, sales that would have occurred elsewhere in San Francisco are deducted from the 
total. This proportion is estimated based on the following factors: 30% of Multi-Purpose Venue visitors are San Francisco 
residents with the remainder drawn from other locations; half of the spending of San Francisco residents is assumed to be shifted 
from other purchases in the City on non-basketball events.
(2) Deducts share of sales that would have occurred elsewhere in San Francisco (assumes 50%).
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Table A-9
Transient Occupancy Tax Estimates
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Overnight Attendees in San Francisco for Multi-Purpose Venue Events
Events per Year 205
Total turnstile attendance 1,972,250
Potential Overnight Visitors (1) 334,200
Net New Overnight Visitors (2) 50% 167,100



Hotel Room Demand 1.90 people per room 87,947



Off Site Hotel/Motel Room Proceeds (3) $238 per room- night $20,955,219



Total Hotel/Motel Tax Revenue (4) 14% of room revenue $2,933,731



(1) Based on estimate of non-resident visitors from outside Bay Area as estimated by Strada Investment Group.
(2) Estimated share of potential room demand from visitors outside region, who may already have stayed in San Francisco, or may choose to stay elsewhere.
(3) Reflects the FY2013-14 Citywide average reported by CCSF.
(4) Historically, a share of the General Fund revenue was allocated to fund cultural equity endowment fund, culture centers, publicity/advertising events, and War Memorial.



Sources: City of San Francisco; Economic & Planning Systems. 



Estimating Factor
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Table A-10
Parking Tax
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Total Spaces On Site 950



Parking Revenues On Site
Total (1) $20 per day $6,935,000
(less) Vacancy 30% ($2,080,500)



Total $4,854,500



Spaces Off Site
Annual Demand (spaces) (2) 189,300
Total Parking Revenue $16 per day $3,028,800



San Francisco Parking Tax 25% of annual revenue $1,970,825
Parking Tax Allocation to Gen'l Fund/Special Programs 20% of tax proceeds $394,165
Parking Tax Allocation to Municipal Transp. Fund 80% of tax proceeds $1,576,660



(1) Based on parking revenue of $20 a day net of taxes.
(2) Reflects parking demand generated by the Multi-Purpose Venue visitors only in excess of onsite capacity
   it is likely that additional revenue will be generated by parking demand resulting from other Project components, 
   such as commercial space.



Sources: GSW and Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.



Assumption
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Table A-11
Daily Parking & Transit Demand Estimate
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Event 
Turnstile Average Daily Event Annual Annual Parking Daily Event Annual



Events Attendance % Driving per Car Pkg. Demand Events Space Demand % Total % Muni Muni Ridership Ridership
of Transit (round trip)



Basketball Games 17,000 55% 2.5 3,740 41 153,340 40% 60% 4,080 167,280
GSW Preseason 11,000 55% 2.5 2,420 3 7,260 40% 60% 2,640 7,920
Concerts 12,500 55% 2.8 2,455 30 73,661 40% 60% 3,000 90,000
Concerts Theater 3,000 55% 2.8 589 15 8,839 40% 60% 720 10,800
Other Sporting Events 7,000 55% 2.8 1,375 30 41,250 40% 60% 1,680 50,400
Family Shows 6,000 55% 4.0 825 55 45,375 40% 60% 1,440 79,200
Fixed Fee Rentals 9,000 55% 1.5 3,300 31 102,300 40% 60% 2,160 66,960



Total 205 432,025 472,560



Sources: Golden State Warriors; EPS review of AT&T Park modal split survey (MTA);  EPS review of Travel Demand Summary.



Transit
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Table A-12
Stadium Admissions Tax
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Item Total



Annual Multi-Purpose Venue Ticket Sales (1)
Warriors Games 768,421
Other Events 1,376,667



Average Admission Tax (2)
Warriors Games $2.25
Other Events $2.00



Total Annual Admission Tax (3) $4,482,281



(1) Paid attendance; excludes fixed fee rental events.
(2) Reflects a range of ticket prices with "other events" assumed to have lower ticket values relative to the Warriors games; 
   combines regular admission and supplemental admission tax.
(3) Historically, a share of the revenue was allocated to recreation and parks; this analysis assumes the revenue is fully captured 
   by the General Fund.



Sources: City of San Francisco; Economic & Planning Systems. 
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Table A-13
Gross Receipts Tax Estimates
Multi-Purpose Venue 



Total Gross GR Allocated Gross
Item Receipts (GR) to SF for GR Tax up to $1m $1m - $2.5m $2.5m - $25m $25m+ Receipts Tax



Multi-Purpose Venue (1) $70,697,000 $70,697,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $211,716
Golden State Warriors (2) $160,000,000 $97,582,418 0.300% 0.325% 0.325% 0.400% $371,330
Retail (3) $50,625,000 $50,625,000 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.165% $50,625
Office (3) (4) $415,917,440 $374,325,696 0.400% 0.460% 0.510% 0.560% $1,721,898
Parking $6,935,000 $6,935,000 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $8,237
Office/Retail Rent (3) $35,001,000 $35,001,000 0.285% 0.285% 0.300% 0.300% $99,753



Subtotal $739,175,440 $635,166,113 $2,463,559
Off-Site Impacts
Parking $3,028,800 $3,028,800 0.075% 0.100% 0.135% 0.160% $2,964
Off-site Hotels $20,955,219 $20,955,219 0.300% 0.325% 0.325% 0.400% $67,854



Subtotal $23,984,019 $23,984,019 $70,818



Total Gross Receipts $763,159,459 $659,150,133 $2,534,377



Project Construction
Total Development Value (5) $1,102,047,048 $1,102,047,048
Direct Construction Cost (6) $658,000,000 $658,000,000 0.300% 0.325% 0.400% 0.450% $2,946,375



(1) Includes concessions and merchandise sales during events and ticket sales for non-Warrior games assuming an average ticket sale price of $30; Warriors ticket 
    sales are captured under the Warriors revenues.
(2) Assumes that 61% (50% of player salaries and 100% of support staff) of the maximum tax potential would be generated to the City given that players  would not be
   subject to the tax for games played outside of San Francisco.
(3) Based on the tax rate in the 3rd tier since the number of tenants and associates receipts per tenant are not known.
(4) Based on the IMPLAN-derived factor of $213,500 per office employee; 90% of gross receipts are assumed to be subject to the tax as businesses with receipts below 
   $1 million and employment outside of San Francisco will be exempt.
(5)  Construction cost estimates per GSW; includes soft costs (planning, design, etc.).
(6) Hard costs have not been estimated for the entire project; As a planning estimate, roughly 30% of costs are assumed to be planning and engineering costs. 



Sources: City of San Francisco; Economic & Planning Systems. 



Gross Revenue Tier
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set.
 
Thanks,
 
MICHAEL NIMON
Senior Associate


Economic & Planning Systems (EPS)
1 Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1410
Oakland, CA 94612
Direct: 510-740-2070
Main: 510-841-9190
http://www.epsys.com


EPS is excited to announce we have moved to Downtown Oakland.
Our new address is One Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1410, Oakland, CA 94612.
 
Kindly update your records with our new address.


 
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 5:19 PM
To: Richard Berkson
Cc: Michael Nimon
Subject: RE: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Richard and Michael:


Attached are final enlarged square footages and parking numbers the Warriors just sent over in
advance of a CEQA deadline to reflect their purchase of an additional 100,000 ft2 FAR.  Can you
change the on-site parking to 950 stalls and use the following numbers for the remaining to reflect
an equal 68.5% adjusted reduction in the arena a 10% reduction in the others per the Mission Bay
South Design for Development so they look like the following? 
 
Event Center                     513,753
GSW Office Space              22,500
Other Office Space          522,000
Retail                                     112,500
Parking and Loading        427,500
 
Thanks,


Adam



http://www.epsys.com/

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org





 


From: Richard Berkson [mailto:rberkson@epsys.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 29, 2014 5:30 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Michael Nimon
Subject: RE: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Adam,
 
Attached are revised summary tables with the changes noted below.
 
Let me know if you would like us to send you the detail tables at this point, or we can wait until after
we have gotten more comments back from the reviewers.
 
-Richard
 


From: Richard Berkson 
Sent: Wednesday, October 29, 2014 8:49 AM
To: 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'
Cc: Michael Nimon
Subject: RE: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Adam,
 
Thanks again for your comments.  We will make the changes you note below to the program and
TIDF calculation.
 
You are correct, the transfer tax ordinance only excludes leases with a remaining term less than 35
years (Business and Tax Regulations Code, Art. 12-C, Sec. 1108.3).
 
Yes, our admissions tax split was based on past allocation practices, but we can change that to
allocate entirely to the General Fund, and add a footnote.
 
-Richard
 
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 2:57 PM
To: Richard Berkson; Michael Nimon
Subject: RE: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Richard and Michael:


In addition to increasing the # of parking spaces to 775 and square footage of office space an
additional 100,00 ft2, can you calculate the TIDF based on the delta between what is in the fee
register ($13.21) and what was in existence at the time of the Redevelopment Plan ($5) and use the
adjusted gsf amount of 521,786 ft2 for the entertainment calculation (arena plus cinema)?  By my
calculations these changes reduce the TIDF amount from $18,070,453 to $13,389,007.  The former
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is the advice of our City Attorney and the latter reflects allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay
South Design for Development. 
 
Also, Article 11 of the Business and Tax Code doesn’t allocate the Stadium Admissions Tax between
the GF and Rec Park.  Is the 67.9%/32.1% split assumed in Table A-12 based on historical use?
 
Finally, is there a reason we didn’t calculate the real property transfer tax in 2012?  I’m told it still
applies to leases of this duration (66 years) even though the property is not sold.  See:
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/business/article12-crealpropertytransfertax?
f=templates&fn=default.htm&vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca
 
Thanks,


Adam
 


From: Richard Berkson [mailto:rberkson@epsys.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 24, 2014 10:47 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Murrell, Drew (CON); Michael Nimon
Cc: Allersma, Michelle (CON)
Subject: RE: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Adam,
 
Here are some responses to Drew’s comments:
 


1)       The property tax in lieu of vlf is estimated at $939,000 in Table A-6 based on the Project’s
A.V. of $897 million; the in lieu amount is the proportionate increase in existing City in lieu
due to the Project’s increase in the City’s A.V. 
 
The increment value on Table 5 ($6,650,638) is the property tax increment attributable to
the $897 million A.V., and is not used for the in lieu calculation. 
 
We are attributing the full value of the Project in these calculations; in theory, one might
argue that some other project would happen on the site anyhow, if the Arena Project didn’t
happen.
 


2)       The Table A-8 sales tax revenue to SFUSD & SFCTA are shown for information purposes
only; we would be glad to take them out.
 


3)       We will update our TOT estimate based on Drew’s reference to FY 2013-14 avg. of $238.27;
we assume that the reference to the $205.24 is for an earlier period.  We would like to
update the numbers to current values to the extent possible.
 


4)       We will change the allocation of TOT to show the GF 100%.  We will footnote that in prior
years the City had allocated portions to other funds.
 



http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/business/article12-crealpropertytransfertax?f=templates&fn=default.htm&vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca

http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/business/article12-crealpropertytransfertax?f=templates&fn=default.htm&vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca
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5)       We fixed the note in Table A-10.
 


6)       Yes, Payroll Tax was shown for comparison purposes, but we can exclude the table.
 


 
Let me know if you have further questions/comments and direction re: our responses.  We will wait
to re-issue a revised table set until you get comments from the other reviewer and additional
comments from Drew, unless directed otherwise.
 
Thanks,
-Richard
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2014 10:06 PM
To: Murrell, Drew (CON); Richard Berkson; Michael Nimon
Cc: Allersma, Michelle (CON)
Subject: Re: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Thanks Drew.  Forwarding your comments to EPS for their incorporation.  


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City and County of San Francisco
City Hall Room 496
(415) 554-6625


On Oct 23, 2014, at 6:34 PM, "Murrell, Drew (CON)" <drew.murrell@sfgov.org> wrote:


Adam,
 
I am really sorry but I ran I ran out of time on this, and will have to do more of a review
on Tue (I’m out tomorrow and Monday) but a few notes off the top:
 


-          The Property Tax in-lieu of VLF seems off, is that projecting the entire AV as
growth attributable to the project? Why would this be the same increment
value as on Table 5 ($6,650,638)


-          On Table A-8 sales tax revenue to SFUSD & SFCTA are not revenue for CCSF, to
the extent that the report is listing ongoing revenues available to offset City
costs I don’t think they should be included


-          I’m not sure if the per room/night on table A-9 intends to show average Hotel
Room rates or Revenue available per room? Either way it has risen substantially
in the last few years the averages for FY 2013-14 were $238.27 and $205.24
for FY 2013-14 but if the FY 2010-11 numbers are consistent with the amounts
you are using elsewhere in the report (i.e. everything is at FY 2010-11 prices)
its best to leave them
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- Hotel Tax goes entirely to the General Fund
-          It looks like Table A-10 is missing Note 2?
-          I see that the revenue estimates only have Gross Receipts amounts, is Table A-


14 for comparison purposes only?
 
My biggest questions are around the stadium admissions tax amounts but, $3M would
represent a 200% increase from current (post-candlestick) collections but I need some
more time to review.
 
Drew
 
Drew Murrell
Controller's Office of Budget & Analysis
City & County of San Francisco
(P) 415.554.7647
(E) Drew.Murrell@sfgov.org
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 5:23 PM
To: Murrell, Drew (CON)
Subject: FW: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Drew:
 
EPS just sent the attached draft update of the project generated revenues for the
Warriors arena which, as expected, are slightly higher than I reported last week.  Let
me know if you spot any corrections.  I’ve already noted the omission of the child care
fee, some adjustments to parking supply and transit ridership and a question about the
formulation of the TIDF (not adjusted for excludable back of house?).  Let me know if
you spot others as they work to refine.


Thanks,


Adam
 


From: Richard Berkson [mailto:rberkson@epsys.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 4:44 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Michael Nimon
Subject: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Adam,
 
Attached are revised Tables 1 and 2, plus supporting calculations. 
 
This is a first pass to provide the numbers you mentioned were needed for tomorrow. 
There are likely to be some additional revisions upon further review and research,
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although I would not expect them to change the bottom line significantly.
 
Let us know if you have any questions or comments.
 
 
-Richard
 
RICHARD L. BERKSON
PRINCIPAL


Economic & Planning Systems (EPS)
One Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1410
Oakland, CA 94612
T 510-841-9190
http://www.epsys.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: "joyce@orionenvironment.com"; Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Subject: FW: Updated CEQA SF
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 3:16:36 PM
Attachments: Blocks_29-32_WaterDemand_20141114.pdf


Chris -
Forwarding at Joyce's requested; this is updated and should be used instead by the PUC.
Thanks and enjoy your weekend.
Kate


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Sravan Paladugu [mailto:spaladugu@bkf.com]
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 2:30 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; 'Clarke Miller'
Cc: Jacob Nguyen
Subject: RE: Updated CEQA SF


Updated as discussed.


-----Original Message-----
From: Sravan Paladugu
Sent: Sunday, November 09, 2014 10:08 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser; 'Clarke Miller'
Cc: Jacob Nguyen
Subject: RE: Updated CEQA SF


Kate/Clarke,


Attached is the updated water demand memo. Please let me know of any comments/questions.


Thanks,
Sravan
________________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 6:36 PM
To: 'Clarke Miller'; Sravan Paladugu; Douglas Petersen; Jacob Nguyen
Subject: RE: Updated CEQA SF


Sravan,


- Glad you connected with Fan. Paul shared the Project Description in the Initial Study this morning -
attached here. It should match the square footages I provided you with earlier this week. This is the
info that should be used for the next Water Demand Memo iteration, preferably by middle of next week.


- Sounds good re: project wastewater generation/additional info. I'll look for a note from you in about a
week, assuming you can connect with SSR soon.


Thanks and enjoy your weekend,



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com
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 TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM



Date: November 14, 2014 BKF No.: 20136004-20



To: Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group



From: Sravan Paladugu, P.E.
Jacob Nguyen, P.E.



Subject: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Water Demand Memorandum



A. BACKGROUND
The Golden State Warriors organization (GSW) proposes to construct a multi-purpose event center and
buildings for other uses on approximately 12-acres located in San Francisco, California (Project). The 12-
acre Project site is made up of land referred to as Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 (Blocks 29-32) in the Mission
Bay South Project Area, a redevelopment area located east of Higway-280 in San Francisco. The site is
bounded by Terry A Francois Boulevard to the east, 3rd Street to the west, 16th Street to the south and
South Street to the north and is currently vacant except for surface parking.



Prior  to  GSW  acquisition  of  the  Project  site,  Blocks  29-32  were  planned  to  be  developed  as  an  office
space. The office space was studied in the Mission Bay Environmental Impact Report prepared and
approved in 1998 and would have included an adjusted square footage of one (1) million. The water
usage  from  the  entitled  office  space  was  also  studied  as  part  of  the  98  EIR  was  estimated  to  be
approximately 0.15 Million Gallons per Day (MGD).



The purpose of this memorandum is to determining future water demand for the proposed Project and
the approach used in estimating the demand. This technical memorandum will assist San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) in preparing the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the Project per
California Water Code Sections 10910 et seq.



The  memorandum  dated  March  13,  2013,  from  SFPUC  requires  Project  proponents  to  provide,  a)  a
description of the Project, and b) proposed indoor and outdoor water uses, as part of the Project
Demand Memo. The following sections discuss the required items in detail.



B. Project Description
GSW proposes to construct a multi-purpose event center and ancillary structures including multiple
office buildings, retail, restaurants, structure parking, plaza areas, and other amenities on Blocks 29-32.
A summary of the various components of proposed Project are included in Table 1 and are discussed
below.



Event Center
The proposed Event Center would have a seating capacity of 18,064 seats, encompass approximately
775,000 gross square feet in area. The Event Center would serve as the new home of the Golden State
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Warriors.  The  Event  Center  would  host  all  the  home  games  for  the  Golden  State  Warriors,  as  well  as
provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses including concerts, family shows, conferences,
conventions, cultural events and other sporting events.



The Event Center main floor would include a full length NBA basketball court for Warriors basketball
games, which can also accommodate a stage for performances. Other supporting Event Center facilities
would include player/performer locker rooms, club and press areas, concessions, restrooms, a
commissary, and a large marshalling area. The Warriors practice facility and support offices would also
be integrated within the Event Center.



The practice facility would include two full-length NBA basketball courts with approximately 21,000
square feet of playing surface, a weight room and medical treatment facilities, locker rooms, and a
players’ lounge. The support offices would accommodate Warriors management, coaching and
operations staff, administration, finance, marketing, broadcasting, merchandising, public relations, and
ticket operations. The Event Center would be surrounded by large open plaza areas connected by
ramps.



Office, Retail and Restaurant Uses
The Project would include two office buildings, each eleven (11) stories high, on the northwest and
southwest corners of the site. The office buildings would encompass approximately 580,000 gross
square  foot  in  area.  The  Project  would  also  include  retail  space  occupying  multiple  areas  of  the  site,
including the lower floors of the office buildings, within or adjacent to certain plaza-facing areas of the
Event Center.



The retail space would be approximately 125,000 square feet of which 62,500 square feet would be
used for soft goods retail and the remaining for restaurants. Approximately 51,500 square feet of the
restaurant space would be used for sit-down type restaurant and the other 11,000 square feet would be
used for quick-serve type facilities.



Parking and Open Space
The Project would include 950 parking stalls in a parking structure with below-grade parking and at-
grade/below-podium levels, all concealed from the public’s view. The total parking and loading area is
approximately 475,000 square feet.



The Project open space area would be approximately 180,000 square feet and would constitute of large
plaza areas, terrace areas at various levels, landscaped areas and green roof areas. The open space at
plaza level is approximately 140,000 square feet. The total landscape area is conservatively estimated to
be approximately 30,000 square feet (i.e., 6% of the Project area required for storm water
management). Green roof areas are proposed over the two office podiums that are approximately
40,000 square feet in area. The podiums would be at 90-feet above the street level.



Table 1 below provides a summary of the proposed land-uses, gross square footage, types of events,
and number of days that the events are anticipated to occur. The employment and average event
attendance figures are provided by GSW for the purpose of calculating water demand.
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Table 1: Blocks 29-32 Summary of Proposed Land Uses



Project Component
Floor
Area
(GSF)



Capacity
/No. of
Seats



Event Type



No. of
Events
Per
Year



Full-time
Employees



Event
Employees



Average
Attendance



Event Center 775,000 18,064 Pre-season games 3 n/a 1000 11,000
Regular season games 41 n/a 1000 17,000
Playoffs (Maximum
possible) 16 n/a 1000 18,000



Total non-Warriors
games 161



- Concerts
30 n/a 775 12,500
15 n/a 675 3,000



- Family Shows 55 n/a 675 5,000
- Other Sporting Events 30 n/a 675 7,000



- Conventions/
Corporate Events 31 n/a 675 9,000



Practice Facility &
Training Areas (1) 21,000 Practice/training 50



Part of
management
staff below



30 n/a



Event Management &
Team Operations (1) 40,000 Ongoing team/arena



operations (Mon-Fri) 240 255 n/a n/a



Kitchen (1) 32,260 221 n/a
Part of
event staff
above



n/a



GSW Office Space (1) 25,000 240
Part of
management
staff above



n/a n/a



Office Buildings 580,000 260 2,101 n/a n/a
Retail 62,500 n/a 372 n/a
Restaurants 62,500 n/a n/a
Parking 475,000 950
Landscape Area (2) 70,000
Open Space (3) 110,000



Notes:
(1) The 775,000 GSF noted for the Event Center includes the square footage identified for these uses.
(2) Includes landscape area at all levels (i.e., approximately 30,000 Sq.Ft. of landscape at plaza level and 40,000 Sq.Ft. at all other
levels for storm water management.
(3) Open Space excludes 30,000 Sq.Ft. of landscaped area from roughly 140,000 Sq.Ft. (i.e., 3.2 acres) of open space at plaza level.
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C. Water Demand
I. Current (Vested) Project Water Demand
Blocks 29-32 were originally planned to be developed as an office space with an adjusted square footage
of approximately one (1) million. Water demand from the office space was studied in the Mission Bay
Environmental Impact Report prepared and approved in 1998 (98 EIR). The water usage from the
entitled office space was estimated to be approximately 0.15 Million Gallons per Day (MGD).



II. Proposed Project Water Demand
The water demand for the proposed Project was calculated using the gross square footage of different
land-uses and forecasted employment and visitor attendance data provided by GSW. The Project water
consumption occurs indoor and outdoor. Indoor water consumption primarily includes water used in
restrooms, bathrooms, kitchen, laundry, cleaning and by cooling appliances. Outdoor uses include water
used for irrigating landscaped areas and for cleaning/washing-down hardscape areas.



1. Methodology



Water consumption for the proposed land uses was estimated based on: a) end-use (i.e, fixture and/or
appliance) where there is adequate Project data to reasonably predict uses, and, b) using standard
consumption factors developed for similar land-uses as part of research studies and other projects
water demand assessments. The following paragraphs discuss in detail the approach used in estimating
demand from each individual land use.



Event Center
Water consumption during events was estimated using end-use approach. The events hosted at the
Event Center are expected to attract a significant crowd of spectators whose primary water usage will
be in restrooms. Therefore, restroom water usage is anticipated to account for approximately half of the
Event Center’s water consumption. Visitor restroom usages include lavatory faucets, urinals and water
closets. The restroom end-use fixture baseline flow rates, duration and average daily use were taken
from the 2009 LEED Reference Guide for Green Building Design and Construction (LEED). The LEED
recommended average daily use of fixtures was increased where deemed necessary to reflect Project
specific  use.  For  example,  LEED  recommends  that  only  50%  of  visitors  will  use  restroom.  But  for  this
estimate, it was assumed that 100% of the visitors will use restroom at least once during the event to be
conservative.



The second largest water consumption comes from full-time and part-time employees. The end-use
water demand from full-time employees is calculated separately from visitors as the frequency of usage
is different and there are additional end-uses such as shower, kitchen faucet, and laundry that are not
used by visitors. The end-use water demand for part-time employees is calculated by reducing full-time
employee demand by 25% since part-time employees are anticipated to work 6-hours during event
days. Conservative assumptions were made to estimate onsite laundry water demand. Laundry items
such as  bath towels  and sports  towels  are  assumed to  be generated from 30% of  the employees.  The
factors used in calculating water consumption by the end-use approach are presented in Table 8.
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Standard water consumption factors are used for other Event Center uses such as food services and
HVAC/cooling, for which end-use details are not available. A standard factor for fast food restaurants
was used to estimate the Event Center food service water demand. This approach is conservative in that
fast food restaurants typically operate during longer hours than the food service areas at the Event
Center, which are limited to event hours.



Office and Retail Components
The primary water consumption in an office space is from full-time employees using restrooms and
kitchen/break rooms. The total number of full-time employees was calculated using a standard rate of
200 square foot per employee and applying that to the total gross square footage. Restroom usages
include shower, lavatory faucets, urinals and toilets (water closets). Kitchen/break room usages include
faucets and dishwasher. Other end-uses include water used for HVAC/Cooling equipment and indoor
cleaning.



The primary water consumption within the retail uses is water used by employees and customers in
restrooms. The factors used in calculating water consumption by end-use and references are presented
in Table 8.



Restaurant Component
The proposed restaurant uses will include quick serve food areas and sit-down restaurants. Standard
water consumption factors were used to estimate demand for both types of restaurant uses. A standard
consumption factor developed by American Water Works Association (AWWA) was used to predict
restaurant water use. The factors and total demand calculations from these uses are presented in Table
6 and 7.



Outdoor Water Use
Outdoor water uses at the site will include water used for cleaning hardscape areas and irrigating
landscaped areas. The irrigation water demand is estimated using San Francisco’s average monthly
rainfall, evapotranspiration and plant species factors provided in the outdoor water demand calculators
developed by the California State Water Resources Control Board and SFPUC. A plant species factor of
0.5 was used for all landscape areas. The water used for cleaning outdoor hardscape areas and indoor
facilities (i.e., Event Center floor areas, walkways, windows, restrooms, etc) was based on information
gathered from local vendors.



2. Baseline Water Demand



The baseline demand is calculated by applying the baseline fixture flow rates provided in the 2009 LEED
Reference Guide to end-uses. Table 2 below summarizes the baseline water demand for the various
components of the Project.
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Table 2: Summary of Baseline Water Demand



Project Project Component Floor Area (GSF) Water Use (MGD)



Blocks 29-32 Event Center 775,000 0.032
Office Buildings 580,000 0.042
Retail 62,500 0.011
Restaurants 62,500 0.028
Landscape 70,000 0.001
Washdown & Facility Cleaning 0.002



Total 0.117
Note: See Table 6 and Table 8 (attached) for detailed calculations used in determining the baseline
water demand.



3. Adjusted Water Demand for Code



Water conservation measures required as part of the 2011 San Francisco Green Building (SFGB)
requirements of Chapter 13C of the San Francisco Building Code will be implemented by the Project. The
conservation measures include reducing water consumption using fixtures with low flow rates
prescribed by the SFGB requirements for prescriptive approach (Table 13C.5.303.2.3). As such, the
baseline demand in the section above was adjusted to new fixture flow rates to calculate the actual
anticipated demand.



Other water conservation techniques such as use of water efficient pre-rinse spray values for food
preparation, energy efficient clothes washers and dish washers, and cooling appliances may be used
throughout the Project but are not included in calculating water demand. The total water demand after
application of conservation measures is shown in the Table 3 below.



Table 3: Summary of Adjusted Water Demand for Code



Project Project Component Floor Area (GSF) Water Use (MGD)



Blocks 29-32 Event Center 775,000 0.025
Office Buildings 580,000 0.036
Retail 62,500 0.008
Restaurants 62,500 0.028
Landscape 70,000 0.001
Washdown & Facility Cleaning 0.002



Total 0.100
Note: See Table 7 and Table 8 for detailed calculations used in determining water demand with
conservation measures.
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D. Summary
Blocks 29-32 water demand for the originally planned one (1) million square foot office space was
estimated in the Mission Bay EIR prepared in 1998 to be approximately 0.15 MGD.



The  new  water  demand  for  the  proposed  Project  at  Blocks  29-32  is  estimated  to  be  0.100  MGD.
Construction  of  the  Project  is  anticipated  to  begin  in  late  2015  with  completion  in  late  fall  2017.  A
summary of the anticipated water demand for Project phasing is shown below in Table 4.



Table 4: Water Demand based on Project Phasing
2017 2018 2020



Total Demand of proposed
Project (MGD) 0 0.100 0.100



The anticipated total water demand for the proposed Project during normal years and single or multiple
dry years is shown below in Table 5.



Table 5: Water Demand based on Water Year Type
Normal Single dry Multiple 2 Multiple 3



Total Demand of proposed
Project (MGD) 0.100 0.100 0.100 0.100
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E. Attachments
Table 6: Blocks 29-32 Water Demand by Project Component – Baseline
Table 7: Blocks 29-32 Water Demand by Project Component – Adjusted for Code (with Water



Conservation)
Table 8: Blocks 29-32 Water Consumption by End-Use (Baseline and Adjusted)
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TABLES











Blocks 29-32
Project Demand Memo



11/14/2014



Full-time (a) Event/Part-time (a) Employee (h) Visitor (h)



Events
Pre-season Games 1,000 11,000 14 3 3 120,694 0.000
Regular Season Games 1,000 17,000 14 3 41 2,319,831 0.006
Playoffs (Maximum Possible) 1,000 18,000 14 3 16 948,900 0.003



775 12,500 14 3 30 1,260,333 0.003
675 3,000 14 3 15 226,470 0.001



Family Shows 675 5,000 14 3 55 1,130,138 0.003
Other Sporting Events 675 7,000 14 3 30 779,939 0.002
Conventions/Corporate Events 675 9,000 14 3 31 974,887 0.003



Management & Operations 255 14 3 240 836,910 0.002



GSF (a) Unit Rate
(gal/day/unit)



No. of Units No. of Days (a) Annual Water
Use (gal)



MGD



Kitchen (b) 32,260 300 32 221 2,138,838 0.006



Cooling (c) 775,000 3 775 365 866,368 0.002
11,603,308 0.032



Other Components GSF (a) Unit Rate
(gal/day/unit)



No. of Units No. of Days (a) Annual Water
Use (gal)



MGD



Office Buildings (d) 580,000 103 580 260 15,468,876 0.042



Retail (d) 62,500 172 63 365 3,912,344 0.011



Quick Serve (b) 11,000 300 11 365 1,204,500 0.003



Sit Down (f) 51,500 24 1,030 365 9,097,990 0.025



Landscape (g) 70,000 540,670 0.001



Washdown & Facility Cleaning (i) 758,441 0.002
42,586,129 0.117Project Total =



(i) Includes washdown of outdoor hardscape areas and other miscellaneous cleaning activities such as event center indoor cleaning (floor/walkway, glass, restrooms, etc).
Refer to Table 8 for breakdown. The standard demand factor used for restaurant includes cleaning and sanitization.



GSF - Gross Square Footage
MGD - Million Gallons Per Day (MGD = Annual Water Use (gal)/365x10 6 )



Notes:



(a) Floor area, type of events, number of events and anticipated number of employees and visitors are provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(e) Anticipated retail and cinema employees and customer data is provided by GSW Arena LLC.
(f) Flow rate taken from Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water report by American Water Works Association (Table 2.14). Assumed four seats in a 10-ft X 10-ft
dining area covering 50% of GSF.



(b) Water demand for kitchen is assumed to be similar to fast food resturants. The demand factor is taken from LADWP Water Supply Assessment for the Convention and
Event Center Project date January 2012.
(c) Cooling demand is derived from the existing central plant water demand for Staples Center. The annual cooling water demand (1,062,000 gal/yr) for Staples center is
divided by GSF (950,000 sq.ft.).
(d) Refer to Table 8 for Unit Rate generation calculations.



(g) Annual landscape demand is estimated using SFPUC Non-Potable Water Demand Calculator using a species factor of 0.5.
(h) Employee and Visitor demand is calculated in Table 8.



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.
1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Table 6 - Blocks 29-32 Water Demand by Project Component - Baseline



<-------------------------  See Table 8  ------------------------->



Event Center Total =



Resturant



Seat



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Concerts



Annual Water
Use (gal)



Visitors/
Spectators (a)



Employees Water Use (gal/day/capita)
No. of Days (a) MGDEvent Center











Blocks 29-32
Project Demand Memo



11/14/2014



Full-time (a) Event/Part-time (a) Employee (h) Visitor (h)



Events
Pre-season Games 1,000 11,000 10 2 3 85,598 0.000
Regular Season Games 1,000 17,000 10 2 41 1,632,313 0.004
Playoffs (Maximum Possible) 1,000 18,000 10 2 16 667,080 0.002



775 12,500 10 2 30 887,571 0.002
675 3,000 10 2 15 164,107 0.000



Family Shows 675 5,000 10 2 55 808,524 0.002
Other Sporting Events 675 7,000 10 2 30 553,813 0.002
Conventions/Corporate Events 675 9,000 10 2 31 688,834 0.002



Management & Operations 255 10 2 240 640,764 0.002



GSF (a) Unit Rate
(gal/day/unit)



No. of Units No. of Days (a) Annual Water
Use (gal)



MGD



Kitchen (b) 32,260 300 32 221 2,138,838 0.006



Cooling (c) 775,000 3 775 365 866,368 0.002
9,133,808 0.025



Other Components GSF (a) Unit Rate
(gal/day/unit)



No. of Units No. of Days (a) Annual Water
Use (gal)



MGD



Office Buildings (d) 580,000 87 580 260 13,052,306 0.036



Retail (d) 62,500 123 63 365 2,810,500 0.008



Quick Serve (b) 11,000 300 11 365 1,204,500 0.003



Sit Down (f) 51,500 24 1,030 365 9,097,990 0.025



Landscape (g) 70,000 540,670 0.001



Washdown & Facility Cleaning (i) 758,441 0.002
36,598,215 0.100



(g) Annual landscape demand is estimated using SFPUC Non-Potable Water Demand Calculator using a species factor of 0.5.
(h) Employee and Visitor demand is calculated in Table 8.
(i) Includes washdown of outdoor hardscape areas and other miscellaneous cleaning activities such as event center indoor cleaning (floor/walkway, glass, restrooms, etc).
Refer to Table 8 for breakdown. The standard demand factor used for restaurant includes cleaning and sanitization.



(a) Floor area, type of events, number of events and anticipated number of employees and visitors are provided by GSW Arena LLC.
(b) Water demand for kitchen is assumed to be similar to fast food resturants. The demand factor is taken from LADWP Water Supply Assessment for the Convention and
Event Center Project date January 2012.
(c) Cooling demand is derived from the existing central plant water demand for Staples Center. The annual cooling water demand (1,062,000 gal/yr) for Staples center is
divided by GSF (950,000 sq.ft.).
(d) Refer to Table 8 for Unit Rate generation calculations.
(e) Anticipated retail and cinema employees and customer data is provided by GSW Arena LLC.
(f) Flow rate taken from Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water report by American Water Works Association (Table 2.14). Assumed four seats in a 10-ft X 10-ft
dining area covering 50% of GSF.



MGD - Million Gallons Per Day (MGD = Annual Water Use (gal)/365x106 )



Seat



<-------------------------  See Table 8  ------------------------->
Project Total =



Notes:
GSF - Gross Square Footage



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.
1,000 Sq.Ft.



Resturant
1,000 Sq.Ft.



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.
1,000 Sq.Ft.



Event Center Total =



Table 7 - Blocks 29-32 Water Demand by Project Component - Adjusted



Event Center
Employees Visitors/



Spectators (a)
Water Use (gal/day/capita)



No. of Days (a) Annual Water
Use (gal)



MGD



Concerts











Blocks 29-32
Project Demand Memo



11/14/2014



1. Visitors
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (c) Unit Ave Daily Use (c) GPD per Visitor Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Visitor
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 1 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 1 1 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 1 2 1.28 gal/flush 1
Misc 0 0



3 2



2. Full-Time Employees
Type Baseline Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (b)(d) Unit Ave Daily Use (b)(d) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Employee
Showerhead 2.5 gal/min 5 min 0.3 4 2 gal/min 3
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5
Kitchen Faucet 2.2 gal/min 0.25 min 1 1 1.8 gal/min 0
Laundry 4 gal/pound 0.5 pound 0.3 1 4 gal/pound 1



14 10



1. Full-Time Employees
Type Baseline Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (b)(d) Unit Ave Daily Use (b)(d) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Employee
Showerhead 2.5 gal/min 5 min 0.3 4 2 gal/min 3
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5
Kitchen Faucet 2.2 gal/min 0.25 min 1 1 1.8 gal/min 0



Sub-Total = 13 10
200 200
65 49



2. Dishwasher 11.15 gal/cycle 1 cycle 1 11 11.15 gal/cycle 11



3. HVAC/Cooling Demand (f) 0.0196 gal/sf 1000 sf 1 20 0.0196 gal/sf 20



4. Indoor Floor Cleaning (g) 0.75 gal/min 4 min/1,000 sf 0.7 2 0.75 gal/min 2



5. Misc (assumed to be 5%) 4 4
103 87



Sub-Total =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =
Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Sub-Total =



Sub-Total =



Notes:



GPD per 1,000 GSF = GPD per 1,000 GSF =



(a) Baseline flow rate for showerhead, bathroom faucet, toilet, urinals and kitchen faucet are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).



(e) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).



Office End Uses
Baseline Adjusted for Code



Notes:



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF = Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



(g) Indoor cleaning flow rate and time required are taken from www.tomcatequip.com. The specs for MAGNUM floor scrubber dryer recommended for sports arena are used. The suggested cleaning rate is 26,000 sf/hr but 15,000
sf/hr is used for calculations to be conservative.



Table 8 - Blocks 29-32 Water Consumption By End-Use (Baseline and Adjusted)



(a) Baseline flow rate for showerhead, bathroom faucet, toilet, urinals and kitchen faucet are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).
(b) Gallons of water used by laundry per pound of fabric is taken from webpage @ http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/commercial_laundry.aspx. The equipment type is assumed to be a waher-extractor which is typical fro
small to medium size laundires. Laundry is assumed to be generated by players and event performers from showers and other activities. 30% of all the employees are assumed to be players and event performers.



(d) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of showerhead is increased from 0.1 to 0.3.



(c) Duration and Average daily use suggested in the 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2) were increased to be specific to event uses. All visitors/spectators are assumed to use
the restrooms.



Adjusted for Code
Event Center End Uses



Baseline



Baseline Adjusted for Code



(f) Water demand for cooling is taken from SFPUC Potable Offset Investigation, April 2012. Water required is the average for 12-months.



(b) Gallons of water used by laundry per pound of fabric is taken from webpage @ http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/commercial_laundry.aspx. The equipment type is assumed to be a waher-extractor which is typical fro
small to medium size laundires. Laundry is assumed to be generated by players and event performers from showers and other activities. 30% of all the employees are assumed to be players and event performers.
(c) Duration and Average daily use suggested in the 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2) were increased to be specific to event uses. All visitors/spectators are assumed to use
the restrooms.
(d) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of showerhead is increased from 0.1 to 0.3.
(e) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).











Blocks 29-32
Project Demand Memo



11/14/2014



Table 8 - Blocks 29-32 Water Consumption By End-Use (Baseline and Adjusted)



1. Customer
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (b) Unit Ave Daily Use (b) GPD per Customer Rate (w/ Code) (c) Unit GPD per Customer
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 0.5 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 0.4 0 0.5 gal/flush 0
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 0.6 1 1.28 gal/flush 1



1 1
10 10
142 102



2. Employee
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (b) Unit Ave Daily Use (b) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (c) Unit GPD per Employee
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5



9 6
300 300
29 21



172 123



Type Flow Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (a)(b) Unit Ave Yearly Use (c) GPY per 1,000 GSF
Outdoor Hardscape Washdown 5 gal/min 30 min/1,000 sf 4 600



66,000



Parking Area Washdown 5 gal/min 30 min/1,000 sf 2 300
142,500



Indoor Floor Cleaning 0.75 gal/min 4 min/1,000 sf 221 663
513,825



Misc Cleaning (assumed to be 5%) 36,116



758,441



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =
(using harscape area of 110,000 sf)



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



Sub-Total =
GSF/Customer =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Sub-Total =
GSF/Employee =



Retail End Uses



Sub-Total =
GSF/Customer =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Sub-Total =
GSF/Employee =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Notes:



Notes:



(c) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).



(using parking GSF of 475,000 sf)



Baseline Adjusted for Code



Baseline Adjusted for Code



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =
(using GSF of 775,000 sf)



Total GPY =



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Washdown & Facility Cleaning



(a) Outdoor power wash flow rate and time required are based on information gathered from local vendors (Puma Power Wash, San Francisco & Clean 'n Seal, Brentwood, CA). A similar flow rate is also provided in the 2008
Watersmart Guidebook prepared by EBMUD.
(b) Indoor cleaning flow rate and time required are taken from www.tomcatequip.com. The specs for MAGNUM floor scrubber dryer recommended for sports arena are used. The suggested cleaning rate is 26,000 sf/hr but 15,000
sf/hr is used for calculations to be conservative.
(c) Outdoor hardscape area cleaning is assumed to be occur 4 times/year. General cleaning practice is 2 to 3 times/year based information provided by local vendors. Indoor floor is assumed to be cleaned after every event.



(a) Baseline flow rate for Lavatory faucet, toilet and urinals are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).
(b) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of "Visitor" was used for customers instead of
"Retail Customer" uses from WE Table 2 as it seemed more reasonable.












Kate


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 9:52 PM
To: Sravan Paladugu; Kate Aufhauser; Douglas Petersen; Jacob Nguyen
Subject: RE: Updated CEQA SF


Sravan, the Project Description in the Initial Study that Fan referenced is in the process of being
updated based on the revised square footages we've just now supplied. The revised Initial Study version
should be ready tomorrow which we'll share, but I recommend you stick with the square footages Kate
provided in her email earlier today since the Initial Study will be revised to match. Thanks.


-----Original Message-----
From: Sravan Paladugu [mailto:spaladugu@bkf.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 8:07 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Douglas Petersen; Jacob Nguyen
Cc: Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Updated CEQA SF


Kate,


Please see my responses below for Updated Water Demand Memo and Wastewater info. Doug will
respond to the other two items.


Thanks,
Sravan


________________________________
From: Kate Aufhauser [KAufhauser@warriors.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 4:21 PM
To: Sravan Paladugu; Douglas Petersen; Jacob Nguyen
Cc: 'Clarke Miller'
Subject: Updated CEQA SF


Hello all,


Attaching our submitted final (conservative) square footages for CEQA. I believe having these inputs
should help with all open items vis-à-vis CEQA information requests. Can one of you confirm your
predicted timeline for providing the following?


-          Updated water demand memo [using these figures, and addressing Fan's comments after you
connect by phone]


I was able to talk to Fan today. In addition to the two minor discrepancies, she said we were using
higher numbers for open space and office space than the numbers in the initial study. She casually told
me to use the numbers from the updated initial study for the next iteration. I can send the updated
memo by Friday. Let me know if you need it sooner than that.


-          Project wastewater generation, + additional wastewater info requested by the PUC


The water and sewer analyses that we prepared before should satisfy both these requirements. I need



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:spaladugu@bkf.com





to connect with SSR to get updated fixture counts for the increased GSF. I will also need to connect
with them about rerouting some of the flow from south to north. Once I get this information, I will need
a week to wrap it up.


-          Project water/wastewater utility plan [only requires confirmation of whether it needs to be
updated]


-          Project stormwater management plan [only requires confirmation of whether it needs to be
updated]


Please reach out with any questions. Thanks very much, as always.


Kate


Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
[cid:image003.png@01CDB812.1EF09DA0]


________________________________


Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity
to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from
disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to
intercept, read, print, retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this
communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and then please delete this
message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers








From: Paul Mitchell
To: "Kate Aufhauser"; Clarke Miller
Cc: José I. Farrán; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: FW: Updated Initial Study Project Description
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 9:45:48 AM
Attachments: Revised IS PD_11-06-14.docx


Revised IS PD_11-06-14.pdf


Kate and Clarke:
 
Attached is an updated (but not complete) Initial Study Project Description (in WORD and pdf),
reflecting new information (in track changes) that we received from you in the past few days.  The
revisions are not that heavy.  If possible, please review the changes and provide any comments by
end of day today.  Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 4:07 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); 'Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Cc: Joyce; Brian Boxer
Subject: Updated Initial Study Project Description
 
Chris, Viktoriya and Brett:


At Chris’s request, attached is an updated (but not complete) Initial Study Project Description (in
WORD and pdf), reflecting new information (in track changes) that we received from the sponsor in
the past few days.  The sponsor indicates they will provide a site plan on Monday, which could affect
certain information contained in the PD.  Please don’t hesitate to contact me should 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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A. [bookmark: _Toc402187873][bookmark: _GoBack]PROJECT DESCRIPTION


[bookmark: _Toc402187874]A.1	Overview


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to these documents.


The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of the related environmental review documents. 


This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused 


[bookmark: _Toc400381598][bookmark: _Toc398564699][bookmark: _Toc402188541]
Figure 1	Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay


[bookmark: _Toc400381599][bookmark: _Toc398564700][bookmark: _Toc402188542]
Figure 2	Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay



environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.


[bookmark: _Toc402187875]A.2	Background


Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:2] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. [2:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay FSEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97.] 



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).[footnoteRef:4] The Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. [4:  	Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively.] 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.[footnoteRef:5] As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), respectively.[footnoteRef:6] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the South Plan on November 2, 1998.[footnoteRef:7] The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated June 4, 2013.  [5:  	North and South OPAs, Attachment L.]  [6:  	Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively.]  [7:  	Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381601][bookmark: _Toc398564702]The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows:


· The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots.


· The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall.


· The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and required setbacks.


· The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.


· The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Range Development Plan.


· The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses.


· The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1.


· The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is 
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Figure 3	Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law. 


South Plan Area Development Controls


The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans. 


The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that apply to the project site include:


· Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as required to be implemented by the developer of the project site;


· All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ;


· Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the development.


Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 


In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.” 


The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character).


The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for Development.


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32


The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. 


Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet.


Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street.


[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0]


[bookmark: _Toc402187876]A.3	Project Characteristics


Proposed Facilities


Development Plan Overview 


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights.[footnoteRef:8] Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  [8:  	For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property.] 



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food 


service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5‑story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to



[bookmark: _Toc402188544]Figure 4	Project Site Plan 





[PENDING FROM SPONSOR]
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Table 1
summary of proposed Project Facilities at project site


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seats





			Cinema Seating Capacity


			420 seats





			Size 


			Total GSFa





			Event Centerad


    Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacebe


Cinema Space


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			710,486750,000


20,00025,000


509,210580,000


111,000125,000


39,000


 342,475475,000


1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF





			Heightcg,h/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings






Retail-only Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and plaza-level floors 


39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and retail buildings





			Parking/Loading Spaces


			Blocks 29-32:


612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by Third Street Plaza)


12 13 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:


132 parking stalls





			Vehicular Access 


			Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a 	Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


b	Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” below. 


c	Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor).


da	The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented separate from square footage of the other event center uses.


be	Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


f	The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


gc	Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.


h	 Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014






certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	] 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.[footnoteRef:10] These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  [10:  	It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD.] 



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks would be constructed adjacent to the project site.


Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed. 


Infrastructure Improvements


The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


Off-Site Parking Facilities


As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to provide additional parking to serve the project.


Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:11] This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. [11:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park


As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and ‑ on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer. 


Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


Proposed Operations and Employment


Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new operational components at Blocks 29-32.


Event Center Programming


Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland.


As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:12] would be required on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  [12: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following:


· Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons.


· Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year.] 



· Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  	The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees.] 



· Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times. 


· Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone Convention Center. 


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for office,  and retail and cinema uses.)


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink.


Golden State Warriors Operations


The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE employees.[footnoteRef:15] The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 341 372 FTE employees[footnoteRef:16], and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE employees.  [15:  	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee.]  [16: 	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross square feet per FTE employee.] 



Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness.


As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. 


In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed during evenings and weekends.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would be excavated and removed from the site.


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 


[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving. 


B. [bookmark: _Toc402187877]PROJECT SETTING


[bookmark: _Toc402187878]B.1	Mission Bay


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187879]B.2	Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between approximately ‑1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:17], roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:18] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [17:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [18:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187880]B.3	Surrounding Uses


The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street 


[bookmark: _Toc400381608][bookmark: _Toc398564708][bookmark: _Toc402188545]
Figure 5	Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity



are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site.


16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and Mariposa Street.


Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed as a Tsunami Evacuation Route. 


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc402187881]B.4	Approvals Required


Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for each building and private open spaces


· Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M allocation 


· Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable


· Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway striping


· San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets


· Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application.


· San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems.
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 



A.1 Overview 
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 construct a multi-purpose event 
center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an 
approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San 
Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). 
The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to 
purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.  



Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, 
consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see 
Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or 
variations to these documents. 



The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 
1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA 
Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts 
associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program 
under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the 
proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed 
project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR.  



This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for 
preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, 
and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be 
examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment 
and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with 
the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of 
the related environmental review documents.  



This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides 
documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay 
FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to 
Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that 
implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more 
severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused  
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Figure 1
Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay
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Figure 2
Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay
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environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. 



A.2 Background 



Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review 



On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental 
Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).1 The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately 
adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed 
a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay 
North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, 
collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency 
Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay 
FSEIR”).2 The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It 
incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and 
relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the 
environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs 
under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 
1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the 
Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development 
Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).3 The 
Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission 
Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.4 
As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted 
design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design 
for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the 
Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), 
respectively.5 The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the 
South Plan on November 2, 1998.6 The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated 



1  Planning Department Case No. 86.505E. 
2  Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97. 
3  Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively. 
4  North and South OPAs, Attachment L. 
5  Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively. 
6  Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively. 
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February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated 
June 4, 2013.  



The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of 
the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows: 



• The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots. 



• The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 
7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall. 



• The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and 
required setbacks. 



• The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical 
and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a 
reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking. 



• The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California 
San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report 
for the Long Range Development Plan. 



• The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center 
at Mission Bay. 



• The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety 
Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police 
Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive 
reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses. 



• The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South 
OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1. 



• The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility 
housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving 
medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities. 



Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in 
California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision 
issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 
2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and 
substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all 
redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the 
City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 
and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is  
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Figure 3
Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



SOURCE:  OCII, ESA, 2014
Case No. 2014.1441E:  Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32
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governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure.  



On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted 
Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. 
On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the 
Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create 
the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval 
authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved 
development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties 
required under the Dissolution Law.  



South Plan Area Development Controls 



The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan 
Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development 
standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In 
accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved 
the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of 
the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South 
Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they 
supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and 
associated documents for implementing the Plans.  



The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, 
consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the 
South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements 
based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the 
required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In 
addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that 
apply to the project site include: 



• Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as 
required to be implemented by the developer of the project site; 



• All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the 
Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, 
including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; 
Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ; 



• Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the 
San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource 
Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the 
development. 
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Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 
are described below. 



South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32  



In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses 
for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial 
Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary 
uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses 
are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning 
and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a 
determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that 
the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, 
the neighborhood or the community.”  



The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use 
designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts 
activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and 
other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain 
telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly 
and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character). 



The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on 
leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project 
site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the 
project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further 
indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to 
establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, 
traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for 
Development. 



South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 



The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the 
design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, 
which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a 
maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would 
be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 
32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32.  



Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development 
at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the 
maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback 
requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 
16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for 
paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet. 
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Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project 
site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-
serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting 
features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and 
curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street. 



[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we 
receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0] 



A.3 Project Characteristics 



Proposed Facilities 



Development Plan Overview  



Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of 
mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. 
Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building 
heights.7 Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion 
of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include 
multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper 
parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. 
The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, 
restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food  



service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices 
and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and 
marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two 
office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third 
Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site 
southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); 
each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet 
tall), with a 5-story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings 
could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several 
areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to  



7  For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as 
measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at 
approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 
11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 
100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that 
specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights 
for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height 
of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property. 
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Figure 4 Project Site Plan  
 



[PENDING FROM SPONSOR] 
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TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT FACILITIES AT PROJECT SITE 



Project Component Characteristic 



Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity 18,064 seats 



Cinema Seating Capacity 420 seats 



Size  Total GSFa 



Event Centerad 



    Golden State Warriors Office Space 
Office Space 
Retail Spacebe 
Cinema Space 
Parking and Loading 
Total Building Area 



710,486750,000 
20,00025,000 



509,210580,000 
111,000125,000 



39,000 
 342,475475,000 



1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF 



Heightcg,h/Levels  
Event Center  
Office and Retail Buildings 
 
 
Retail-only Buildings  



 
135 feet 
160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot 



(5-story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and 
plaza-level floors  



39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse 
building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and 
retail buildings 



Parking/Loading Spaces Blocks 29-32: 
612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by 
Third Street Plaza) 
12 13 truck docks below-grade 



Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage: 
132 parking stalls 



Vehicular Access  Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at 
Illinois Street 



Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at 
Bridgeview Way 



Open Space 3.2 acres 



NOTES: 



GSF = gross square feet.  
 
a  Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for 



Development. 
b Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, 



retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the 
Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” 
below.  



c Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor). 
da The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, 



limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented 
separate from square footage of the other event center uses. 



be Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft 
goods retail including food retail. 



f The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and 
the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. 



gc Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
h  Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
 
SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014 
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certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third 
Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be 
located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.8 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 
612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also 
Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, 
including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third 
Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed 
ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.9 These plazas would be connected by 
a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an 
outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor 
proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds.  



Vehicular Access and Circulation 



All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street 
(at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for 
autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most 
proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be 
provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s 
northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  
and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the 
garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed 
Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor 
would implement as part of the project.) 



Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 



The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast 
Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary 
access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings 
would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to 
ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks 
would be constructed adjacent to the project site. 



8  Under the Major Phase application for the proposed project, the project sponsor is requesting an option that would 
consist of a combination of a cinema and office uses as an alternative to all office uses. For the purposes of the 
environmental review process, this Initial Study and the SEIR assume the cinema would be part of the proposed project 
because cinema uses are a more intensive land use than office and would result in the more conservative impact 
assessment. 



9  It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 
0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD. 
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Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site 
proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located 
within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed.  



Infrastructure Improvements 



The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and 
high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, 
and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as 
part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. 



Off-Site Parking Facilities 



As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street 
parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to 
provide additional parking to serve the project. 



Sustainability 



The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the 
California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the 
Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The 
project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards 
using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would 
qualify for individual Gold ratings.10 This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design 
features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water 
conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a 
healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and 
Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park 



As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, 
under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François 
Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access 
improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François 
Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking 
lanes; and - on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the 
roadway by a raised buffer.  



Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded 
to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François 



10  The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. 
Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building 
rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and 
well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification. 
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Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and 
Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to 
occupancy of buildings at the project site. 



Proposed Operations and Employment 



Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State 
Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, 
family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center 
would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from 
approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management 
offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event 
center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of 
the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new 
operational components at Blocks 29-32. 



Event Center Programming 



Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three 
preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late 
October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would 
host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden 
State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 
10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors 
schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland. 



As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less 
than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average 
basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during 
the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 
18,064. 



It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees11 would be required 
on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket 
takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related 
operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors 
sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see 
additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a 
variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other 



11 This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the 
management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are 
described separately, below. 



Formatted: Not Highlight



Formatted: Not Highlight



OCII Case No. XXXX.XXXXE 14 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E  at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Preliminary – Subject to Revision 



                                                      











 



sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game 
events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following: 



• Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples 
of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street 
Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday 
through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the 
daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 
patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons. 



• Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per 
year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 
p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated 
average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.12 



• Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-
down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within 
a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down 
configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.13 



• Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting 
events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, 
boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These 
events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance 
for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance 
of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times.  



• Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events 
annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other 
gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum 
attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce 
the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are 
expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone 
Convention Center.  



It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center 
would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels.  



(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a 
description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for 
office,  and retail and cinema uses.) 



12  The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 
patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts 
would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of 
approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year. 



13  The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees. 
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Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site 



The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as 
spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter 
tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink. 



Golden State Warriors Operations 



The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) 
employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State 
Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate 
to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 
additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a 
total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees.  



Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses 



The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office 
developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE 
employees.14 The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and 
independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would 
require approximately 341 372 FTE employees15, and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE 
employees.  



Transportation Management Plan 



As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management 
Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP 
would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project 
site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding 
measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness. 



As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP 
would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the 
anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project.  



In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation 
Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle 



14  Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-
down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee. 
15 Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross 
square feet per FTE employee. 
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service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed 
during evenings and weekends. 



Construction 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month 
period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: 
site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all 
proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of 
associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping 
improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would 
be excavated and removed from the site. 



The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these 
hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction 
requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be 
further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  



[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an 
archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results 
of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure 
potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the 
commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving.  



B. PROJECT SETTING 



B.1 Mission Bay 
Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. 
Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a 
mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and 
educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable 
units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with 
another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, 
approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area 
(approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-
foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus 
community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay 
Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed 
and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have 
also been completed. 
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B.2 Project Site and Existing Uses 
Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses 
Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of 
the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is 
bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future 
planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the 
southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and 
Dogpatch neighborhoods.  



The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between 
approximately -1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)16, roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet 
above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north 
portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed 
from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities 
contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring 
approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior 
environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the 
site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.17 Chain link fencing is installed on the 
perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  



B.3 Surrounding Uses 
The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, 
southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site 
is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global 
Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along 
Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of 
that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site 
fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s 
Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 
16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is 
currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and 
development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035. 



Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, 
is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other 
biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building 
(499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street  



16  San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above 
the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 
1988 North American Vertical Datum.  



17  Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, 
April 11, 2014 
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Figure 5
Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity
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are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate 
Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy 
corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are 
City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. 
François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail 
(which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space.  



Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco 
General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown 
San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular 
travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines 
K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station 
located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project 
site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the 
project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection 
with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site. 



16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just 
east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, 
increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent 
through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a 
secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III 
bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. 
Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across 
from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street. 



Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently 
two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed 
as a Tsunami Evacuation Route.  



South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. 
François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a 
two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and 
north of the project site.  



Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the 
project site. 



B.4 Approvals Required 
Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are 
anticipated at this time: 



• Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development 
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• Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII 
Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) 
for each building and private open spaces 



• Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M 
allocation  



• Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master 
Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable 



• Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway 
striping 



• San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets 



• Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application. 



• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, 
including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems. 
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy


(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); "Abrams, Jim"; Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: Site Plan for NOP
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 12:46:41 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Paul and Joyce –
 
Final site plan for NOP attached.
 
Thanks,
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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Paul and Joyce –
 
Final site plan for NOP attached.
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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: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: Status of Bio Tech Memo and GHG checklist
Date: Thursday, November 06, 2014 4:08:58 PM


Bio tech memo to be submitted later today; GHG checklist to be submitted Friday a.m. (Mary needs
some additional time to consider the new checklist we received).
 
Thanks.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Clarke Miller
Cc: Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Discrepancy
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 11:34:39 AM
Attachments: image001.png


2014.11.12_Blocks_29-32_WaterDemand_REVISION.pdf
Importance: High


Kate/Clarke:
 
We wanted to bring to your attention an apparent discrepancy between how the GSW project land
use areas (and demands) are presented/calculated in the Initial Study (see Initial Study Table 1, below)
vs. how they are presented/calculated in your BKF Water Demand Memorandum (attached).  As
shown in Table 1, below, it is our understanding that the total square footage of the Event Center
includes the event center uses  + the Golden State Warriors office space = 750,000 GSF + 25,000 GSF
= 775,000 GSF.   By distinguishing the GSW office use from the rest of the event center uses in the
Initial Study, we were able to estimate the different demands for each use.   So for instance, in the
Initial Study Solid Waste section, the solid waste demand of the event center (excluding GSW office
space) is based on 750 ksf, and the 25 ksf of GSW office use is aggregated with the other 580 ksf of
non-GSW office use in estimating total office use solid waste demand.
 
However, the BKF Water Demand Memorandum appears to assume the total water demand for the
Event Center is based on 750 ksf, and doesn’t appear to ever account for the water demand
associated with the additional proposed 25 ksf of GSW office use.  Please confirm that the way the
square footages are accurate as presented in the Initial Study, and if there is an discrepancy in how
BKF is estimating total project water demand.  Obviously, time is of the essence, so your timely
response is appreciated.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 
 
 
                                                                TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT FACILITIES AT PROJECT SITE


Project Component Characteristic


Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity 18,064 seats
Size Total GSF


Event Center
   Golden State Warriors Office Space
Office Space
Retail Space
Parking and Loading
Total Building Area


750,000
25,000
580,000
125,000
475,000
1,955,000 GSF


Height /Levels
Event Center
Office and Retail Buildings


 
Retail-only Buildings


 
135 feet
160 feet (11 stories) total [90-foot (6-story) podiums with 70-foot


(5‑story) towers above]; retail uses within street level and
plaza-level floors


41 feet in market hall building northeast corner of site; 38 feet in
gatehouse building along Third Street


a


b


c


d
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 TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: November 09, 2014 BKF No.: 20136004-20 
 
To: Clarke Miller 
 Strada Investment Group 
 
From: Sravan Paladugu, P.E. 
 Jacob Nguyen, P.E. 
 
Subject: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Water Demand Memorandum 
 
 



A. BACKGROUND 
The Golden State Warriors organization (GSW) proposes to construct a multi‐purpose event center and 
buildings for other uses on approximately 12‐acres located in San Francisco, California (Project). The 12‐
acre Project site is made up of land referred to as Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 (Blocks 29‐32) in the Mission 
Bay South Project Area, a redevelopment area  located east of Higway‐280  in San Francisco. The site  is 
bounded by Terry A Francois Boulevard to the east, 3rd Street to the west, 16th Street to the south and 
South Street to the north and is currently vacant except for surface parking. 
 
Prior  to GSW acquisition of  the Project  site, Blocks 29‐32 were planned  to be developed as an office 
space.  The  office  space was  studied  in  the Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report  prepared  and 
approved  in 1998 and would have  included an adjusted  square  footage of one  (1) million. The water 
usage  from  the  entitled  office  space  was  also  studied  as  part  of  the  98  EIR  was  estimated  to  be 
approximately 0.15 Million Gallons per Day (MGD). 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to determining future water demand for the proposed Project and 
the  approach  used  in  estimating  the  demand.  This  technical memorandum will  assist  San  Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) in preparing the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the Project per 
California Water Code Sections 10910 et seq. 
 
The memorandum  dated March  13,  2013,  from  SFPUC  requires  Project  proponents  to  provide,  a)  a 
description  of  the  Project,  and  b)  proposed  indoor  and  outdoor water  uses,  as  part  of  the  Project 
Demand Memo. The following sections discuss the required items in detail. 



B. Project Description 
GSW  proposes  to  construct  a multi‐purpose  event  center  and  ancillary  structures  including multiple 
office buildings, retail, restaurants, structure parking, plaza areas, and other amenities on Blocks 29‐32. 
A summary of  the various components of proposed Project are  included  in Table 1 and are discussed 
below. 
 
Event Center 
The proposed Event Center would have a  seating capacity of 18,064  seats, encompass approximately 
750,000 gross square feet in area. The Event Center would serve as the new home of the Golden State 
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Warriors. The Event Center would host all  the home games  for  the Golden State Warriors, as well as 
provide a year‐round venue  for a variety of other uses  including concerts,  family shows, conferences, 
conventions, cultural events and other sporting events. 
 
The Event Center main  floor would  include a  full  length NBA basketball court  for Warriors basketball 
games, which can also accommodate a stage for performances. Other supporting Event Center facilities 
would  include  player/performer  locker  rooms,  club  and  press  areas,  concessions,  restrooms,  a 
commissary, and a  large marshalling area. The Warriors practice facility and support offices would also 
be integrated within the Event Center. 
 
The  practice  facility would  include  two  full‐length  NBA  basketball  courts with  approximately  21,000 
square  feet  of  playing  surface,  a weight  room  and medical  treatment  facilities,  locker  rooms,  and  a 
players’  lounge.  The  support  offices  would  accommodate  Warriors  management,  coaching  and 
operations staff, administration, finance, marketing, broadcasting, merchandising, public relations, and 
ticket  operations.  The  Event  Center  would  be  surrounded  by  large  open  plaza  areas  connected  by 
ramps. 
 
Office, Retail and Restaurant Uses 
The  Project would  include  two  office  buildings,  each  eleven  (11)  stories  high,  on  the  northwest  and 
southwest  corners  of  the  site.  The  office  buildings  would  encompass  approximately  580,000  gross 
square  foot  in area. The Project would also  include  retail  space occupying multiple areas of  the  site, 
including the lower floors of the office buildings, within or adjacent to certain plaza‐facing areas of the 
Event Center. 
 
The  retail  space would be approximately 125,000  square  feet of which 62,500  square  feet would be 
used  for soft goods retail and  the remaining  for restaurants. Approximately 51,500 square  feet of  the 
restaurant space would be used for sit‐down type restaurant and the other 11,000 square feet would be 
used for quick‐serve type facilities. 
 
Parking and Open Space 
The Project would  include 950 parking  stalls  in a parking  structure with below‐grade parking and at‐
grade/below‐podium  levels, all concealed from the public’s view. The total parking and  loading area  is 
approximately 475,000 square feet. 
 
The Project open space area would be approximately 180,000 square feet and would constitute of large 
plaza areas, terrace areas at various  levels,  landscaped areas and green roof areas. The open space at 
plaza level is approximately 140,000 square feet. The total landscape area is conservatively estimated to 
be  approximately  30,000  square  feet  (i.e.,  6%  of  the  Project  area  required  for  storm  water 
management).  Green  roof  areas  are  proposed  over  the  two  office  podiums  that  are  approximately 
40,000 square feet in area. The podiums would be at 90‐feet above the street level. 
 
Table 1 below provides a summary of  the proposed  land‐uses, gross square  footage,  types of events, 
and  number  of  days  that  the  events  are  anticipated  to  occur.  The  employment  and  average  event 
attendance figures are provided by GSW for the purpose of calculating water demand. 
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Table 1: Blocks 29‐32 Summary of Proposed Land Uses 



Project Component 
Floor 
Area 
(GSF) 



Capacity
/No. of 
Seats 



Event Type 



No. of 
Events 
Per 
Year 



Full‐time 
Employees 



Event 
Employees 



Average 
Attendance 



Event Center  
  
  
  
  
  



750,000  18,064 Pre‐season games 3 n/a 1000 11,000



      Regular season games 41 n/a 1000 17,000



     
Playoffs (Maximum 
possible) 



16  n/a  1000  18,000 



     
Total non‐Warriors 
games 



161          



     
‐ Concerts 



30 n/a 775  12,500



    15 n/a 675  3,000



      ‐ Family Shows 55 n/a 675  5,000



      ‐ Other Sporting Events 30 n/a 675  7,000



     
‐ Conventions/ 



Corporate Events 
31  n/a  675  9,000 



Practice Facility & 
Training Areas (1) 



21,000     Practice/training  50 
Part of 
management 
staff below 



30  n/a 



Event Management & 
Team Operations (1) 



40,000    
Ongoing team/arena 
operations (Mon‐Fri) 



240  255  n/a  n/a 



Kitchen (1)  32,260        221  n/a 
Part of 
event staff 
above 



n/a 



GSW Office Space (1)  25,000       240 
Part of 
management 
staff above 



n/a  n/a 



Office Buildings  580,000     260 2,101 n/a  n/a



Retail  62,500  n/a
372 



n/a 



Restaurants  62,500    n/a n/a 



Parking  475,000  950    



Landscape Area (2)  70,000       



Open Space (3)  110,000       
Notes: 
(1) The 750,000 GSF noted for the Event Center includes the square footage identified for these uses. 
(2) Includes landscape area at all levels (i.e., approximately 30,000 Sq.Ft. of landscape at plaza level and 40,000 Sq.Ft. at all other 
levels for storm water management. 
(3) Open Space excludes 30,000 Sq.Ft. of landscaped area from roughly 140,000 Sq.Ft. (i.e., 3.2 acres) of open space at plaza level. 
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C. Water Demand 
I. Current (Vested) Project Water Demand 
Blocks 29‐32 were originally planned to be developed as an office space with an adjusted square footage 
of approximately one (1) million. Water demand from the office space was studied  in the Mission Bay 
Environmental  Impact  Report  prepared  and  approved  in  1998  (98  EIR).  The  water  usage  from  the 
entitled office space was estimated to be approximately 0.15 Million Gallons per Day (MGD). 
 



II. Proposed Project Water Demand 
The water demand for the proposed Project was calculated using the gross square footage of different 
land‐uses and forecasted employment and visitor attendance data provided by GSW. The Project water 
consumption occurs  indoor and outdoor.  Indoor water  consumption primarily  includes water used  in 
restrooms, bathrooms, kitchen, laundry, cleaning and by cooling appliances. Outdoor uses include water 
used for irrigating landscaped areas and for cleaning/washing‐down hardscape areas. 
 



1. Methodology 



Water consumption for the proposed land uses was estimated based on: a) end‐use (i.e, fixture and/or 
appliance) where  there  is  adequate  Project  data  to  reasonably  predict  uses,  and,  b)  using  standard 
consumption  factors  developed  for  similar  land‐uses  as  part  of  research  studies  and  other  projects 
water demand assessments. The following paragraphs discuss in detail the approach used in estimating 
demand from each individual land use. 
 
Event Center 
Water  consumption during  events was  estimated  using  end‐use  approach.  The  events hosted  at  the 
Event Center are expected to attract a significant crowd of spectators whose primary water usage will 
be in restrooms. Therefore, restroom water usage is anticipated to account for approximately half of the 
Event Center’s water consumption. Visitor restroom usages  include  lavatory faucets, urinals and water 
closets. The  restroom end‐use  fixture baseline  flow  rates, duration and average daily use were  taken 
from  the  2009  LEED  Reference  Guide  for Green  Building  Design  and  Construction  (LEED).  The  LEED 
recommended average daily use of  fixtures was  increased where deemed necessary  to  reflect Project 
specific use. For example,  LEED  recommends  that only 50% of visitors will use  restroom. But  for  this 
estimate, it was assumed that 100% of the visitors will use restroom at least once during the event to be 
conservative. 
 
The  second  largest water  consumption  comes  from  full‐time  and  part‐time  employees.  The  end‐use 
water demand from full‐time employees is calculated separately from visitors as the frequency of usage 
is different and there are additional end‐uses such as shower, kitchen faucet, and  laundry that are not 
used by visitors. The end‐use water demand for part‐time employees is calculated by reducing full‐time 
employee  demand  by  25%  since  part‐time  employees  are  anticipated  to work  6‐hours  during  event 
days. Conservative assumptions were made  to estimate onsite  laundry water demand. Laundry  items 
such as bath towels and sports towels are assumed to be generated  from 30% of the employees. The 
factors used in calculating water consumption by the end‐use approach are presented in Table 8. 
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Standard water  consumption  factors are used  for other Event Center uses  such as  food  services and 
HVAC/cooling,  for which end‐use details are not available. A standard  factor  for  fast  food  restaurants 
was used to estimate the Event Center food service water demand. This approach is conservative in that 
fast  food  restaurants  typically  operate  during  longer  hours  than  the  food  service  areas  at  the  Event 
Center, which are limited to event hours. 
 
Office and Retail Components 
The  primary water  consumption  in  an  office  space  is  from  full‐time  employees  using  restrooms  and 
kitchen/break rooms. The total number of full‐time employees was calculated using a standard rate of 
200  square  foot per employee and applying  that  to  the  total gross  square  footage. Restroom usages 
include shower, lavatory faucets, urinals and toilets (water closets). Kitchen/break room usages include 
faucets and dishwasher. Other end‐uses  include water used  for HVAC/Cooling equipment and  indoor 
cleaning. 
 
The primary water  consumption within  the  retail uses  is water used by employees and  customers  in 
restrooms. The factors used in calculating water consumption by end‐use and references are presented 
in Table 8. 
 
Restaurant Component 
The proposed  restaurant uses will  include quick  serve  food areas and  sit‐down  restaurants. Standard 
water consumption factors were used to estimate demand for both types of restaurant uses. A standard 
consumption  factor  developed  by  American Water Works  Association  (AWWA) was  used  to  predict 
restaurant water use. The factors and total demand calculations from these uses are presented in Table 
6 and 7. 
 
Outdoor Water Use 
Outdoor water  uses  at  the  site will  include water  used  for  cleaning  hardscape  areas  and  irrigating 
landscaped  areas.  The  irrigation water  demand  is  estimated  using  San  Francisco’s  average monthly 
rainfall, evapotranspiration and plant species factors provided in the outdoor water demand calculators 
developed by the California State Water Resources Control Board and SFPUC. A plant species factor of 
0.5 was used for all  landscape areas. The water used for cleaning outdoor hardscape areas and  indoor 
facilities (i.e., Event Center floor areas, walkways, windows, restrooms, etc) was based on  information 
gathered from local vendors. 
 



2. Baseline Water Demand 



The baseline demand is calculated by applying the baseline fixture flow rates provided in the 2009 LEED 
Reference Guide  to end‐uses. Table 2 below  summarizes  the baseline water demand  for  the  various 
components of the Project. 
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Table 2: Summary of Baseline Water Demand 



Project  Project Component  Floor Area (GSF)  Water Use (MGD) 



Blocks 29‐32  Event Center  750,000  0.032 



Office Buildings  580,000  0.042 



Retail  62,500  0.011 



Restaurants  62,500  0.028 



Landscape  70,000  0.001 



Washdown & Facility Cleaning  0.002 



   Total  0.117 



Note: See Table 6 and Table 8 (attached) for detailed calculations used in determining the baseline  
water demand. 
 
3. Adjusted Water Demand for Code 



Water  conservation  measures  required  as  part  of  the  2011  San  Francisco  Green  Building  (SFGB) 
requirements of Chapter 13C of the San Francisco Building Code will be implemented by the Project. The 
conservation  measures  include  reducing  water  consumption  using  fixtures  with  low  flow  rates 
prescribed  by  the  SFGB  requirements  for  prescriptive  approach  (Table  13C.5.303.2.3).  As  such,  the 
baseline demand  in  the  section above was adjusted  to new  fixture  flow  rates  to  calculate  the actual 
anticipated demand. 
 
Other water  conservation  techniques  such  as  use  of water  efficient  pre‐rinse  spray  values  for  food 
preparation, energy efficient  clothes washers  and dish washers,  and  cooling  appliances may be used 
throughout the Project but are not included in calculating water demand. The total water demand after 
application of conservation measures is shown in the Table 3 below. 
 



Table 3: Summary of Adjusted Water Demand for Code 



Project  Project Component  Floor Area (GSF)  Water Use (MGD) 



Blocks 29‐32  Event Center  750,000  0.025 



Office Buildings  580,000  0.036 



Retail  62,500  0.008 



Restaurants  62,500  0.028 



Landscape  70,000  0.001 



Washdown & Facility Cleaning  0.002 



   Total  0.100 



Note: See Table 7 and Table 8 for detailed calculations used in determining water demand with 
conservation measures. 
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D. Summary 
Blocks  29‐32 water  demand  for  the  originally  planned  one  (1) million  square  foot  office  space was 
estimated in the Mission Bay EIR prepared in 1998 to be approximately 0.15 MGD. 
 
The  new  water  demand  for  the  proposed  Project  at  Blocks  29‐32  is  estimated  to  be  0.100 MGD. 
Construction  of  the  Project  is  anticipated  to  begin  in  late  2015 with  completion  in  late  fall  2017. A 
summary of the anticipated water demand for Project phasing is shown below in Table 4. 
 



Table 4: Water Demand based on Project Phasing 
   2017  2018  2020 



Total Demand of proposed 
Project (MGD) 



0  0.100  0.100 



 
The anticipated total water demand for the proposed Project during normal years and single or multiple 
dry years is shown below in Table 5. 
 



Table 5: Water Demand based on Water Year Type 
   Normal  Single dry  Multiple 2  Multiple 3 



Total Demand of proposed 
Project (MGD) 



0.100  0.100  0.100  0.100 
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E. Attachments 
Table 6:  Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component – Baseline 
Table 7:  Blocks  29‐32  Water  Demand  by  Project  Component  –  Adjusted  for  Code  (with  Water 



Conservation) 
Table 8:  Blocks 29‐32 Water Consumption by End‐Use (Baseline and Adjusted) 
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TABLES 
 











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Full‐time (a) Event/Part‐time (a) Employee (h) Visitor (h)



Events



Pre‐season Games 1,000 11,000 14 3 3 120,694 0.000



Regular Season Games 1,000 17,000 14 3 41 2,319,831 0.006



Playoffs (Maximum Possible) 1,000 18,000 14 3 16 948,900 0.003



775 12,500 14 3 30 1,260,333 0.003



675 3,000 14 3 15 226,470 0.001



Family Shows 675 5,000 14 3 55 1,130,138 0.003



Other Sporting Events 675 7,000 14 3 30 779,939 0.002



Conventions/Corporate Events 675 9,000 14 3 31 974,887 0.003



Management & Operations 255 14 3 240 836,910 0.002



GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Kitchen (b) 32,260 300 32 221 2,138,838 0.006



Cooling (c) 750,000 3 750 365 838,421 0.002



11,575,361 0.032



Other Components GSF 
(a) Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Office Buildings (d) 580,000 103 580 260 15,468,876 0.042



Retail (d) 62,500 172 63 365 3,912,344 0.011



Quick Serve 
(b) 11,000 300 11 365 1,204,500 0.003



Sit Down (f) 51,500 24 1,030 365 9,097,990 0.025



Landscape (g) 70,000 540,670 0.001



Washdown & Facility Cleaning (i) 741,038 0.002



42,540,778 0.117Project Total =



(i) Includes washdown of outdoor hardscape areas and other miscellaneous cleaning activities such as event center indoor cleaning (floor/walkway, glass, restrooms, etc). 



Refer to Table 8 for breakdown. The standard demand factor used for restaurant includes cleaning and sanitization.



GSF ‐ Gross Square Footage



MGD ‐ Million Gallons Per Day (MGD = Annual Water Use (gal)/365x106 )



Notes:



(a) Floor area, type of events, number of events and anticipated number of employees and visitors are provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(e) Anticipated retail and cinema employees and customer data is provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(f) Flow rate taken from Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water report by American Water Works Association (Table 2.14). Assumed four seats in a 10‐ft X 10‐ft 



dining area covering 50% of GSF.



(b) Water demand for kitchen is assumed to be similar to fast food resturants. The demand factor is taken from LADWP Water Supply Assessment for the Convention and 



Event Center Project date January 2012.



(c) Cooling demand is derived from the existing central plant water demand for Staples Center. The annual cooling water demand (1,062,000 gal/yr) for Staples center is 



divided by GSF (950,000 sq.ft.).



(d) Refer to Table 8 for Unit Rate generation calculations.



(g) Annual landscape demand is estimated using SFPUC Non‐Potable Water Demand Calculator using a species factor of 0.5.



(h) Employee and Visitor demand is calculated in Table 8.



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Table 6 ‐ Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component ‐ Baseline



<‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  See Table 8  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐>



Event Center Total =



Resturant



Seat



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Concerts



Annual Water 



Use (gal)



Visitors/ 



Spectators 
(a)



Employees Water Use (gal/day/capita)
No. of Days (a) MGDEvent Center











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Full‐time (a) Event/Part‐time (a) Employee (h) Visitor (h)



Events



Pre‐season Games 1,000 11,000 10 2 3 85,598 0.000



Regular Season Games 1,000 17,000 10 2 41 1,632,313 0.004



Playoffs (Maximum Possible) 1,000 18,000 10 2 16 667,080 0.002



775 12,500 10 2 30 887,571 0.002



675 3,000 10 2 15 164,107 0.000



Family Shows 675 5,000 10 2 55 808,524 0.002



Other Sporting Events 675 7,000 10 2 30 553,813 0.002



Conventions/Corporate Events 675 9,000 10 2 31 688,834 0.002



Management & Operations 255 10 2 240 640,764 0.002



GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Kitchen (b) 32,260 300 32 221 2,138,838 0.006



Cooling (c) 750,000 3 750 365 838,421 0.002



9,105,861 0.025



Other Components GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Office Buildings (d) 580,000 87 580 260 13,052,306 0.036



Retail (d) 62,500 123 63 365 2,810,500 0.008



Quick Serve 
(b) 11,000 300 11 365 1,204,500 0.003



Sit Down (f) 51,500 24 1,030 365 9,097,990 0.025



Landscape (g) 70,000 540,670 0.001



Washdown & Facility Cleaning (i) 741,038 0.002



36,552,864 0.100



(g) Annual landscape demand is estimated using SFPUC Non‐Potable Water Demand Calculator using a species factor of 0.5.



(h) Employee and Visitor demand is calculated in Table 8.



(i) Includes washdown of outdoor hardscape areas and other miscellaneous cleaning activities such as event center indoor cleaning (floor/walkway, glass, restrooms, etc). 



Refer to Table 8 for breakdown. The standard demand factor used for restaurant includes cleaning and sanitization.



(a) Floor area, type of events, number of events and anticipated number of employees and visitors are provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(b) Water demand for kitchen is assumed to be similar to fast food resturants. The demand factor is taken from LADWP Water Supply Assessment for the Convention and 



Event Center Project date January 2012.



(c) Cooling demand is derived from the existing central plant water demand for Staples Center. The annual cooling water demand (1,062,000 gal/yr) for Staples center is 



divided by GSF (950,000 sq.ft.).



(d) Refer to Table 8 for Unit Rate generation calculations.



(e) Anticipated retail and cinema employees and customer data is provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(f) Flow rate taken from Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water report by American Water Works Association (Table 2.14). Assumed four seats in a 10‐ft X 10‐ft 



dining area covering 50% of GSF.



MGD ‐ Million Gallons Per Day (MGD = Annual Water Use (gal)/365x106 )



Seat



<‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  See Table 8  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐>



Project Total =



Notes:



GSF ‐ Gross Square Footage



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Resturant



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Event Center Total =



Table 7 ‐ Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component ‐ Adjusted



Event Center
Employees Visitors/ 



Spectators 
(a)



Water Use (gal/day/capita)
No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Concerts











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



1. Visitors
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (c) Unit Ave Daily Use (c) GPD per Visitor Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Visitor
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 1 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 1 1 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 1 2 1.28 gal/flush 1
Misc 0 0



3 2



2. Full-Time Employees
Type Baseline Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (b)(d) Unit Ave Daily Use (b)(d) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Employee
Showerhead 2.5 gal/min 5 min 0.3 4 2 gal/min 3
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5
Kitchen Faucet 2.2 gal/min 0.25 min 1 1 1.8 gal/min 0
Laundry 4 gal/pound 0.5 pound 0.3 1 4 gal/pound 1



14 10



1. Full-Time Employees
Type Baseline Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (b)(d) Unit Ave Daily Use (b)(d) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Employee
Showerhead 2.5 gal/min 5 min 0.3 4 2 gal/min 3
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5
Kitchen Faucet 2.2 gal/min 0.25 min 1 1 1.8 gal/min 0



Sub-Total = 13 10



200 200



65 49



2. Dishwasher 11.15 gal/cycle 1 cycle 1 11 11.15 gal/cycle 11



3. HVAC/Cooling Demand (f) 0.0196 gal/sf 1000 sf 1 20 0.0196 gal/sf 20



4. Indoor Floor Cleaning (g) 0.75 gal/min 4 min/1,000 sf 0.7 2 0.75 gal/min 2



5. Misc (assumed to be 5%) 4 4



103 87



Sub-Total =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Sub-Total =



Sub-Total =



Notes:



GPD per 1,000 GSF = GPD per 1,000 GSF =



(a) Baseline flow rate for showerhead, bathroom faucet, toilet, urinals and kitchen faucet are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).



(e) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).



Office End Uses
Baseline Adjusted for Code



Notes:



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF = Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



(g) Indoor cleaning flow rate and time required are taken from www.tomcatequip.com. The specs for MAGNUM floor scrubber dryer recommended for sports arena are used. The suggested cleaning rate is 26,000 sf/hr but 15,000 
sf/hr is used for calculations to be conservative.



Table 8 - Blocks 29-32 Water Consumption By End-Use (Baseline and Adjusted)



(a) Baseline flow rate for showerhead, bathroom faucet, toilet, urinals and kitchen faucet are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).
(b) Gallons of water used by laundry per pound of fabric is taken from webpage @ http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/commercial_laundry.aspx. The equipment type is assumed to be a waher-extractor which is typical fro 
small to medium size laundires. Laundry is assumed to be generated by players and event performers from showers and other activities. 30% of all the employees are assumed to be players and event performers.



(d) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of showerhead is increased from 0.1 to 0.3.



(c) Duration and Average daily use suggested in the 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2) were increased to be specific to event uses. All visitors/spectators are assumed to use 
the restrooms.



Adjusted for Code



Event Center End Uses
Baseline



Baseline Adjusted for Code



(f) Water demand for cooling is taken from SFPUC Potable Offset Investigation, April 2012. Water required is the average for 12-months.



(b) Gallons of water used by laundry per pound of fabric is taken from webpage @ http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/commercial_laundry.aspx. The equipment type is assumed to be a waher-extractor which is typical fro 
small to medium size laundires. Laundry is assumed to be generated by players and event performers from showers and other activities. 30% of all the employees are assumed to be players and event performers.
(c) Duration and Average daily use suggested in the 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2) were increased to be specific to event uses. All visitors/spectators are assumed to use 
the restrooms.
(d) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of showerhead is increased from 0.1 to 0.3.
(e) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Table 8 - Blocks 29-32 Water Consumption By End-Use (Baseline and Adjusted)



1. Customer
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (b) Unit Ave Daily Use (b) GPD per Customer Rate (w/ Code) (c) Unit GPD per Customer
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 0.5 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 0.4 0 0.5 gal/flush 0
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 0.6 1 1.28 gal/flush 1



1 1



10 10



142 102



2. Employee
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (b) Unit Ave Daily Use (b) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (c) Unit GPD per Employee
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5



9 6



300 300



29 21



172 123



Type Flow Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (a)(b) Unit Ave Yearly Use (c) GPY per 1,000 GSF



Outdoor Hardscape Washdown 5 gal/min 30 min/1,000 sf 4 600



66,000



Parking Area Washdown 5 gal/min 30 min/1,000 sf 2 300



142,500



Indoor Floor Cleaning 0.75 gal/min 4 min/1,000 sf 221 663



497,250



Misc Cleaning (assumed to be 5%) 35,288



741,038



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



(using harscape area of 110,000 sf)



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Customer =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Retail End Uses



Sub-Total =



GSF/Customer =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Notes:



Notes:



(c) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).



(using parking GSF of 475,000 sf)



Baseline Adjusted for Code



Baseline Adjusted for Code



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



(using GSF of 750,000 sf)



Total GPY =



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Washdown & Facility Cleaning



(a) Outdoor power wash flow rate and time required are based on information gathered from local vendors (Puma Power Wash, San Francisco & Clean 'n Seal, Brentwood, CA). A similar flow rate is also provided in the 2008 
Watersmart Guidebook prepared by EBMUD.
(b) Indoor cleaning flow rate and time required are taken from www.tomcatequip.com. The specs for MAGNUM floor scrubber dryer recommended for sports arena are used. The suggested cleaning rate is 26,000 sf/hr but 15,000 
sf/hr is used for calculations to be conservative.
(c) Outdoor hardscape area cleaning is assumed to be occur 4 times/year. General cleaning practice is 2 to 3 times/year based information provided by local vendors. Indoor floor is assumed to be cleaned after every event.



(a) Baseline flow rate for Lavatory faucet, toilet and urinals are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).
(b) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of "Visitor" was used for customers instead of 
"Retail Customer" uses from WE Table 2 as it seemed more reasonable.












Parking/Loading Spaces Blocks 29-32:
950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade (concealed by
Third Street Plaza)
13 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:
132 parking stalls


Vehicular Access Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at
Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at
Bridgeview Way


Open Space 3.2 acres
NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet.
 


   
The
event
center
would
include
a
variety
of
supporting
uses,
including
Golden
State
Warriors
practice
facility
and
management
offices,
event
hall,
limited
retail,
and
other
uses.
For
purposes
of
estimating
areas,
the
Golden
State
Warriors
management
office
space
square
footage
is
presented
separately
from
square
footage
of
the
other
event
center
uses.


   
Proposed
retail
uses
are
approximately
51,500
GSF


a


b







sit-
down
restaurant,
11,000
quick-
service
restaurant,
and
62,500
GSF
soft
goods
retail
including
food
retail.


The
CEQA
analyses
are
based
on
gross
square
footage.
However,
the
Mission
Bay
South
Redevelopment
Plan
permits
development
based
on
adjusted
gross
square
footage
and
leasable
square
footage.
Gross
Square
Footage
and
Leasable
Square
Footage
as
defined
in
the
Mission
Bay
South
Redevelopment
Plan
for
this
project
would
be
less
than
the
gross
square
footage
presented
in
this
environmental
document.


c   







  
Building
heights
as
measured
relative
to
San Francisco
City
Datum
SFD.
Excludes
unoccupied
top
floor
level
with
mechanical
equipment.


 
SOURCE: Manica Architecture,  2014
 


 


 
 
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 4:32 PM
To: Joyce; Paul Mitchell; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Reilly, Catherine (OCII); 'Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)'; Brian Boxer; Viktoriya Wise (viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Updated Water Demand Memo
 
See attached, as discussed today.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


d








From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Clarke Miller
Cc: Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Discrepancy
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 11:34:38 AM
Attachments: image001.png


2014.11.12_Blocks_29-32_WaterDemand_REVISION.pdf
Importance: High


Kate/Clarke:
 
We wanted to bring to your attention an apparent discrepancy between how the GSW project land
use areas (and demands) are presented/calculated in the Initial Study (see Initial Study Table 1, below)
vs. how they are presented/calculated in your BKF Water Demand Memorandum (attached).  As
shown in Table 1, below, it is our understanding that the total square footage of the Event Center
includes the event center uses  + the Golden State Warriors office space = 750,000 GSF + 25,000 GSF
= 775,000 GSF.   By distinguishing the GSW office use from the rest of the event center uses in the
Initial Study, we were able to estimate the different demands for each use.   So for instance, in the
Initial Study Solid Waste section, the solid waste demand of the event center (excluding GSW office
space) is based on 750 ksf, and the 25 ksf of GSW office use is aggregated with the other 580 ksf of
non-GSW office use in estimating total office use solid waste demand.
 
However, the BKF Water Demand Memorandum appears to assume the total water demand for the
Event Center is based on 750 ksf, and doesn’t appear to ever account for the water demand
associated with the additional proposed 25 ksf of GSW office use.  Please confirm that the way the
square footages are accurate as presented in the Initial Study, and if there is an discrepancy in how
BKF is estimating total project water demand.  Obviously, time is of the essence, so your timely
response is appreciated.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 
 
 
                                                                TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT FACILITIES AT PROJECT SITE


Project Component Characteristic


Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity 18,064 seats
Size Total GSF


Event Center
   Golden State Warriors Office Space
Office Space
Retail Space
Parking and Loading
Total Building Area


750,000
25,000
580,000
125,000
475,000
1,955,000 GSF


Height /Levels
Event Center
Office and Retail Buildings


 
Retail-only Buildings


 
135 feet
160 feet (11 stories) total [90-foot (6-story) podiums with 70-foot


(5‑story) towers above]; retail uses within street level and
plaza-level floors


41 feet in market hall building northeast corner of site; 38 feet in
gatehouse building along Third Street


a


b


c


d



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org
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 TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: November 09, 2014 BKF No.: 20136004-20 
 
To: Clarke Miller 
 Strada Investment Group 
 
From: Sravan Paladugu, P.E. 
 Jacob Nguyen, P.E. 
 
Subject: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Water Demand Memorandum 
 
 



A. BACKGROUND 
The Golden State Warriors organization (GSW) proposes to construct a multi‐purpose event center and 
buildings for other uses on approximately 12‐acres located in San Francisco, California (Project). The 12‐
acre Project site is made up of land referred to as Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 (Blocks 29‐32) in the Mission 
Bay South Project Area, a redevelopment area  located east of Higway‐280  in San Francisco. The site  is 
bounded by Terry A Francois Boulevard to the east, 3rd Street to the west, 16th Street to the south and 
South Street to the north and is currently vacant except for surface parking. 
 
Prior  to GSW acquisition of  the Project  site, Blocks 29‐32 were planned  to be developed as an office 
space.  The  office  space was  studied  in  the Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report  prepared  and 
approved  in 1998 and would have  included an adjusted  square  footage of one  (1) million. The water 
usage  from  the  entitled  office  space  was  also  studied  as  part  of  the  98  EIR  was  estimated  to  be 
approximately 0.15 Million Gallons per Day (MGD). 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to determining future water demand for the proposed Project and 
the  approach  used  in  estimating  the  demand.  This  technical memorandum will  assist  San  Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) in preparing the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the Project per 
California Water Code Sections 10910 et seq. 
 
The memorandum  dated March  13,  2013,  from  SFPUC  requires  Project  proponents  to  provide,  a)  a 
description  of  the  Project,  and  b)  proposed  indoor  and  outdoor water  uses,  as  part  of  the  Project 
Demand Memo. The following sections discuss the required items in detail. 



B. Project Description 
GSW  proposes  to  construct  a multi‐purpose  event  center  and  ancillary  structures  including multiple 
office buildings, retail, restaurants, structure parking, plaza areas, and other amenities on Blocks 29‐32. 
A summary of  the various components of proposed Project are  included  in Table 1 and are discussed 
below. 
 
Event Center 
The proposed Event Center would have a  seating capacity of 18,064  seats, encompass approximately 
750,000 gross square feet in area. The Event Center would serve as the new home of the Golden State 
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Warriors. The Event Center would host all  the home games  for  the Golden State Warriors, as well as 
provide a year‐round venue  for a variety of other uses  including concerts,  family shows, conferences, 
conventions, cultural events and other sporting events. 
 
The Event Center main  floor would  include a  full  length NBA basketball court  for Warriors basketball 
games, which can also accommodate a stage for performances. Other supporting Event Center facilities 
would  include  player/performer  locker  rooms,  club  and  press  areas,  concessions,  restrooms,  a 
commissary, and a  large marshalling area. The Warriors practice facility and support offices would also 
be integrated within the Event Center. 
 
The  practice  facility would  include  two  full‐length  NBA  basketball  courts with  approximately  21,000 
square  feet  of  playing  surface,  a weight  room  and medical  treatment  facilities,  locker  rooms,  and  a 
players’  lounge.  The  support  offices  would  accommodate  Warriors  management,  coaching  and 
operations staff, administration, finance, marketing, broadcasting, merchandising, public relations, and 
ticket  operations.  The  Event  Center  would  be  surrounded  by  large  open  plaza  areas  connected  by 
ramps. 
 
Office, Retail and Restaurant Uses 
The  Project would  include  two  office  buildings,  each  eleven  (11)  stories  high,  on  the  northwest  and 
southwest  corners  of  the  site.  The  office  buildings  would  encompass  approximately  580,000  gross 
square  foot  in area. The Project would also  include  retail  space occupying multiple areas of  the  site, 
including the lower floors of the office buildings, within or adjacent to certain plaza‐facing areas of the 
Event Center. 
 
The  retail  space would be approximately 125,000  square  feet of which 62,500  square  feet would be 
used  for soft goods retail and  the remaining  for restaurants. Approximately 51,500 square  feet of  the 
restaurant space would be used for sit‐down type restaurant and the other 11,000 square feet would be 
used for quick‐serve type facilities. 
 
Parking and Open Space 
The Project would  include 950 parking  stalls  in a parking  structure with below‐grade parking and at‐
grade/below‐podium  levels, all concealed from the public’s view. The total parking and  loading area  is 
approximately 475,000 square feet. 
 
The Project open space area would be approximately 180,000 square feet and would constitute of large 
plaza areas, terrace areas at various  levels,  landscaped areas and green roof areas. The open space at 
plaza level is approximately 140,000 square feet. The total landscape area is conservatively estimated to 
be  approximately  30,000  square  feet  (i.e.,  6%  of  the  Project  area  required  for  storm  water 
management).  Green  roof  areas  are  proposed  over  the  two  office  podiums  that  are  approximately 
40,000 square feet in area. The podiums would be at 90‐feet above the street level. 
 
Table 1 below provides a summary of  the proposed  land‐uses, gross square  footage,  types of events, 
and  number  of  days  that  the  events  are  anticipated  to  occur.  The  employment  and  average  event 
attendance figures are provided by GSW for the purpose of calculating water demand. 
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Table 1: Blocks 29‐32 Summary of Proposed Land Uses 



Project Component 
Floor 
Area 
(GSF) 



Capacity
/No. of 
Seats 



Event Type 



No. of 
Events 
Per 
Year 



Full‐time 
Employees 



Event 
Employees 



Average 
Attendance 



Event Center  
  
  
  
  
  



750,000  18,064 Pre‐season games 3 n/a 1000 11,000



      Regular season games 41 n/a 1000 17,000



     
Playoffs (Maximum 
possible) 



16  n/a  1000  18,000 



     
Total non‐Warriors 
games 



161          



     
‐ Concerts 



30 n/a 775  12,500



    15 n/a 675  3,000



      ‐ Family Shows 55 n/a 675  5,000



      ‐ Other Sporting Events 30 n/a 675  7,000



     
‐ Conventions/ 



Corporate Events 
31  n/a  675  9,000 



Practice Facility & 
Training Areas (1) 



21,000     Practice/training  50 
Part of 
management 
staff below 



30  n/a 



Event Management & 
Team Operations (1) 



40,000    
Ongoing team/arena 
operations (Mon‐Fri) 



240  255  n/a  n/a 



Kitchen (1)  32,260        221  n/a 
Part of 
event staff 
above 



n/a 



GSW Office Space (1)  25,000       240 
Part of 
management 
staff above 



n/a  n/a 



Office Buildings  580,000     260 2,101 n/a  n/a



Retail  62,500  n/a
372 



n/a 



Restaurants  62,500    n/a n/a 



Parking  475,000  950    



Landscape Area (2)  70,000       



Open Space (3)  110,000       
Notes: 
(1) The 750,000 GSF noted for the Event Center includes the square footage identified for these uses. 
(2) Includes landscape area at all levels (i.e., approximately 30,000 Sq.Ft. of landscape at plaza level and 40,000 Sq.Ft. at all other 
levels for storm water management. 
(3) Open Space excludes 30,000 Sq.Ft. of landscaped area from roughly 140,000 Sq.Ft. (i.e., 3.2 acres) of open space at plaza level. 
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C. Water Demand 
I. Current (Vested) Project Water Demand 
Blocks 29‐32 were originally planned to be developed as an office space with an adjusted square footage 
of approximately one (1) million. Water demand from the office space was studied  in the Mission Bay 
Environmental  Impact  Report  prepared  and  approved  in  1998  (98  EIR).  The  water  usage  from  the 
entitled office space was estimated to be approximately 0.15 Million Gallons per Day (MGD). 
 



II. Proposed Project Water Demand 
The water demand for the proposed Project was calculated using the gross square footage of different 
land‐uses and forecasted employment and visitor attendance data provided by GSW. The Project water 
consumption occurs  indoor and outdoor.  Indoor water  consumption primarily  includes water used  in 
restrooms, bathrooms, kitchen, laundry, cleaning and by cooling appliances. Outdoor uses include water 
used for irrigating landscaped areas and for cleaning/washing‐down hardscape areas. 
 



1. Methodology 



Water consumption for the proposed land uses was estimated based on: a) end‐use (i.e, fixture and/or 
appliance) where  there  is  adequate  Project  data  to  reasonably  predict  uses,  and,  b)  using  standard 
consumption  factors  developed  for  similar  land‐uses  as  part  of  research  studies  and  other  projects 
water demand assessments. The following paragraphs discuss in detail the approach used in estimating 
demand from each individual land use. 
 
Event Center 
Water  consumption during  events was  estimated  using  end‐use  approach.  The  events hosted  at  the 
Event Center are expected to attract a significant crowd of spectators whose primary water usage will 
be in restrooms. Therefore, restroom water usage is anticipated to account for approximately half of the 
Event Center’s water consumption. Visitor restroom usages  include  lavatory faucets, urinals and water 
closets. The  restroom end‐use  fixture baseline  flow  rates, duration and average daily use were  taken 
from  the  2009  LEED  Reference  Guide  for Green  Building  Design  and  Construction  (LEED).  The  LEED 
recommended average daily use of  fixtures was  increased where deemed necessary  to  reflect Project 
specific use. For example,  LEED  recommends  that only 50% of visitors will use  restroom. But  for  this 
estimate, it was assumed that 100% of the visitors will use restroom at least once during the event to be 
conservative. 
 
The  second  largest water  consumption  comes  from  full‐time  and  part‐time  employees.  The  end‐use 
water demand from full‐time employees is calculated separately from visitors as the frequency of usage 
is different and there are additional end‐uses such as shower, kitchen faucet, and  laundry that are not 
used by visitors. The end‐use water demand for part‐time employees is calculated by reducing full‐time 
employee  demand  by  25%  since  part‐time  employees  are  anticipated  to work  6‐hours  during  event 
days. Conservative assumptions were made  to estimate onsite  laundry water demand. Laundry  items 
such as bath towels and sports towels are assumed to be generated  from 30% of the employees. The 
factors used in calculating water consumption by the end‐use approach are presented in Table 8. 
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Standard water  consumption  factors are used  for other Event Center uses  such as  food  services and 
HVAC/cooling,  for which end‐use details are not available. A standard  factor  for  fast  food  restaurants 
was used to estimate the Event Center food service water demand. This approach is conservative in that 
fast  food  restaurants  typically  operate  during  longer  hours  than  the  food  service  areas  at  the  Event 
Center, which are limited to event hours. 
 
Office and Retail Components 
The  primary water  consumption  in  an  office  space  is  from  full‐time  employees  using  restrooms  and 
kitchen/break rooms. The total number of full‐time employees was calculated using a standard rate of 
200  square  foot per employee and applying  that  to  the  total gross  square  footage. Restroom usages 
include shower, lavatory faucets, urinals and toilets (water closets). Kitchen/break room usages include 
faucets and dishwasher. Other end‐uses  include water used  for HVAC/Cooling equipment and  indoor 
cleaning. 
 
The primary water  consumption within  the  retail uses  is water used by employees and  customers  in 
restrooms. The factors used in calculating water consumption by end‐use and references are presented 
in Table 8. 
 
Restaurant Component 
The proposed  restaurant uses will  include quick  serve  food areas and  sit‐down  restaurants. Standard 
water consumption factors were used to estimate demand for both types of restaurant uses. A standard 
consumption  factor  developed  by  American Water Works  Association  (AWWA) was  used  to  predict 
restaurant water use. The factors and total demand calculations from these uses are presented in Table 
6 and 7. 
 
Outdoor Water Use 
Outdoor water  uses  at  the  site will  include water  used  for  cleaning  hardscape  areas  and  irrigating 
landscaped  areas.  The  irrigation water  demand  is  estimated  using  San  Francisco’s  average monthly 
rainfall, evapotranspiration and plant species factors provided in the outdoor water demand calculators 
developed by the California State Water Resources Control Board and SFPUC. A plant species factor of 
0.5 was used for all  landscape areas. The water used for cleaning outdoor hardscape areas and  indoor 
facilities (i.e., Event Center floor areas, walkways, windows, restrooms, etc) was based on  information 
gathered from local vendors. 
 



2. Baseline Water Demand 



The baseline demand is calculated by applying the baseline fixture flow rates provided in the 2009 LEED 
Reference Guide  to end‐uses. Table 2 below  summarizes  the baseline water demand  for  the  various 
components of the Project. 
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Table 2: Summary of Baseline Water Demand 



Project  Project Component  Floor Area (GSF)  Water Use (MGD) 



Blocks 29‐32  Event Center  750,000  0.032 



Office Buildings  580,000  0.042 



Retail  62,500  0.011 



Restaurants  62,500  0.028 



Landscape  70,000  0.001 



Washdown & Facility Cleaning  0.002 



   Total  0.117 



Note: See Table 6 and Table 8 (attached) for detailed calculations used in determining the baseline  
water demand. 
 
3. Adjusted Water Demand for Code 



Water  conservation  measures  required  as  part  of  the  2011  San  Francisco  Green  Building  (SFGB) 
requirements of Chapter 13C of the San Francisco Building Code will be implemented by the Project. The 
conservation  measures  include  reducing  water  consumption  using  fixtures  with  low  flow  rates 
prescribed  by  the  SFGB  requirements  for  prescriptive  approach  (Table  13C.5.303.2.3).  As  such,  the 
baseline demand  in  the  section above was adjusted  to new  fixture  flow  rates  to  calculate  the actual 
anticipated demand. 
 
Other water  conservation  techniques  such  as  use  of water  efficient  pre‐rinse  spray  values  for  food 
preparation, energy efficient  clothes washers  and dish washers,  and  cooling  appliances may be used 
throughout the Project but are not included in calculating water demand. The total water demand after 
application of conservation measures is shown in the Table 3 below. 
 



Table 3: Summary of Adjusted Water Demand for Code 



Project  Project Component  Floor Area (GSF)  Water Use (MGD) 



Blocks 29‐32  Event Center  750,000  0.025 



Office Buildings  580,000  0.036 



Retail  62,500  0.008 



Restaurants  62,500  0.028 



Landscape  70,000  0.001 



Washdown & Facility Cleaning  0.002 



   Total  0.100 



Note: See Table 7 and Table 8 for detailed calculations used in determining water demand with 
conservation measures. 
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D. Summary 
Blocks  29‐32 water  demand  for  the  originally  planned  one  (1) million  square  foot  office  space was 
estimated in the Mission Bay EIR prepared in 1998 to be approximately 0.15 MGD. 
 
The  new  water  demand  for  the  proposed  Project  at  Blocks  29‐32  is  estimated  to  be  0.100 MGD. 
Construction  of  the  Project  is  anticipated  to  begin  in  late  2015 with  completion  in  late  fall  2017. A 
summary of the anticipated water demand for Project phasing is shown below in Table 4. 
 



Table 4: Water Demand based on Project Phasing 
   2017  2018  2020 



Total Demand of proposed 
Project (MGD) 



0  0.100  0.100 



 
The anticipated total water demand for the proposed Project during normal years and single or multiple 
dry years is shown below in Table 5. 
 



Table 5: Water Demand based on Water Year Type 
   Normal  Single dry  Multiple 2  Multiple 3 



Total Demand of proposed 
Project (MGD) 



0.100  0.100  0.100  0.100 
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E. Attachments 
Table 6:  Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component – Baseline 
Table 7:  Blocks  29‐32  Water  Demand  by  Project  Component  –  Adjusted  for  Code  (with  Water 



Conservation) 
Table 8:  Blocks 29‐32 Water Consumption by End‐Use (Baseline and Adjusted) 
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TABLES 
 











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Full‐time (a) Event/Part‐time (a) Employee (h) Visitor (h)



Events



Pre‐season Games 1,000 11,000 14 3 3 120,694 0.000



Regular Season Games 1,000 17,000 14 3 41 2,319,831 0.006



Playoffs (Maximum Possible) 1,000 18,000 14 3 16 948,900 0.003



775 12,500 14 3 30 1,260,333 0.003



675 3,000 14 3 15 226,470 0.001



Family Shows 675 5,000 14 3 55 1,130,138 0.003



Other Sporting Events 675 7,000 14 3 30 779,939 0.002



Conventions/Corporate Events 675 9,000 14 3 31 974,887 0.003



Management & Operations 255 14 3 240 836,910 0.002



GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Kitchen (b) 32,260 300 32 221 2,138,838 0.006



Cooling (c) 750,000 3 750 365 838,421 0.002



11,575,361 0.032



Other Components GSF 
(a) Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Office Buildings (d) 580,000 103 580 260 15,468,876 0.042



Retail (d) 62,500 172 63 365 3,912,344 0.011



Quick Serve 
(b) 11,000 300 11 365 1,204,500 0.003



Sit Down (f) 51,500 24 1,030 365 9,097,990 0.025



Landscape (g) 70,000 540,670 0.001



Washdown & Facility Cleaning (i) 741,038 0.002



42,540,778 0.117Project Total =



(i) Includes washdown of outdoor hardscape areas and other miscellaneous cleaning activities such as event center indoor cleaning (floor/walkway, glass, restrooms, etc). 



Refer to Table 8 for breakdown. The standard demand factor used for restaurant includes cleaning and sanitization.



GSF ‐ Gross Square Footage



MGD ‐ Million Gallons Per Day (MGD = Annual Water Use (gal)/365x106 )



Notes:



(a) Floor area, type of events, number of events and anticipated number of employees and visitors are provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(e) Anticipated retail and cinema employees and customer data is provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(f) Flow rate taken from Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water report by American Water Works Association (Table 2.14). Assumed four seats in a 10‐ft X 10‐ft 



dining area covering 50% of GSF.



(b) Water demand for kitchen is assumed to be similar to fast food resturants. The demand factor is taken from LADWP Water Supply Assessment for the Convention and 



Event Center Project date January 2012.



(c) Cooling demand is derived from the existing central plant water demand for Staples Center. The annual cooling water demand (1,062,000 gal/yr) for Staples center is 



divided by GSF (950,000 sq.ft.).



(d) Refer to Table 8 for Unit Rate generation calculations.



(g) Annual landscape demand is estimated using SFPUC Non‐Potable Water Demand Calculator using a species factor of 0.5.



(h) Employee and Visitor demand is calculated in Table 8.



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Table 6 ‐ Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component ‐ Baseline



<‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  See Table 8  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐>



Event Center Total =



Resturant



Seat



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Concerts



Annual Water 



Use (gal)



Visitors/ 



Spectators 
(a)



Employees Water Use (gal/day/capita)
No. of Days (a) MGDEvent Center











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Full‐time (a) Event/Part‐time (a) Employee (h) Visitor (h)



Events



Pre‐season Games 1,000 11,000 10 2 3 85,598 0.000



Regular Season Games 1,000 17,000 10 2 41 1,632,313 0.004



Playoffs (Maximum Possible) 1,000 18,000 10 2 16 667,080 0.002



775 12,500 10 2 30 887,571 0.002



675 3,000 10 2 15 164,107 0.000



Family Shows 675 5,000 10 2 55 808,524 0.002



Other Sporting Events 675 7,000 10 2 30 553,813 0.002



Conventions/Corporate Events 675 9,000 10 2 31 688,834 0.002



Management & Operations 255 10 2 240 640,764 0.002



GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Kitchen (b) 32,260 300 32 221 2,138,838 0.006



Cooling (c) 750,000 3 750 365 838,421 0.002



9,105,861 0.025



Other Components GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Office Buildings (d) 580,000 87 580 260 13,052,306 0.036



Retail (d) 62,500 123 63 365 2,810,500 0.008



Quick Serve 
(b) 11,000 300 11 365 1,204,500 0.003



Sit Down (f) 51,500 24 1,030 365 9,097,990 0.025



Landscape (g) 70,000 540,670 0.001



Washdown & Facility Cleaning (i) 741,038 0.002



36,552,864 0.100



(g) Annual landscape demand is estimated using SFPUC Non‐Potable Water Demand Calculator using a species factor of 0.5.



(h) Employee and Visitor demand is calculated in Table 8.



(i) Includes washdown of outdoor hardscape areas and other miscellaneous cleaning activities such as event center indoor cleaning (floor/walkway, glass, restrooms, etc). 



Refer to Table 8 for breakdown. The standard demand factor used for restaurant includes cleaning and sanitization.



(a) Floor area, type of events, number of events and anticipated number of employees and visitors are provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(b) Water demand for kitchen is assumed to be similar to fast food resturants. The demand factor is taken from LADWP Water Supply Assessment for the Convention and 



Event Center Project date January 2012.



(c) Cooling demand is derived from the existing central plant water demand for Staples Center. The annual cooling water demand (1,062,000 gal/yr) for Staples center is 



divided by GSF (950,000 sq.ft.).



(d) Refer to Table 8 for Unit Rate generation calculations.



(e) Anticipated retail and cinema employees and customer data is provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(f) Flow rate taken from Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water report by American Water Works Association (Table 2.14). Assumed four seats in a 10‐ft X 10‐ft 



dining area covering 50% of GSF.



MGD ‐ Million Gallons Per Day (MGD = Annual Water Use (gal)/365x106 )



Seat



<‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  See Table 8  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐>



Project Total =



Notes:



GSF ‐ Gross Square Footage



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Resturant



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Event Center Total =



Table 7 ‐ Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component ‐ Adjusted



Event Center
Employees Visitors/ 



Spectators 
(a)



Water Use (gal/day/capita)
No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Concerts











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



1. Visitors
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (c) Unit Ave Daily Use (c) GPD per Visitor Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Visitor
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 1 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 1 1 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 1 2 1.28 gal/flush 1
Misc 0 0



3 2



2. Full-Time Employees
Type Baseline Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (b)(d) Unit Ave Daily Use (b)(d) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Employee
Showerhead 2.5 gal/min 5 min 0.3 4 2 gal/min 3
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5
Kitchen Faucet 2.2 gal/min 0.25 min 1 1 1.8 gal/min 0
Laundry 4 gal/pound 0.5 pound 0.3 1 4 gal/pound 1



14 10



1. Full-Time Employees
Type Baseline Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (b)(d) Unit Ave Daily Use (b)(d) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Employee
Showerhead 2.5 gal/min 5 min 0.3 4 2 gal/min 3
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5
Kitchen Faucet 2.2 gal/min 0.25 min 1 1 1.8 gal/min 0



Sub-Total = 13 10



200 200



65 49



2. Dishwasher 11.15 gal/cycle 1 cycle 1 11 11.15 gal/cycle 11



3. HVAC/Cooling Demand (f) 0.0196 gal/sf 1000 sf 1 20 0.0196 gal/sf 20



4. Indoor Floor Cleaning (g) 0.75 gal/min 4 min/1,000 sf 0.7 2 0.75 gal/min 2



5. Misc (assumed to be 5%) 4 4



103 87



Sub-Total =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Sub-Total =



Sub-Total =



Notes:



GPD per 1,000 GSF = GPD per 1,000 GSF =



(a) Baseline flow rate for showerhead, bathroom faucet, toilet, urinals and kitchen faucet are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).



(e) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).



Office End Uses
Baseline Adjusted for Code



Notes:



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF = Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



(g) Indoor cleaning flow rate and time required are taken from www.tomcatequip.com. The specs for MAGNUM floor scrubber dryer recommended for sports arena are used. The suggested cleaning rate is 26,000 sf/hr but 15,000 
sf/hr is used for calculations to be conservative.



Table 8 - Blocks 29-32 Water Consumption By End-Use (Baseline and Adjusted)



(a) Baseline flow rate for showerhead, bathroom faucet, toilet, urinals and kitchen faucet are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).
(b) Gallons of water used by laundry per pound of fabric is taken from webpage @ http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/commercial_laundry.aspx. The equipment type is assumed to be a waher-extractor which is typical fro 
small to medium size laundires. Laundry is assumed to be generated by players and event performers from showers and other activities. 30% of all the employees are assumed to be players and event performers.



(d) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of showerhead is increased from 0.1 to 0.3.



(c) Duration and Average daily use suggested in the 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2) were increased to be specific to event uses. All visitors/spectators are assumed to use 
the restrooms.



Adjusted for Code



Event Center End Uses
Baseline



Baseline Adjusted for Code



(f) Water demand for cooling is taken from SFPUC Potable Offset Investigation, April 2012. Water required is the average for 12-months.



(b) Gallons of water used by laundry per pound of fabric is taken from webpage @ http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/commercial_laundry.aspx. The equipment type is assumed to be a waher-extractor which is typical fro 
small to medium size laundires. Laundry is assumed to be generated by players and event performers from showers and other activities. 30% of all the employees are assumed to be players and event performers.
(c) Duration and Average daily use suggested in the 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2) were increased to be specific to event uses. All visitors/spectators are assumed to use 
the restrooms.
(d) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of showerhead is increased from 0.1 to 0.3.
(e) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Table 8 - Blocks 29-32 Water Consumption By End-Use (Baseline and Adjusted)



1. Customer
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (b) Unit Ave Daily Use (b) GPD per Customer Rate (w/ Code) (c) Unit GPD per Customer
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 0.5 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 0.4 0 0.5 gal/flush 0
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 0.6 1 1.28 gal/flush 1



1 1



10 10



142 102



2. Employee
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (b) Unit Ave Daily Use (b) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (c) Unit GPD per Employee
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5



9 6



300 300



29 21



172 123



Type Flow Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (a)(b) Unit Ave Yearly Use (c) GPY per 1,000 GSF



Outdoor Hardscape Washdown 5 gal/min 30 min/1,000 sf 4 600



66,000



Parking Area Washdown 5 gal/min 30 min/1,000 sf 2 300



142,500



Indoor Floor Cleaning 0.75 gal/min 4 min/1,000 sf 221 663



497,250



Misc Cleaning (assumed to be 5%) 35,288



741,038



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



(using harscape area of 110,000 sf)



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Customer =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Retail End Uses



Sub-Total =



GSF/Customer =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Notes:



Notes:



(c) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).



(using parking GSF of 475,000 sf)



Baseline Adjusted for Code



Baseline Adjusted for Code



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



(using GSF of 750,000 sf)



Total GPY =



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Washdown & Facility Cleaning



(a) Outdoor power wash flow rate and time required are based on information gathered from local vendors (Puma Power Wash, San Francisco & Clean 'n Seal, Brentwood, CA). A similar flow rate is also provided in the 2008 
Watersmart Guidebook prepared by EBMUD.
(b) Indoor cleaning flow rate and time required are taken from www.tomcatequip.com. The specs for MAGNUM floor scrubber dryer recommended for sports arena are used. The suggested cleaning rate is 26,000 sf/hr but 15,000 
sf/hr is used for calculations to be conservative.
(c) Outdoor hardscape area cleaning is assumed to be occur 4 times/year. General cleaning practice is 2 to 3 times/year based information provided by local vendors. Indoor floor is assumed to be cleaned after every event.



(a) Baseline flow rate for Lavatory faucet, toilet and urinals are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).
(b) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of "Visitor" was used for customers instead of 
"Retail Customer" uses from WE Table 2 as it seemed more reasonable.












Parking/Loading Spaces Blocks 29-32:
950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade (concealed by
Third Street Plaza)
13 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:
132 parking stalls


Vehicular Access Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at
Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at
Bridgeview Way


Open Space 3.2 acres
NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet.
 


   
The
event
center
would
include
a
variety
of
supporting
uses,
including
Golden
State
Warriors
practice
facility
and
management
offices,
event
hall,
limited
retail,
and
other
uses.
For
purposes
of
estimating
areas,
the
Golden
State
Warriors
management
office
space
square
footage
is
presented
separately
from
square
footage
of
the
other
event
center
uses.


   
Proposed
retail
uses
are
approximately
51,500
GSF


a


b







sit-
down
restaurant,
11,000
quick-
service
restaurant,
and
62,500
GSF
soft
goods
retail
including
food
retail.


The
CEQA
analyses
are
based
on
gross
square
footage.
However,
the
Mission
Bay
South
Redevelopment
Plan
permits
development
based
on
adjusted
gross
square
footage
and
leasable
square
footage.
Gross
Square
Footage
and
Leasable
Square
Footage
as
defined
in
the
Mission
Bay
South
Redevelopment
Plan
for
this
project
would
be
less
than
the
gross
square
footage
presented
in
this
environmental
document.


c   







  
Building
heights
as
measured
relative
to
San Francisco
City
Datum
SFD.
Excludes
unoccupied
top
floor
level
with
mechanical
equipment.


 
SOURCE: Manica Architecture,  2014
 


 


 
 
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 4:32 PM
To: Joyce; Paul Mitchell; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Reilly, Catherine (OCII); 'Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)'; Brian Boxer; Viktoriya Wise (viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Updated Water Demand Memo
 
See attached, as discussed today.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


d








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com)
Subject: Draft Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 5:13:00 PM
Attachments: November 13, 2014 MBCAC Agenda.docx


Corinne – here is the draft agenda.  We’ll be including a summary of the comments received, when
they will be addressed (if not already), and schedule overview under the second item.  You will
probably be outreached to to run the draft TMP past prior.  I’m still trying to tie down the room – we
may have to squeeze into the small room downstairs, but I can have all the City/GSW folks stand,
which will free up spaces.
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 



mailto:Corinnewoods@cs.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






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





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



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


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)


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


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





1. Discussion Item: Draft Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors Mixed-Use Project – Representatives from the Warriors Team – 75 minutes


Description of Item: The Warriors team will provide an overview of the proposed transportation management plan for the Warriors Mixed-Use Project on Blocks 29-32. Circulation patterns, vehicular/pedestrian/bicycle access, transit, and traffic control measures will be presented.








2. Discussion Item: Overview of Next Steps for the Warriors Mixed-Use Project – Representatives from Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) - 20 minutes


Description of Item:  OWED staff will discuss the next steps for the Warriors project.








3. Chair Updates - 10 minutes


· Upcoming 11/19/14 Waterfront Transportation Assessment Meeting (www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/projects/2014/141119_SavetheDate.pdf)








4. OCII/MBDG Updates – 10 minutes








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





Thursday, November 13, 2014 - 5:00 PM





Mission Creek Senior Community


3rd Floor Community Room	


930 4th Street


(Enter between Philz Coffee and Library)


[bookmark: _GoBack]NOTE DIFFERENT ROOM LOCATION





AGENDA


Please see attached map for location of projects
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Joyce
Subject: Draft GHG Checklist
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:59:16 PM
Attachments: Warriors GHG Checklist_11-10-14.doc


All:
 
Attached is a draft GHG checklist for your review.  There are a number of highlighted yellow bolded
statements for EP, OCII and Sponsor to respond to.  Please note this checklist is proposed to be
included in the project file, but not included within the body of the Initial Study or SEIR. 
 
We would like to complete the checklist by the time we are done with our working session, so any
responses you can provide before then would be appreciated.  Please call with any questions;
thanks.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com
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Compliance Checklist Table for
Greenhouse Gas Analysis:


Table 1.  Private Development Projects


A.   GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION:



Date:
November 10, 2014




Project name: Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32


Case No, Planning Dept.: 2014.1441E


Case No, OCII: ER 2014‐919‐97


Project address and block and lot: Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29‐32; Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Standard to be met (Select one)
: LEED Gold 


Compliance Checklist Prepared By:  Orion Environmental Associates 


Date:  November 10, 2014


Brief Project Description: GSW Arena LLC, an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC (which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team), proposes to construct a multi‐purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses on an approximately 11‐acre site (Blocks 29‐32) within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The mixed use development would include office, retail, open space and structured parking. The proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season and would provide a year‐round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions.


B.   COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST TABLE:


Table 1. Regulations Applicable to Private Development Projects



			Regulation


			Requirements


			Project Compliance


			Remarks





			Transportation Sector





			Commuter Benefits Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Section 427)


			All employers of 20 or more employees nationwide must provide at least one of the following benefit programs:



(1) A Pre-Tax Election consistent with 26 U.S.C. § 132(f), allowing employees to elect to exclude from taxable wages and compensation, employee commuting costs incurred for transit passes or vanpool charges, or 



(2) Employer Paid Benefit whereby the employer supplies a transit or vanpool subsidy for each Covered Employee. The subsidy must be at least equal in value to the current cost of the Muni Fast Pass including BART travel, or 



(3) Employer Provided Transportation furnished by the employer at no cost to the employee in a vanpool or bus, or similar multi-passenger vehicle operated by or for the employer. 


			  Project Complies



☐   Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			All employers within the event center and mixed use development with more than 20 employees would be required to participate in the Commuter Benefits Ordinance. The Golden State Warriors would have approximately 255 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees. Retail and office uses would require an additional 2,479 FTE non-Warriors employees.



There would be an additional 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees on game days or an additional 675 to 1,000 day-of-event employees during other events. Not all of these employees would be full time.



Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Emergency Ride Home Program


			All San Francisco companies are eligible to register for the Emergency Ride Home program. Employers must register annually. Once registered, all San Francisco employees of the company are eligible to request reimbursement.


			  Project Complies



☐   Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			The project would comply with the Emergency Ride Home Program because the project sponsor would enroll in the program and provide the City-prepared flier or program brochure describing the program to all employees. The project sponsor would also encourage tenants to enroll and would provide the same information to all tenants.





			Transportation Management Programs (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 163)


			Requires new buildings or additions over a specified size (buildings >25,000 sf or 100,000 sf depending on the use and zoning district) within certain zoning districts (including downtown and mixed-use districts in the City’s eastern neighborhoods and south of market) to implement a Transportation Management Program and provide on-site transportation management brokerage services for the life of the building. 


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			In general, the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project because it is superseded by the Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development. However, as described in the Project Description, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes. As part of the plan, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency would also prepare a Transit Service Plan to provide for Muni transit services and facilities to accommodate that anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. Therefore, the project is consistent with the intent of this requirement.





			Transit Impact Development Fee (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 411)






			Establishes fees for all commercial developments. Fees are paid to DBI and provided to SFMTA to improve local transit services. 





			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			In general, the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project because it is superseded by the Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development.


[EP: Please confirm that this section does not apply to the project.]


[OCII: Please indicate if there is an equivalent or alternative requirement.]





			Jobs-Housing Linkage Program (San Francisco Planning Code Section 413)


			The Jobs-Housing Program found that new large scale developments attract new employees to the City who require housing. The program is designed to provide housing for those new uses within San Francisco, thereby allowing employees to live close to their place of employment. 


The program requires a developer to pay a fee or contribute land suitable for housing to a housing developer or pay an in-lieu fee.


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			In general, the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project because it is superseded by the Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development.



[EP: Please confirm that this section does not apply to the project.]


[OCII: Please indicate if there is an equivalent or alternative requirement.]





			Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 4, Section 402)


			The San Francisco Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance requires commercial property owners to:



(A) Allow tenants to bring their bicycles to their leased space, or



(B) Provide secure bicycle parking on-site, or



(C) Provide off-site bike parking access for tenants


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			The proposed project includes construction of new buildings. No existing buildings would be used or modified under the proposed project. Therefore, requirements for tenant bicycle parking in existing commercial buildings do not apply. 









			Bicycle Parking, Showers, and Lockers in New and Expanded Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.1-155.4)


			Requires bicycle facilities for new and expanded buildings, new dwelling units, change of occupancy, increase of use intensity, and added parking capacity/area. Refer to Section 155.2 and 155.3 for requirements by use. 


Non-residential projects that add 10 or more parking spaces: meet Planning Code section 155 or CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 (provide short and long-term (secure) bicycle parking for at least 5% of motorized vehicle capacity), whichever is stricter.


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			In general, the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project because it is superseded by the Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development. In accordance with the requirements of the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area, 70 Class I bicycle parking spaces would be required and no Class II spaces would be required. The project would comply with these alternative requirements in order to obtain a building permit.


[GSW: Please note that the CalGreen requirements for bicycle parking are a mandatory requirement. Please confirm above assumptions and supplement with any additional information regarding the projects's proposed bicycle parking.]





			Bicycle parking in parking garages (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			No Class 1 spaces required. One Class 2 space for every 20 auto spaces, except in no case less than six Class 2 spaces. Where parking capacity is increased by 10 or more spaces, CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 applies. 


[EP: The track changes above reflect the updated requirements per Table 155.2 of the San Francisco Planning Code. Please confirm.]


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			This section of the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project. The Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area does not specifically require the provision of bicycle parking spaces in parking garages. 



[GSW: Same note as above regarding any additional information regarding the projects's proposed bicycle parking.]





			Bicycle parking in Residential Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			(A) For projects up to 50 dwelling units, one Class 1 space for every 2 dwelling units.



(B) For projects over 50 dwelling units, 25 Class 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every 4 dwelling units over 50.


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			In general, the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project because it is superseded by the Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development. Furthermore, the project does not include any residential uses.





			Fuel Efficient Vehicle and Carpool Parking (San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.10 and CalGreen Section 5.106.5) 


			Requires New Large Commercial projects, New High-rise Residential projects and Commercial Interior projects to provide designated parking for low-emitting, fuel efficient, and carpool/van pool vehicles.  For projects with a parking capacity of more than 200 spaces, mark 8% of parking stalls for such vehicles.


			  Project Complies



☐   Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			A total of XX parking spaces would be designated for fuel efficient and carpool vehicles. This is XX percent of the total parking. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.



[GSW: please provide information on how the project would comply with this mandatory requirement of the Green Building Code.]





			Car Sharing Requirements (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 166)


			New residential projects or renovation of buildings being converted to residential uses within most of the City’s mixed-use and transit-oriented residential districts are required to provide car share parking spaces.


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			In general, the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project because it is superseded by the Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development. Furthermore, the project does not include any residential uses. 





			Energy Efficiency Sector





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Energy Efficiency (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.201.1,  5.201.1.1)





			Demonstrate compliance with California Energy Code (Title 24 Part 6 Energy Standards (2013))


· 


· 


· .


[EP: We have corrected the code sections listed to the left to be consistent with the current SF Green Building Code; but please note that the San Francisco Green Building Code says that these sections are "reserved," meaning there is nothing specified. Please confirm that the deleted text does not apply to the project.]


			  Project Complies



☐   Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			The project would be required to comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code and California Energy Code as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Commissioning of Building Energy and Water Systems (LEED EA3, San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.4, CalGreen 5.410.2 and 5.410.4)


			New non-residential buildings and alterations to non-residential buildings must conduct design and construction commissioning to verify energy and water using components meet the owner’s or owner representative’s project requirements. Commissioning requirements apply to all building operating systems covered by Title 24 Part 6, as well as process equipment and controls, and renewable energy systems.  



· New non-residential projects ≥25,000 sq ft: complete Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (meeting LEED EAc3 – San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.4 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.)



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations <25,000 square feet and ≥10,000 square feet: commission all energy systems (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410) 



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations less than 10,000 square feet, must complete testing and adjusting of energy systems. (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.4)



· New residential high rise, new commercial interior, and Major Alterations to Residential buildings must each commission building energy systems, meeting the LEED prerequisite EAp1.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would be required to comply with the commissioning requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 147)


			All projects disturbing more than 5,000 square feet of ground surface must manage stormwater on-site using low impact design. Comply with the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines. 


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			As described in Section E.15 of the Initial Study, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would be required to comply with the post-construction requirements of the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including the Stormwater Design Guidelines, as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for water use reduction (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.103.2.2 and 5.103.1.2; and CalGreen 4.303.1 and 5.303.2)


			All new buildings must comply with current California water fixture and fitting efficiency requirements. All fixtures and fittings within areas of alteration, or serving areas of alteration, must be upgraded to current California and San Francisco fixture and fitting water efficiency requirements. (For local requirements applicable to alterations, see Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance and Residential Water Conservation Ordinance below.) Additionally:  



· New large commercial and high-rise residential projects: incorporate fixtures and fittings cutting water consumption by a total of 30% (LEED WEc3)


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			The project would be required to comply with the water efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code, Chapter 13A)


			Requires all alterations to existing commercial properties to achieve the following:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.


2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks.


			☐ Project Complies



 Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			The project includes new construction of commercial properties and would not include the improvement of any existing commercial properties. Therefore, this requirement does not apply to the project.





			Residential Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12A)


			Requires all residential properties (existing and new), prior to sale, to upgrade to the following minimum standards:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.



2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Residential lavatory: ≤1.5 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks. 


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued. 


			☐ Project Complies



 Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			The project does not include any residential uses. Therefore, this ordinance does not apply to the proposed project.





			San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance (San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 63)


			Projects that include 1,000 square feet (sf) or more of new or modified landscape are subject to this ordinance, which requires that landscape projects be installed, constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with rules adopted by the SFPUC that establish a water budget for outdoor water consumption.



Tier 1:  1,000 sf <= project landscape < 2,500 sf



Tier 2: Project landscape area is greater than or equal to 2,500 sf.  Note; Tier 2 compliance requires the services of landscape professionals.



See the SFPUC Web site for information regarding exemptions to this requirement.


www.sfwater.org/landscape


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			As discussed in Section E.17 of the Initial Study, Mineral and Energy Resources, the project would be required to comply with San Francisco’s Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12)


			Prior to transfer of title as a result of sale (including condominiums), residential properties that received a building permit prior to July 1978 the seller must provide the buyer a certificate of compliance, and the certificate must be recorded with the San Francisco Recorder’s Office. To comply, install the following measures as applicable: 



· attic insulation; weather-stripping all doors leading from heated to unheated areas; insulating hot water heaters and insulating hot water pipes; installing low-flow showerheads; caulking and sealing any openings or cracks in the building’s exterior; and insulating accessible heating and cooling ducts.. Apartment buildings and hotels are also required to insulate steam and hot water pipes and tanks, clean and tune their boilers, repair boiler leaks, and install a time-clock on the burner. 



· Maximum required expenditure: $1300 for 1-2 unit dwellings, and for buildings with 3 or more units, 1% of the assessed value or purchase price as applicable.


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued.


			☐ Project Complies



 Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			The project does not include any residential uses. Therefore, this ordinance does not apply to the proposed project.





			San Francisco Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 20)


			Owners of nonresidential buildings in San Francisco with ≥10,000 square feet that are heated or cooled must conduct energy efficiency audits, as well as to annually measure and disclose energy performance.  Certain exceptions apply for new construction or if specified performance criteria are met.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply





			Once the project is constructed, the project sponsor would conduct energy efficiency audits and annually measure and disclose energy use in compliance with the San Francisco Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance. Therefore, the project meets this requirement.





			Renewable Energy 





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Renewable Energy (San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.5)


			New commercial buildings of  ≥25,000 square feet must either generate 1% of energy on-site with renewables (EAc2), or purchase renewable energy credits equal to 35% of total electricity use for at least 2 years (LEED EAc6), or achieve at least a 10% compliance margin beyond Title 24 2013. 


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would be required to comply with the renewable energy requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Waste Reduction Sector





			Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 19 and CalGreen 5.410.1)


			All persons in San Francisco are required to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables and trash, and place each type of refuse in a separate container designated for disposal of that type of refuse.  (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19)



All new construction, renovation and alterations must provide for the storage, collection, and loading of recyclables, compost and solid waste in a manner that is convenient for all users of the building. (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.1)


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			As discussed in Section E.11 of the Initial Study, Utilities and Service Systems, the project would be required to comply with San Francisco’s Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance and CalGreen requirements for recycling. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 14, San Francisco Building Code Chapter 13B, and San Francisco Health Code Section 288)


			Applies to all projects: No construction and demolition material may be taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All (100% of) mixed debris must be transported by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling. Source separated material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials.  



Additionally, projects that include full demolition of an existing structure must submit a waste diversion plan to the Director of the Department Environment and the plan must provide for a minimum of 65% diversion from landfill of construction and demolition debris, including materials source separated for reuse or recycling.



[EP:  There appears to some inconsistency in the requirements; please confirm requirements]


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			As discussed in Section E.11 of the Initial Study, Utilities and Service Systems, the project would be required to comply with San Francisco’s requirements for recycling of construction debris. Therefore, the project would be consistent with these requirements.





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling  (5.103.1.3 and 4.103.2.3)


			In addition to complying with Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, new commercial buildings of ≥25,000 square feet and new residential buildings of 4 or more occupied floors must develop a plan to divert a minimum of 75% of construction and demolition debris from landfill, and meet LEED Materials & Resources Credit 2. 


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply





			As discussed in Section E.11 of the Initial Study, Utilities and Service Systems, the project would be required to comply with San Francisco’s mandatory requirements for diverting at least 75% of all wastes from landfills. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Environment/Conservation Sector





			Street Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction (San Francisco Planning Code Section 138.1)


			Planning Code Section 138.1 requires new construction, significant alterations or relocation of buildings within many of San Francisco’s zoning districts to plant on 24-inch box tree for every 20 feet along the property street frontage.


			☐ Project Complies



 Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			This section of the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project. The project would comply with the South Plan Area Streetscape Master Plan to the extent feasible.





			Light Pollution Reduction (CalGreen 5.106.8)


			For nonresidential projects, comply with lighting power requirements in CA Energy Code, CCR Part 6. Meet California Energy Code minimum for Lighting Zones 1-4 with Backlight/Uplight/Glare ratings meeting CalGreen Building Code Table 5.106.8.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would be required to comply with the light pollution reduction requirements of the CalGreen Building Standards Code as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Construction Site Runoff Control (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 146)




			San Francisco’s Construction Site Runoff Control requirements apply to any project disturbing ≥5,000 square feet of ground surface. Covered projects must obtain a Construction Site Runoff Control Permit. Applicants must submit and receive approval of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prior to commencing any construction-related activities. The plan must be site-specific, and provide details of the use, location, and emplacement of the sediment and erosion control devices at the project site. For projects that involve disturbance of more than one acre of land and are located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system, applicants may submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that complies with the State of California's General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity in lieu of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 


All construction sites, regardless of size, must implement BMP’s to prevent illicit discharge into the sewer system. For more information on San Francisco’s requirements, see www.sfwater.org.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			As described in Section E.15 of the Initial Study, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would be located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system and would be required to comply with the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Enhanced Refrigerant Management  (CalGreen 5.508.1.2, and 5.508.2)


			Commercial buildings must not install equipment that contains chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) or halons. Applies to new construction and all alterations.



New commercial refrigeration systems containing refrigerants with Global Warming Potential (GWP) of 150 or greater, installed in food stores with 8,000 square feet or more of refrigerated display cases, walk-in coolers or freezers connected to remote compressor units or condensing units: Piping shall meet all requirements of 5.508.2 (all sections), and shall undergo pressure testing during installation prior to evacuation and charging. System shall stand unaltered for 24 hours with no more than a one pound pressure change from 300 psig.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would be required to comply with the CalGreen Building Code requirements for enhanced refrigeration management as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Finish Material Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 5.504.4 – all sections.)





			These requirements apply to nonresidential projects:



Adhesives, sealants, and caulks - Comply with VOC limits in SCAQMD Rule 1168 VOC limits and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol adhesives.



Paints and coatings - Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints.



Carpet - All carpet must meet one of the following:



1. Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label Plus Program,



2. California Department of Public Health Standard Practice for the testing of VOCs (Specification 01350),



3. NSF/ANSI 140 at the Gold level,



4. Scientific Certifications Systems Sustainable Choice, OR



5. California Collaborative for High Performance Schools EQ 2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database 



and carpet cushion must meet Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label, and indoor carpet adhesive & carpet pad adhesive must not exceed 50 g/L VOC content.



Composite wood - Meet CARB Air Toxics Control Measure for Composite Wood, including meeting the emission limits in CalGreen Building Code Table 5.504.4.5. 



Resilient flooring systems - For 80% of floor area receiving resilient flooring, install resilient flooring complying with:



1. Certified under the Resilient Floor Covering Institute (RFCI) FloorScore program,



2. Compliant with the VOC-emission limits and testing requirements of California Department of Public Health 2010 Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation Chambers v.1.1,



3. Compliant with the Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) EQ2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database, OR



4. Certified under the Greenguard Children & Schools Program to comply with California Department of Public Health criteria.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would comply with the Finish Material Pollutant Control Requirements of the CalGreen Building Code as a requirement for obtaining a building permit. Therefore the project would comply with these requirements.





			Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 4.504 - all sections.)


			These requirements apply to residential projects:



Interior paints and coatings: Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints. See CalGreen Table 4.504.3 for details.


Aerosol paints and coatings - Meet BAAQMD VOC limits (Regulation 8, Rule 49) and Product-Weighted MIR Limits for Reactive Organic Compound. (CCR Title 17, Section 94520)



Caulks, Construction adhesives, and Sealants - Meet SCAQMD Rule 1168. See CalGreen Tables 4.504.1 and 4.504.2



Composite Wood - Meet California Air Resources Board Airborne Toxic Control Measure formaldehyde limits for composite wood. See CalGreen Building Code Table 4.504.5


			☐ Project Complies



 Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project does not include any residential uses. Therefore, these requirements do not apply to the project.





			Wood Burning Fireplace Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code 3111.3; CalGreen 4.503.1 and 5.503.1)


			Wood burning fire places must be a direct-vent or sealed combustion unit and must be compliant with EPA Phase II limits (except those that are designed for food preparation in new or existing restaurants or bakeries) . The combustion unit must be at least one of the following:



· Pellet-fueled wood heater



· EPA approved wood heater



· Wood heater approved by the Northern Sonoma Air Pollution Control District


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would be required to comply with the San Francisco Building Code and CalGreen Building Code requirements for use of wood burning fireplaces as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Regulation of Diesel Backup Generators (San Francisco Health Code, Article 30)


			Requires (among other things):



· All diesel generators to be registered with the Department of Public Health


· All new diesel generators must be equipped with the best available control technologies as determined by the California Air Resources Board or the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would comply with the requirements of Article 30 of the San Francisco Health Code addressing the use of diesel back up generators as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.








� Refers to the standard to be met per the San Francisco Green Building Code. See � HYPERLINK "http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins" �http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins� for latest “AB-093” to determine which standard your project is required to meet, if applicable.
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Joyce
Subject: Draft GHG Checklist
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:58:46 PM
Attachments: Warriors GHG Checklist_11-10-14.doc


All:
 
Attached is a draft GHG checklist for your review.  There are a number of highlighted yellow bolded
statements for EP, OCII and Sponsor to respond to.  Please note this checklist is proposed to be
included in the project file, but not included within the body of the Initial Study or SEIR. 
 
We would like to complete the checklist by the time we are done with our working session, so any
responses you can provide before then would be appreciated.  Please call with any questions;
thanks.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com
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mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com
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Compliance Checklist Table for
Greenhouse Gas Analysis:


Table 1.  Private Development Projects


A.   GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION:



Date:
November 10, 2014




Project name: Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32


Case No, Planning Dept.: 2014.1441E


Case No, OCII: ER 2014‐919‐97


Project address and block and lot: Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29‐32; Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Standard to be met (Select one)
: LEED Gold 


Compliance Checklist Prepared By:  Orion Environmental Associates 


Date:  November 10, 2014


Brief Project Description: GSW Arena LLC, an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC (which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team), proposes to construct a multi‐purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses on an approximately 11‐acre site (Blocks 29‐32) within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The mixed use development would include office, retail, open space and structured parking. The proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season and would provide a year‐round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions.


B.   COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST TABLE:


Table 1. Regulations Applicable to Private Development Projects



			Regulation


			Requirements


			Project Compliance


			Remarks





			Transportation Sector





			Commuter Benefits Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Section 427)


			All employers of 20 or more employees nationwide must provide at least one of the following benefit programs:



(1) A Pre-Tax Election consistent with 26 U.S.C. § 132(f), allowing employees to elect to exclude from taxable wages and compensation, employee commuting costs incurred for transit passes or vanpool charges, or 



(2) Employer Paid Benefit whereby the employer supplies a transit or vanpool subsidy for each Covered Employee. The subsidy must be at least equal in value to the current cost of the Muni Fast Pass including BART travel, or 



(3) Employer Provided Transportation furnished by the employer at no cost to the employee in a vanpool or bus, or similar multi-passenger vehicle operated by or for the employer. 


			  Project Complies



☐   Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			All employers within the event center and mixed use development with more than 20 employees would be required to participate in the Commuter Benefits Ordinance. The Golden State Warriors would have approximately 255 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees. Retail and office uses would require an additional 2,479 FTE non-Warriors employees.



There would be an additional 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees on game days or an additional 675 to 1,000 day-of-event employees during other events. Not all of these employees would be full time.



Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Emergency Ride Home Program


			All San Francisco companies are eligible to register for the Emergency Ride Home program. Employers must register annually. Once registered, all San Francisco employees of the company are eligible to request reimbursement.


			  Project Complies



☐   Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			The project would comply with the Emergency Ride Home Program because the project sponsor would enroll in the program and provide the City-prepared flier or program brochure describing the program to all employees. The project sponsor would also encourage tenants to enroll and would provide the same information to all tenants.





			Transportation Management Programs (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 163)


			Requires new buildings or additions over a specified size (buildings >25,000 sf or 100,000 sf depending on the use and zoning district) within certain zoning districts (including downtown and mixed-use districts in the City’s eastern neighborhoods and south of market) to implement a Transportation Management Program and provide on-site transportation management brokerage services for the life of the building. 


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			In general, the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project because it is superseded by the Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development. However, as described in the Project Description, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes. As part of the plan, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency would also prepare a Transit Service Plan to provide for Muni transit services and facilities to accommodate that anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. Therefore, the project is consistent with the intent of this requirement.





			Transit Impact Development Fee (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 411)






			Establishes fees for all commercial developments. Fees are paid to DBI and provided to SFMTA to improve local transit services. 





			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			In general, the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project because it is superseded by the Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development.


[EP: Please confirm that this section does not apply to the project.]


[OCII: Please indicate if there is an equivalent or alternative requirement.]





			Jobs-Housing Linkage Program (San Francisco Planning Code Section 413)


			The Jobs-Housing Program found that new large scale developments attract new employees to the City who require housing. The program is designed to provide housing for those new uses within San Francisco, thereby allowing employees to live close to their place of employment. 


The program requires a developer to pay a fee or contribute land suitable for housing to a housing developer or pay an in-lieu fee.


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			In general, the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project because it is superseded by the Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development.



[EP: Please confirm that this section does not apply to the project.]


[OCII: Please indicate if there is an equivalent or alternative requirement.]





			Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 4, Section 402)


			The San Francisco Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance requires commercial property owners to:



(A) Allow tenants to bring their bicycles to their leased space, or



(B) Provide secure bicycle parking on-site, or



(C) Provide off-site bike parking access for tenants


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			The proposed project includes construction of new buildings. No existing buildings would be used or modified under the proposed project. Therefore, requirements for tenant bicycle parking in existing commercial buildings do not apply. 









			Bicycle Parking, Showers, and Lockers in New and Expanded Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.1-155.4)


			Requires bicycle facilities for new and expanded buildings, new dwelling units, change of occupancy, increase of use intensity, and added parking capacity/area. Refer to Section 155.2 and 155.3 for requirements by use. 


Non-residential projects that add 10 or more parking spaces: meet Planning Code section 155 or CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 (provide short and long-term (secure) bicycle parking for at least 5% of motorized vehicle capacity), whichever is stricter.


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			In general, the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project because it is superseded by the Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development. In accordance with the requirements of the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area, 70 Class I bicycle parking spaces would be required and no Class II spaces would be required. The project would comply with these alternative requirements in order to obtain a building permit.


[GSW: Please note that the CalGreen requirements for bicycle parking are a mandatory requirement. Please confirm above assumptions and supplement with any additional information regarding the projects's proposed bicycle parking.]





			Bicycle parking in parking garages (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			No Class 1 spaces required. One Class 2 space for every 20 auto spaces, except in no case less than six Class 2 spaces. Where parking capacity is increased by 10 or more spaces, CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 applies. 


[EP: The track changes above reflect the updated requirements per Table 155.2 of the San Francisco Planning Code. Please confirm.]


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			This section of the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project. The Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area does not specifically require the provision of bicycle parking spaces in parking garages. 



[GSW: Same note as above regarding any additional information regarding the projects's proposed bicycle parking.]





			Bicycle parking in Residential Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			(A) For projects up to 50 dwelling units, one Class 1 space for every 2 dwelling units.



(B) For projects over 50 dwelling units, 25 Class 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every 4 dwelling units over 50.


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			In general, the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project because it is superseded by the Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development. Furthermore, the project does not include any residential uses.





			Fuel Efficient Vehicle and Carpool Parking (San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.10 and CalGreen Section 5.106.5) 


			Requires New Large Commercial projects, New High-rise Residential projects and Commercial Interior projects to provide designated parking for low-emitting, fuel efficient, and carpool/van pool vehicles.  For projects with a parking capacity of more than 200 spaces, mark 8% of parking stalls for such vehicles.


			  Project Complies



☐   Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			A total of XX parking spaces would be designated for fuel efficient and carpool vehicles. This is XX percent of the total parking. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.



[GSW: please provide information on how the project would comply with this mandatory requirement of the Green Building Code.]





			Car Sharing Requirements (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 166)


			New residential projects or renovation of buildings being converted to residential uses within most of the City’s mixed-use and transit-oriented residential districts are required to provide car share parking spaces.


			☐    Project Complies



  Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			In general, the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project because it is superseded by the Redevelopment Plan and the Design for Development. Furthermore, the project does not include any residential uses. 





			Energy Efficiency Sector





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Energy Efficiency (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.201.1,  5.201.1.1)





			Demonstrate compliance with California Energy Code (Title 24 Part 6 Energy Standards (2013))


· 


· 


· .


[EP: We have corrected the code sections listed to the left to be consistent with the current SF Green Building Code; but please note that the San Francisco Green Building Code says that these sections are "reserved," meaning there is nothing specified. Please confirm that the deleted text does not apply to the project.]


			  Project Complies



☐   Not Applicable



☐   Project Does Not Comply






			The project would be required to comply with the energy efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code and California Energy Code as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Commissioning of Building Energy and Water Systems (LEED EA3, San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.4, CalGreen 5.410.2 and 5.410.4)


			New non-residential buildings and alterations to non-residential buildings must conduct design and construction commissioning to verify energy and water using components meet the owner’s or owner representative’s project requirements. Commissioning requirements apply to all building operating systems covered by Title 24 Part 6, as well as process equipment and controls, and renewable energy systems.  



· New non-residential projects ≥25,000 sq ft: complete Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (meeting LEED EAc3 – San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.4 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.)



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations <25,000 square feet and ≥10,000 square feet: commission all energy systems (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410) 



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations less than 10,000 square feet, must complete testing and adjusting of energy systems. (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.4)



· New residential high rise, new commercial interior, and Major Alterations to Residential buildings must each commission building energy systems, meeting the LEED prerequisite EAp1.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would be required to comply with the commissioning requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 147)


			All projects disturbing more than 5,000 square feet of ground surface must manage stormwater on-site using low impact design. Comply with the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines. 


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			As described in Section E.15 of the Initial Study, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would be required to comply with the post-construction requirements of the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including the Stormwater Design Guidelines, as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for water use reduction (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.103.2.2 and 5.103.1.2; and CalGreen 4.303.1 and 5.303.2)


			All new buildings must comply with current California water fixture and fitting efficiency requirements. All fixtures and fittings within areas of alteration, or serving areas of alteration, must be upgraded to current California and San Francisco fixture and fitting water efficiency requirements. (For local requirements applicable to alterations, see Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance and Residential Water Conservation Ordinance below.) Additionally:  



· New large commercial and high-rise residential projects: incorporate fixtures and fittings cutting water consumption by a total of 30% (LEED WEc3)


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			The project would be required to comply with the water efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code, Chapter 13A)


			Requires all alterations to existing commercial properties to achieve the following:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.


2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks.


			☐ Project Complies



 Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			The project includes new construction of commercial properties and would not include the improvement of any existing commercial properties. Therefore, this requirement does not apply to the project.





			Residential Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12A)


			Requires all residential properties (existing and new), prior to sale, to upgrade to the following minimum standards:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.



2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Residential lavatory: ≤1.5 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks. 


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued. 


			☐ Project Complies



 Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			The project does not include any residential uses. Therefore, this ordinance does not apply to the proposed project.





			San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance (San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 63)


			Projects that include 1,000 square feet (sf) or more of new or modified landscape are subject to this ordinance, which requires that landscape projects be installed, constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with rules adopted by the SFPUC that establish a water budget for outdoor water consumption.



Tier 1:  1,000 sf <= project landscape < 2,500 sf



Tier 2: Project landscape area is greater than or equal to 2,500 sf.  Note; Tier 2 compliance requires the services of landscape professionals.



See the SFPUC Web site for information regarding exemptions to this requirement.


www.sfwater.org/landscape


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			As discussed in Section E.17 of the Initial Study, Mineral and Energy Resources, the project would be required to comply with San Francisco’s Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12)


			Prior to transfer of title as a result of sale (including condominiums), residential properties that received a building permit prior to July 1978 the seller must provide the buyer a certificate of compliance, and the certificate must be recorded with the San Francisco Recorder’s Office. To comply, install the following measures as applicable: 



· attic insulation; weather-stripping all doors leading from heated to unheated areas; insulating hot water heaters and insulating hot water pipes; installing low-flow showerheads; caulking and sealing any openings or cracks in the building’s exterior; and insulating accessible heating and cooling ducts.. Apartment buildings and hotels are also required to insulate steam and hot water pipes and tanks, clean and tune their boilers, repair boiler leaks, and install a time-clock on the burner. 



· Maximum required expenditure: $1300 for 1-2 unit dwellings, and for buildings with 3 or more units, 1% of the assessed value or purchase price as applicable.


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued.


			☐ Project Complies



 Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			The project does not include any residential uses. Therefore, this ordinance does not apply to the proposed project.





			San Francisco Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 20)


			Owners of nonresidential buildings in San Francisco with ≥10,000 square feet that are heated or cooled must conduct energy efficiency audits, as well as to annually measure and disclose energy performance.  Certain exceptions apply for new construction or if specified performance criteria are met.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply





			Once the project is constructed, the project sponsor would conduct energy efficiency audits and annually measure and disclose energy use in compliance with the San Francisco Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance. Therefore, the project meets this requirement.





			Renewable Energy 





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Renewable Energy (San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.5)


			New commercial buildings of  ≥25,000 square feet must either generate 1% of energy on-site with renewables (EAc2), or purchase renewable energy credits equal to 35% of total electricity use for at least 2 years (LEED EAc6), or achieve at least a 10% compliance margin beyond Title 24 2013. 


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would be required to comply with the renewable energy requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Waste Reduction Sector





			Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 19 and CalGreen 5.410.1)


			All persons in San Francisco are required to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables and trash, and place each type of refuse in a separate container designated for disposal of that type of refuse.  (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19)



All new construction, renovation and alterations must provide for the storage, collection, and loading of recyclables, compost and solid waste in a manner that is convenient for all users of the building. (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.1)


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			As discussed in Section E.11 of the Initial Study, Utilities and Service Systems, the project would be required to comply with San Francisco’s Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance and CalGreen requirements for recycling. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 14, San Francisco Building Code Chapter 13B, and San Francisco Health Code Section 288)


			Applies to all projects: No construction and demolition material may be taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All (100% of) mixed debris must be transported by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling. Source separated material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials.  



Additionally, projects that include full demolition of an existing structure must submit a waste diversion plan to the Director of the Department Environment and the plan must provide for a minimum of 65% diversion from landfill of construction and demolition debris, including materials source separated for reuse or recycling.



[EP:  There appears to some inconsistency in the requirements; please confirm requirements]


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			As discussed in Section E.11 of the Initial Study, Utilities and Service Systems, the project would be required to comply with San Francisco’s requirements for recycling of construction debris. Therefore, the project would be consistent with these requirements.





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling  (5.103.1.3 and 4.103.2.3)


			In addition to complying with Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, new commercial buildings of ≥25,000 square feet and new residential buildings of 4 or more occupied floors must develop a plan to divert a minimum of 75% of construction and demolition debris from landfill, and meet LEED Materials & Resources Credit 2. 


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply





			As discussed in Section E.11 of the Initial Study, Utilities and Service Systems, the project would be required to comply with San Francisco’s mandatory requirements for diverting at least 75% of all wastes from landfills. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Environment/Conservation Sector





			Street Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction (San Francisco Planning Code Section 138.1)


			Planning Code Section 138.1 requires new construction, significant alterations or relocation of buildings within many of San Francisco’s zoning districts to plant on 24-inch box tree for every 20 feet along the property street frontage.


			☐ Project Complies



 Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			This section of the Planning Code does not apply to the proposed project. The project would comply with the South Plan Area Streetscape Master Plan to the extent feasible.





			Light Pollution Reduction (CalGreen 5.106.8)


			For nonresidential projects, comply with lighting power requirements in CA Energy Code, CCR Part 6. Meet California Energy Code minimum for Lighting Zones 1-4 with Backlight/Uplight/Glare ratings meeting CalGreen Building Code Table 5.106.8.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would be required to comply with the light pollution reduction requirements of the CalGreen Building Standards Code as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Construction Site Runoff Control (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 146)




			San Francisco’s Construction Site Runoff Control requirements apply to any project disturbing ≥5,000 square feet of ground surface. Covered projects must obtain a Construction Site Runoff Control Permit. Applicants must submit and receive approval of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prior to commencing any construction-related activities. The plan must be site-specific, and provide details of the use, location, and emplacement of the sediment and erosion control devices at the project site. For projects that involve disturbance of more than one acre of land and are located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system, applicants may submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that complies with the State of California's General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity in lieu of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 


All construction sites, regardless of size, must implement BMP’s to prevent illicit discharge into the sewer system. For more information on San Francisco’s requirements, see www.sfwater.org.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			As described in Section E.15 of the Initial Study, Hydrology and Water Quality, the project would be located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system and would be required to comply with the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Enhanced Refrigerant Management  (CalGreen 5.508.1.2, and 5.508.2)


			Commercial buildings must not install equipment that contains chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) or halons. Applies to new construction and all alterations.



New commercial refrigeration systems containing refrigerants with Global Warming Potential (GWP) of 150 or greater, installed in food stores with 8,000 square feet or more of refrigerated display cases, walk-in coolers or freezers connected to remote compressor units or condensing units: Piping shall meet all requirements of 5.508.2 (all sections), and shall undergo pressure testing during installation prior to evacuation and charging. System shall stand unaltered for 24 hours with no more than a one pound pressure change from 300 psig.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would be required to comply with the CalGreen Building Code requirements for enhanced refrigeration management as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Finish Material Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 5.504.4 – all sections.)





			These requirements apply to nonresidential projects:



Adhesives, sealants, and caulks - Comply with VOC limits in SCAQMD Rule 1168 VOC limits and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol adhesives.



Paints and coatings - Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints.



Carpet - All carpet must meet one of the following:



1. Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label Plus Program,



2. California Department of Public Health Standard Practice for the testing of VOCs (Specification 01350),



3. NSF/ANSI 140 at the Gold level,



4. Scientific Certifications Systems Sustainable Choice, OR



5. California Collaborative for High Performance Schools EQ 2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database 



and carpet cushion must meet Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label, and indoor carpet adhesive & carpet pad adhesive must not exceed 50 g/L VOC content.



Composite wood - Meet CARB Air Toxics Control Measure for Composite Wood, including meeting the emission limits in CalGreen Building Code Table 5.504.4.5. 



Resilient flooring systems - For 80% of floor area receiving resilient flooring, install resilient flooring complying with:



1. Certified under the Resilient Floor Covering Institute (RFCI) FloorScore program,



2. Compliant with the VOC-emission limits and testing requirements of California Department of Public Health 2010 Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation Chambers v.1.1,



3. Compliant with the Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) EQ2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database, OR



4. Certified under the Greenguard Children & Schools Program to comply with California Department of Public Health criteria.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would comply with the Finish Material Pollutant Control Requirements of the CalGreen Building Code as a requirement for obtaining a building permit. Therefore the project would comply with these requirements.





			Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 4.504 - all sections.)


			These requirements apply to residential projects:



Interior paints and coatings: Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints. See CalGreen Table 4.504.3 for details.


Aerosol paints and coatings - Meet BAAQMD VOC limits (Regulation 8, Rule 49) and Product-Weighted MIR Limits for Reactive Organic Compound. (CCR Title 17, Section 94520)



Caulks, Construction adhesives, and Sealants - Meet SCAQMD Rule 1168. See CalGreen Tables 4.504.1 and 4.504.2



Composite Wood - Meet California Air Resources Board Airborne Toxic Control Measure formaldehyde limits for composite wood. See CalGreen Building Code Table 4.504.5


			☐ Project Complies



 Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project does not include any residential uses. Therefore, these requirements do not apply to the project.





			Wood Burning Fireplace Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code 3111.3; CalGreen 4.503.1 and 5.503.1)


			Wood burning fire places must be a direct-vent or sealed combustion unit and must be compliant with EPA Phase II limits (except those that are designed for food preparation in new or existing restaurants or bakeries) . The combustion unit must be at least one of the following:



· Pellet-fueled wood heater



· EPA approved wood heater



· Wood heater approved by the Northern Sonoma Air Pollution Control District


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would be required to comply with the San Francisco Building Code and CalGreen Building Code requirements for use of wood burning fireplaces as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.





			Regulation of Diesel Backup Generators (San Francisco Health Code, Article 30)


			Requires (among other things):



· All diesel generators to be registered with the Department of Public Health


· All new diesel generators must be equipped with the best available control technologies as determined by the California Air Resources Board or the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.


			 Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			The project would comply with the requirements of Article 30 of the San Francisco Health Code addressing the use of diesel back up generators as a requirement of obtaining a building permit. Therefore, the project would be consistent with this requirement.








� Refers to the standard to be met per the San Francisco Green Building Code. See � HYPERLINK "http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins" �http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins� for latest “AB-093” to determine which standard your project is required to meet, if applicable.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Email Lists
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 5:33:52 PM
Attachments: Mission Bay CAC.doc


Mission Bay Interested Parties.doc


Attached are the two email lists we use for the Mission Bay CAC.  One is the list of the CAC
members, and the other is our interested parties list (random folks who have expressed interest
over the years).  Please keep these confidential and do not release to the GSW or anyone else unless
we have to, since are committed to try and protect the folks that are on them from unasked for
spam.  Also, if you receive any requests to be removed from the mailing list, could you please
forward onto me so I can update our lists?
 
Thanks and have a great weekend. 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 



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

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/



Mission Bay - CAC






afelder@sfgiants.com;


andreaj@bosadev.com;


casharpe@Fibrogen.com;


corinnewoods@cs.com;


ddeibel@olympicresidentialgroup.com;


donna@dellera.org;


jprattmead@gmail.com;


kbeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu;


kevin_simons@yahoo.com;


lopching@yahoo.com;


mdf@mccarthycook.com;


melperin@chinatowncdc.org;


sarah.davis.events@gmail.com;


thart@shorenstein.com;


tobylevine@earthlink.net;


milletdick@yahoo.com;




Mission Bay - Interested Parties






ad@energyonline.com;


235_berry@sbcglobal.net;


ad@energyonline.com;


adamsbstar@aol.com;



aks918@gmail.com;



alam@fibrogen.com;



alan.jacobe@gmail.com;


alcasciato@stisia.com;



alkwok88@gmail.com;



alvina7638@gmail.com;


amanda@barkavesf.com;



americansue@hotmail.com;



amyethompson@me.com;



aneches@tmgpartners.com;



amybenedicty@sbcglobal.net;


andrea.bruss@sfgov.org;



andrew@urbanecology.org;


andrew.mittleman@jacobs.com;


April.Veneracion@sfgov.org;



arcomnsf@pacbell.net;



Arienne57@gmail.com;


arterramgmt@gmail.com;


asegal@loweenterprises.com;


AYi@meritpm.com;


Bardya_Kahrobaie@avalonbay.com;


baylelev@juno.com;


bbgiantsfan@yahoo.com;


BBLopez@cgr.ucsf.edu;


Belinda.chau@chase.com;



bettina.cohen@sonic.net;



bhansen@attpark.com;


bill@billmartinez.com;


blossomingpresence@gmail.com;


board@sfradiance.com;


boatcartoon@msn.com;


berrybob@pacbell.net;


bob.michaelian@gmail.com;


brendonh@google.com;


brianleepharmd@gmail.com;


brianraffi@yahoo.com;


bruce.h.agid@gmail.com;



buchsons@yahoo.com;


bvbccommodore@gmail.com;


calvarez@tndc.org;



carla.westbay@gmail.com;



Catherine.reilly@sfgov.org;



cathysearby@gmail.com;



cdolan@arquitectonica.com;



chipote2@yahoo.com;


chrisflowers@mac.com;


chooin@hotmail.com;


chrisflowers@mac.com;



christinaregina@hotmail.com;


cindy.lima@ucsfmedctr.org;


ckleclerc@gmail.com;


cmerrill@merrill-morris.com;



CMiller@stradasf.com;



cleshne@yahoo.com;


clliddell@me.com;



cweinberg@bizjournals.com;



colonno@yahoo.com;


dadaswa@att.net;


DarrenFanelli@yahoo.com;


David.beaupre@sfport.com;


David.glober@gmail.com;


David.roberts@jacobs.com;


david.worley@bayer.com;



dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com;



dina@cehand.com;



DLutske@sfwater.org;



donlangley@sbcglobal.net;



dmterzian3@gmail.com;


donna@dellera.org;


Drinella@nektar.com;


drsjandb@earthlink.net;


drewuher@yahoo.com;



drewd02@earthlink.net;


dr.vincent@live.com;



dschnur@chp-sf.org;



dzaziski@siluriatech.com;


dw@debrawalker.com;



eanaya@tcco.com;


eboscacci@bkf.com;


edgewater@udr.com;


edocsmith@comcast.net;



eelliott@ccarey.com;


efancher@bizjournals.com;



egirod@bkf.com;


Eslickdesigns@mindspring.com;



estherstearns@gmail.com;


erikabrown@christisoncompany.com;


Esther.Morales@ucsf.edu;



ewray@mbaydevelopment.com;



ewbagby@comcast.net;



eyoung@bizjournals.com;



fahnestk@sbcglobal.net;



fweld@SFGIANTS.com;



gailbrownell@gmail.com;


gailknd@gmail.com;



garypegueros@sbcglobal.net;


gerry.tierney@perkinswill.com;


GGilman@chp-sf.org;



ggehlen@are.com;



ggorman@actionlife.com;


gvp@mccarthycook.com;


hai.k.tran@gmail.com;



Han.cheol.choi@gmail.com;


harryo@gersonoverstreet.com;


Hms@hmsassoc.com;



jabata@are.com;



jabbott@commoninterest.com;



jajaber83@yahoo.com;


Janice@sfbike.org;



jarda@pacbell.net;


jared@doumani.net;


jbeckersf@gmail.com;


jbair@sfgiants.com;



jbeck@are.com;



j_chui@yahoo.com;


jdesai@sfwater.org;


jdolan@pacbell.net;


jdolin@mercyhousing.org;


jeff_dong@hotmail.com;


jenclary@sbcglobal.net;


jennifer_m_wong@yahoo.com;


Jerry.Robbins@sfmta.com;



Jessica@50p1.com;


jetodco@todco.org;


jlink320@comcast.net;


Jkrasnow@nektar.com;


jmarks@cca.edu;


jmuse@missionbayparks.org;


jmccarthylangley@sbcglobal.net;


Jnk@benlevi.com;



jnunes@warriors.com;


joe@presidiopharma.com;



john.gavin@sfgov.org;



JAntonio@mbaydevelopment.com;


joeboss@joeboss.com;


joehum@gmail.com;



john_decastro@yahoo.com;


johnhsuper@att.net;



jonhay@pacbell.net;


jon.lau@sfgov.org;


jon.swae@sfgov.org;


joshnsmith@aol.com;


jp3@powellarchitecture.net;



j.p.minsinger@gmail.com;


jremling@asdnet.com;


sjsmall560@gmail.com;



jsmith@waldendevelopment.com;


jstickley@sf.wrtdesign.com;



jvega@mercyhousing.org;


jwayland@breproperties.com;



KAufhauser@warriors.com;



karen@karenchi.com;



kathryn.glickman@gmail.com;



kbeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu;


kcrooks@informatica.com;


kbriggs@sfwater.org;


keknowles@earthlink.net;


kevin@greenstreetscleaners.com;


Kevin@rpoyas.com;



Kevin.Joiner@ucsf.edu;


kevin_simons@yahoo.com;


khanspers@gladstone.ucsf.edu;


kelliott@wrnsstudio.com;


kelvinwli@yahoo.com;


Kieran@gmail.com;


kimstaff@sfgov.org;



kit@sfbike.org;



kpbrandon@aol.com;



KRodman@tmgpartners.com;



kroetchk@hdcco.com;



kwebster@storytellingmedia.com;


lagstg@aol.com;


larry.berry.jr@gmail.com;



lauren.b.graham@jpmchase.com;



lbyeoh@gmail.com;



lcthomps@gmail.com;



lclark@paragon-re.com;



lila.hussain@sfgov.org;



linda@slhawk.com;


lindsayk.eaton@gmail.com;



linda@slhawk.com;


lizflowers@me.com;


liz.lerma@sfdpw.org;


ljuarez@Shorenstein.com;


lkenney@udr.com;



lonileitaker@gmail.com;



lori.chan@sfpl.org;



lstewart@mbaydevelopment.com;


lyla.arum@gmail.com;



lyamauchi@planning.ucsf.edu;


management@sfradiance.com;


marc@accessatmenterprise.com;


marc@infielddesign.com;


Marclevinsf@gmail.com;



marcusli@mac.com;


marily88@gmail.com;



mark@cavagnero.com;


mark@stieglitz.com;


mark.paez@sfport.com;


matt.springer@ucsf.edu;


mb360@essex.com;



mbrady94107@yahoo.com;


mdrummond22@gmail.com;



meade.boutwell@cbre.com;



meck321@gmail.com;


m_eckman@hotmail.com;


meaton1339@yahoo.com;


meiseman@nelsonnygaard.com;


menloparko@yahoo.com;


mentor@well.com;


mhpyc@tingleydesign.com;


michaelianj@yahoo.com;


Michael.towne@ucsfmedctr.org;


Michele.Davis@ucsf.edu;



michesf@yahoo.com;



mikeinssj@yahoo.com;



milesamen@sbcglobal.net;


monfria@aol.com;



mr.stewartmorton@gmail.com;



mtilaro@yahoo.com;


mthomas@wrnsstudio.com;


mustelier@gmail.com;



myramarcelo1@yahoo.com;


tilmike11@gmail.com;



myrlem.balladares@caritasmanagement.com;nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org;


nancy.tam@cbre.com;



NConover@mercyhousing.org;


Natosha.Safo@SFGOV.org;



neighborhood@sfradiance.com;



nfranklin@tcco.com;


Nicholas.Wong@ucsf.edu;



nlushman@usa.net;



occexp@aol.com;



owen@kennerlyarchitecture.com;


Oscarjames22@live.com;



oshunoxt@pacbell.net;


pcohen_sf@yahoo.com;



pco@missionrockresort.com;


peggy.fahnestock@sbcglobal.net;


petyr@comcast.net;


pj@pjcommunications.com;



plewis@meritpm.com;



pmitchell@esassoc.com;


president@potreroboosters.org;


PTakayama@cgr.ucsf.edu;



pvalentiono@vlplawgroup.com;


ralphawilson@yahoo.com;


ramiskey@sbcglobal.net;



ranavy@aol.com;



rrraphy@aol.com;



randy.wittorp@kp.org;



ran1347372@gmail.com;



ranavy@aol.com;


rahulsprakash@gmail.com;



Rbacci@nektar.com;


rbh@mccarthycook.com;


rbisaacson@gmail.com;



reza@siaconsult.com;


rlonergan@aol.com;


rich@presidiopharma.com;


richard.frainier@gmail.com;



RinconHill@Gmail.com;


Rochelle.Nieva@ucsf.edu;



roregon@gladstone.ucsf.edu;


rachel@sfparksalliance.org;



rrraphy@aol.com;


santonaros@sbcglobal.net;


sarafweintraub@gmail.com;



sbf350@yahoo.com;



scataffa@cmgsite.com;



sdzierson@gladstone.ucsf.edu;



sesich@att.net;


sfmelee@hotmail.com;


shalfwassen@loweenterprises.com;


shamalian@mbaydevelopment.com;


shunt@attpark.com;


stephenmichaelpolitics@gmail.com;



Stephanie@nomadgardens.org;



steve@slhawk.com;


strata@sares-regis.com;



susan.peeters@yahoo.com;


suzanne_goldstein@yahoo.com;


Stacy.Nim@cbre.com;


cstafford@sares-regis.com;


stusmith97@aol.com;


swilson@paragon-re.com;



SWolmark@sksinvestments.com;
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Email Lists
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 5:33:52 PM
Attachments: Mission Bay CAC.doc


Mission Bay Interested Parties.doc


Attached are the two email lists we use for the Mission Bay CAC.  One is the list of the CAC
members, and the other is our interested parties list (random folks who have expressed interest
over the years).  Please keep these confidential and do not release to the GSW or anyone else unless
we have to, since are committed to try and protect the folks that are on them from unasked for
spam.  Also, if you receive any requests to be removed from the mailing list, could you please
forward onto me so I can update our lists?
 
Thanks and have a great weekend. 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: Updated GSW Project Description
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:07:59 AM
Attachments: Revised IS PD_11-06-14.docx


Revised IS PD_11-06-14.pdf


Catherine and Manny:
 
Thanks for your comments on the Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2.  Attached is an updated
(but not complete) Initial Study Project Description (in WORD and pdf), reflecting new information
(in track changes) that we received from the Warriors in the past few days.  The revisions are not
that heavy. 
 
FYI, we also received an updated site plan from the Warriors on Sunday, but they have requested we
not include the site in the project description until the City signs off on the massing changes.
 
Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Sunday, November 09, 2014 11:06 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; Chris
Mitchell; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: Re: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are my additional comments.  Most are pretty minor (overall looks great).  Feel
free to call me Monday if you have questions on what I mean.  I also have to double check
the number of floors/square footage at the Kaiser building (it changed from the approved
SD).  Also, I did not review the Project Description that was highlighted in yellow since it will
change.
 
Thanks!
 
Catherine


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Friday, November 7, 2014 1:49 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
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A. [bookmark: _Toc402187873][bookmark: _GoBack]PROJECT DESCRIPTION


[bookmark: _Toc402187874]A.1	Overview


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to these documents.


The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of the related environmental review documents. 


This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused 


[bookmark: _Toc400381598][bookmark: _Toc398564699][bookmark: _Toc402188541]
Figure 1	Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay


[bookmark: _Toc400381599][bookmark: _Toc398564700][bookmark: _Toc402188542]
Figure 2	Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay



environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.


[bookmark: _Toc402187875]A.2	Background


Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:2] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. [2:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay FSEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97.] 



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).[footnoteRef:4] The Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. [4:  	Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively.] 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.[footnoteRef:5] As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), respectively.[footnoteRef:6] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the South Plan on November 2, 1998.[footnoteRef:7] The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated June 4, 2013.  [5:  	North and South OPAs, Attachment L.]  [6:  	Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively.]  [7:  	Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381601][bookmark: _Toc398564702]The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows:


· The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots.


· The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall.


· The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and required setbacks.


· The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.


· The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Range Development Plan.


· The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses.


· The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1.


· The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is 
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Figure 3	Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law. 


South Plan Area Development Controls


The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans. 


The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that apply to the project site include:


· Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as required to be implemented by the developer of the project site;


· All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ;


· Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the development.


Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 


In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.” 


The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character).


The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for Development.


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32


The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. 


Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet.


Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street.


[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0]
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Proposed Facilities


Development Plan Overview 


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights.[footnoteRef:8] Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  [8:  	For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property.] 



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food 


service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5‑story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to
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[PENDING FROM SPONSOR]
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Table 1
summary of proposed Project Facilities at project site


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seats





			Cinema Seating Capacity


			420 seats





			Size 


			Total GSFa





			Event Centerad


    Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacebe


Cinema Space


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			710,486750,000


20,00025,000


509,210580,000


111,000125,000


39,000


 342,475475,000


1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF





			Heightcg,h/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings






Retail-only Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and plaza-level floors 


39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and retail buildings





			Parking/Loading Spaces


			Blocks 29-32:


612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by Third Street Plaza)


12 13 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:


132 parking stalls





			Vehicular Access 


			Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a 	Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


b	Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” below. 


c	Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor).


da	The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented separate from square footage of the other event center uses.


be	Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


f	The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


gc	Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.


h	 Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014






certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	] 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.[footnoteRef:10] These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  [10:  	It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD.] 



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks would be constructed adjacent to the project site.


Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed. 


Infrastructure Improvements


The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


Off-Site Parking Facilities


As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to provide additional parking to serve the project.


Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:11] This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. [11:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park


As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and ‑ on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer. 


Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


Proposed Operations and Employment


Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new operational components at Blocks 29-32.


Event Center Programming


Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland.


As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:12] would be required on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  [12: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following:


· Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons.


· Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year.] 



· Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  	The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees.] 



· Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times. 


· Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone Convention Center. 


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for office,  and retail and cinema uses.)


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink.


Golden State Warriors Operations


The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE employees.[footnoteRef:15] The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 341 372 FTE employees[footnoteRef:16], and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE employees.  [15:  	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee.]  [16: 	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross square feet per FTE employee.] 



Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness.


As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. 


In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed during evenings and weekends.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would be excavated and removed from the site.


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 


[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving. 


B. [bookmark: _Toc402187877]PROJECT SETTING


[bookmark: _Toc402187878]B.1	Mission Bay


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187879]B.2	Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between approximately ‑1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:17], roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:18] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [17:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [18:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187880]B.3	Surrounding Uses


The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street 


[bookmark: _Toc400381608][bookmark: _Toc398564708][bookmark: _Toc402188545]
Figure 5	Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity



are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site.


16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and Mariposa Street.


Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed as a Tsunami Evacuation Route. 


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc402187881]B.4	Approvals Required


Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for each building and private open spaces


· Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M allocation 


· Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable


· Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway striping


· San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets


· Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application.


· San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems.
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 



A.1 Overview 
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 construct a multi-purpose event 
center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an 
approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San 
Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). 
The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to 
purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.  



Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, 
consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see 
Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or 
variations to these documents. 



The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 
1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA 
Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts 
associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program 
under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the 
proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed 
project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR.  



This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for 
preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, 
and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be 
examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment 
and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with 
the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of 
the related environmental review documents.  



This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides 
documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay 
FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to 
Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that 
implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more 
severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused  
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Figure 1
Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay
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Figure 2
Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay
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environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. 



A.2 Background 



Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review 



On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental 
Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).1 The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately 
adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed 
a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay 
North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, 
collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency 
Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay 
FSEIR”).2 The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It 
incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and 
relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the 
environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs 
under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 
1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the 
Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development 
Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).3 The 
Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission 
Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.4 
As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted 
design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design 
for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the 
Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), 
respectively.5 The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the 
South Plan on November 2, 1998.6 The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated 



1  Planning Department Case No. 86.505E. 
2  Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97. 
3  Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively. 
4  North and South OPAs, Attachment L. 
5  Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively. 
6  Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively. 
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February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated 
June 4, 2013.  



The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of 
the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows: 



• The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots. 



• The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 
7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall. 



• The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and 
required setbacks. 



• The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical 
and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a 
reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking. 



• The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California 
San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report 
for the Long Range Development Plan. 



• The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center 
at Mission Bay. 



• The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety 
Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police 
Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive 
reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses. 



• The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South 
OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1. 



• The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility 
housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving 
medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities. 



Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in 
California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision 
issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 
2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and 
substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all 
redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the 
City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 
and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is  
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Figure 3
Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan
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governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure.  



On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted 
Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. 
On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the 
Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create 
the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval 
authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved 
development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties 
required under the Dissolution Law.  



South Plan Area Development Controls 



The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan 
Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development 
standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In 
accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved 
the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of 
the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South 
Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they 
supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and 
associated documents for implementing the Plans.  



The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, 
consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the 
South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements 
based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the 
required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In 
addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that 
apply to the project site include: 



• Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as 
required to be implemented by the developer of the project site; 



• All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the 
Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, 
including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; 
Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ; 



• Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the 
San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource 
Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the 
development. 
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Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 
are described below. 



South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32  



In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses 
for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial 
Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary 
uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses 
are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning 
and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a 
determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that 
the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, 
the neighborhood or the community.”  



The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use 
designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts 
activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and 
other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain 
telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly 
and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character). 



The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on 
leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project 
site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the 
project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further 
indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to 
establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, 
traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for 
Development. 



South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 



The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the 
design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, 
which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a 
maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would 
be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 
32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32.  



Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development 
at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the 
maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback 
requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 
16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for 
paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet. 
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Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project 
site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-
serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting 
features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and 
curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street. 



[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we 
receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0] 



A.3 Project Characteristics 



Proposed Facilities 



Development Plan Overview  



Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of 
mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. 
Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building 
heights.7 Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion 
of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include 
multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper 
parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. 
The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, 
restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food  



service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices 
and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and 
marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two 
office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third 
Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site 
southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); 
each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet 
tall), with a 5-story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings 
could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several 
areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to  



7  For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as 
measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at 
approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 
11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 
100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that 
specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights 
for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height 
of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property. 
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Figure 4 Project Site Plan  
 



[PENDING FROM SPONSOR] 
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TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT FACILITIES AT PROJECT SITE 



Project Component Characteristic 



Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity 18,064 seats 



Cinema Seating Capacity 420 seats 



Size  Total GSFa 



Event Centerad 



    Golden State Warriors Office Space 
Office Space 
Retail Spacebe 
Cinema Space 
Parking and Loading 
Total Building Area 



710,486750,000 
20,00025,000 



509,210580,000 
111,000125,000 



39,000 
 342,475475,000 



1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF 



Heightcg,h/Levels  
Event Center  
Office and Retail Buildings 
 
 
Retail-only Buildings  



 
135 feet 
160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot 



(5-story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and 
plaza-level floors  



39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse 
building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and 
retail buildings 



Parking/Loading Spaces Blocks 29-32: 
612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by 
Third Street Plaza) 
12 13 truck docks below-grade 



Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage: 
132 parking stalls 



Vehicular Access  Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at 
Illinois Street 



Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at 
Bridgeview Way 



Open Space 3.2 acres 



NOTES: 



GSF = gross square feet.  
 
a  Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for 



Development. 
b Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, 



retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the 
Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” 
below.  



c Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor). 
da The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, 



limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented 
separate from square footage of the other event center uses. 



be Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft 
goods retail including food retail. 



f The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and 
the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. 



gc Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
h  Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
 
SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014 
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certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third 
Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be 
located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.8 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 
612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also 
Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, 
including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third 
Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed 
ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.9 These plazas would be connected by 
a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an 
outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor 
proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds.  



Vehicular Access and Circulation 



All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street 
(at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for 
autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most 
proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be 
provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s 
northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  
and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the 
garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed 
Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor 
would implement as part of the project.) 



Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 



The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast 
Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary 
access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings 
would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to 
ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks 
would be constructed adjacent to the project site. 



8  Under the Major Phase application for the proposed project, the project sponsor is requesting an option that would 
consist of a combination of a cinema and office uses as an alternative to all office uses. For the purposes of the 
environmental review process, this Initial Study and the SEIR assume the cinema would be part of the proposed project 
because cinema uses are a more intensive land use than office and would result in the more conservative impact 
assessment. 



9  It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 
0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD. 
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Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site 
proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located 
within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed.  



Infrastructure Improvements 



The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and 
high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, 
and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as 
part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. 



Off-Site Parking Facilities 



As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street 
parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to 
provide additional parking to serve the project. 



Sustainability 



The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the 
California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the 
Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The 
project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards 
using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would 
qualify for individual Gold ratings.10 This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design 
features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water 
conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a 
healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and 
Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park 



As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, 
under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François 
Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access 
improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François 
Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking 
lanes; and - on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the 
roadway by a raised buffer.  



Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded 
to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François 



10  The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. 
Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building 
rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and 
well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification. 
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Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and 
Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to 
occupancy of buildings at the project site. 



Proposed Operations and Employment 



Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State 
Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, 
family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center 
would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from 
approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management 
offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event 
center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of 
the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new 
operational components at Blocks 29-32. 



Event Center Programming 



Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three 
preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late 
October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would 
host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden 
State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 
10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors 
schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland. 



As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less 
than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average 
basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during 
the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 
18,064. 



It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees11 would be required 
on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket 
takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related 
operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors 
sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see 
additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a 
variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other 



11 This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the 
management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are 
described separately, below. 
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sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game 
events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following: 



• Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples 
of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street 
Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday 
through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the 
daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 
patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons. 



• Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per 
year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 
p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated 
average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.12 



• Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-
down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within 
a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down 
configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.13 



• Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting 
events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, 
boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These 
events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance 
for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance 
of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times.  



• Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events 
annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other 
gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum 
attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce 
the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are 
expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone 
Convention Center.  



It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center 
would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels.  



(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a 
description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for 
office,  and retail and cinema uses.) 



12  The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 
patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts 
would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of 
approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year. 



13  The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees. 
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Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site 



The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as 
spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter 
tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink. 



Golden State Warriors Operations 



The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) 
employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State 
Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate 
to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 
additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a 
total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees.  



Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses 



The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office 
developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE 
employees.14 The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and 
independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would 
require approximately 341 372 FTE employees15, and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE 
employees.  



Transportation Management Plan 



As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management 
Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP 
would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project 
site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding 
measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness. 



As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP 
would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the 
anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project.  



In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation 
Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle 



14  Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-
down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee. 
15 Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross 
square feet per FTE employee. 
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service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed 
during evenings and weekends. 



Construction 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month 
period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: 
site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all 
proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of 
associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping 
improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would 
be excavated and removed from the site. 



The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these 
hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction 
requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be 
further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  



[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an 
archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results 
of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure 
potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the 
commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving.  



B. PROJECT SETTING 



B.1 Mission Bay 
Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. 
Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a 
mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and 
educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable 
units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with 
another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, 
approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area 
(approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-
foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus 
community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay 
Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed 
and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have 
also been completed. 
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B.2 Project Site and Existing Uses 
Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses 
Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of 
the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is 
bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future 
planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the 
southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and 
Dogpatch neighborhoods.  



The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between 
approximately -1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)16, roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet 
above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north 
portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed 
from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities 
contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring 
approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior 
environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the 
site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.17 Chain link fencing is installed on the 
perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  



B.3 Surrounding Uses 
The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, 
southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site 
is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global 
Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along 
Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of 
that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site 
fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s 
Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 
16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is 
currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and 
development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035. 



Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, 
is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other 
biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building 
(499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street  



16  San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above 
the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 
1988 North American Vertical Datum.  



17  Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, 
April 11, 2014 
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Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity
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are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate 
Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy 
corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are 
City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. 
François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail 
(which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space.  



Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco 
General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown 
San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular 
travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines 
K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station 
located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project 
site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the 
project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection 
with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site. 



16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just 
east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, 
increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent 
through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a 
secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III 
bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. 
Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across 
from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street. 



Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently 
two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed 
as a Tsunami Evacuation Route.  



South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. 
François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a 
two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and 
north of the project site.  



Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the 
project site. 



B.4 Approvals Required 
Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are 
anticipated at this time: 



• Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development 
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• Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII 
Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) 
for each building and private open spaces 



• Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M 
allocation  



• Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master 
Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable 



• Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway 
striping 



• San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets 



• Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application. 



• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, 
including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems. 



OCII Case No. XXXX.XXXXE 21 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E  at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Preliminary – Subject to Revision 








			A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION


			A.1 Overview


			A.2 Background


			A.3 Project Characteristics


			B. PROJECT SETTING


			B.1 Mission Bay


			B.2 Project Site and Existing Uses


			B.3 Surrounding Uses


			B.4 Approvals Required









Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are Manny’s comments.  I will look at the docs this weekend and send comments.  I realize
they will come after the deadline, so you can accept or not as you see fit.  Not expecting to have
many/any comments since Manny said it looked good.
 
Thanks for all the work.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise,
Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller;
'Kate Aufhauser'; 'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com



mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





 








From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: Updated GSW Project Description
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:07:59 AM
Attachments: Revised IS PD_11-06-14.docx


Revised IS PD_11-06-14.pdf


Catherine and Manny:
 
Thanks for your comments on the Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2.  Attached is an updated
(but not complete) Initial Study Project Description (in WORD and pdf), reflecting new information
(in track changes) that we received from the Warriors in the past few days.  The revisions are not
that heavy. 
 
FYI, we also received an updated site plan from the Warriors on Sunday, but they have requested we
not include the site in the project description until the City signs off on the massing changes.
 
Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Sunday, November 09, 2014 11:06 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; Chris
Mitchell; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: Re: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are my additional comments.  Most are pretty minor (overall looks great).  Feel
free to call me Monday if you have questions on what I mean.  I also have to double check
the number of floors/square footage at the Kaiser building (it changed from the approved
SD).  Also, I did not review the Project Description that was highlighted in yellow since it will
change.
 
Thanks!
 
Catherine


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Friday, November 7, 2014 1:49 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com



A. [bookmark: _Toc402187873][bookmark: _GoBack]PROJECT DESCRIPTION


[bookmark: _Toc402187874]A.1	Overview


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to these documents.


The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of the related environmental review documents. 


This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused 


[bookmark: _Toc400381598][bookmark: _Toc398564699][bookmark: _Toc402188541]
Figure 1	Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay


[bookmark: _Toc400381599][bookmark: _Toc398564700][bookmark: _Toc402188542]
Figure 2	Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay



environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.


[bookmark: _Toc402187875]A.2	Background


Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:2] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. [2:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay FSEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97.] 



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).[footnoteRef:4] The Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. [4:  	Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively.] 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.[footnoteRef:5] As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), respectively.[footnoteRef:6] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the South Plan on November 2, 1998.[footnoteRef:7] The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated June 4, 2013.  [5:  	North and South OPAs, Attachment L.]  [6:  	Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively.]  [7:  	Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381601][bookmark: _Toc398564702]The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows:


· The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots.


· The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall.


· The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and required setbacks.


· The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.


· The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Range Development Plan.


· The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses.


· The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1.


· The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is 


[bookmark: _Toc400381600][bookmark: _Toc398564701][bookmark: _Toc402188543]
Figure 3	Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law. 


South Plan Area Development Controls


The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans. 


The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that apply to the project site include:


· Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as required to be implemented by the developer of the project site;


· All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ;


· Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the development.


Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 


In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.” 


The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character).


The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for Development.


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32


The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. 


Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet.


Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street.


[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0]


[bookmark: _Toc402187876]A.3	Project Characteristics


Proposed Facilities


Development Plan Overview 


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights.[footnoteRef:8] Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  [8:  	For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property.] 



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food 


service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5‑story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to
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[PENDING FROM SPONSOR]
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Table 1
summary of proposed Project Facilities at project site


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seats





			Cinema Seating Capacity


			420 seats





			Size 


			Total GSFa





			Event Centerad


    Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacebe


Cinema Space


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			710,486750,000


20,00025,000


509,210580,000


111,000125,000


39,000


 342,475475,000


1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF





			Heightcg,h/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings






Retail-only Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and plaza-level floors 


39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and retail buildings





			Parking/Loading Spaces


			Blocks 29-32:


612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by Third Street Plaza)


12 13 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:


132 parking stalls





			Vehicular Access 


			Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a 	Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


b	Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” below. 


c	Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor).


da	The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented separate from square footage of the other event center uses.


be	Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


f	The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


gc	Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.


h	 Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014






certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	] 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.[footnoteRef:10] These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  [10:  	It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD.] 



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks would be constructed adjacent to the project site.


Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed. 


Infrastructure Improvements


The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


Off-Site Parking Facilities


As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to provide additional parking to serve the project.


Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:11] This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. [11:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park


As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and ‑ on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer. 


Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


Proposed Operations and Employment


Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new operational components at Blocks 29-32.


Event Center Programming


Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland.


As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:12] would be required on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  [12: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following:


· Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons.


· Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year.] 



· Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  	The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees.] 



· Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times. 


· Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone Convention Center. 


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for office,  and retail and cinema uses.)


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink.


Golden State Warriors Operations


The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE employees.[footnoteRef:15] The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 341 372 FTE employees[footnoteRef:16], and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE employees.  [15:  	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee.]  [16: 	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross square feet per FTE employee.] 



Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness.


As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. 


In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed during evenings and weekends.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would be excavated and removed from the site.


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 


[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving. 


B. [bookmark: _Toc402187877]PROJECT SETTING


[bookmark: _Toc402187878]B.1	Mission Bay


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187879]B.2	Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between approximately ‑1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:17], roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:18] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [17:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [18:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187880]B.3	Surrounding Uses


The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street 


[bookmark: _Toc400381608][bookmark: _Toc398564708][bookmark: _Toc402188545]
Figure 5	Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity



are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site.


16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and Mariposa Street.


Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed as a Tsunami Evacuation Route. 


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc402187881]B.4	Approvals Required


Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for each building and private open spaces


· Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M allocation 


· Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable


· Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway striping


· San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets


· Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application.


· San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems.
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 



A.1 Overview 
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 construct a multi-purpose event 
center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an 
approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San 
Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). 
The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to 
purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.  



Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, 
consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see 
Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or 
variations to these documents. 



The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 
1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA 
Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts 
associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program 
under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the 
proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed 
project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR.  



This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for 
preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, 
and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be 
examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment 
and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with 
the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of 
the related environmental review documents.  



This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides 
documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay 
FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to 
Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that 
implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more 
severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused  
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Figure 1
Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay
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Figure 2
Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay
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environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. 



A.2 Background 



Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review 



On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental 
Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).1 The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately 
adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed 
a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay 
North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, 
collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency 
Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay 
FSEIR”).2 The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It 
incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and 
relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the 
environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs 
under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 
1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the 
Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development 
Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).3 The 
Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission 
Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.4 
As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted 
design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design 
for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the 
Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), 
respectively.5 The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the 
South Plan on November 2, 1998.6 The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated 



1  Planning Department Case No. 86.505E. 
2  Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97. 
3  Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively. 
4  North and South OPAs, Attachment L. 
5  Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively. 
6  Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively. 
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February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated 
June 4, 2013.  



The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of 
the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows: 



• The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots. 



• The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 
7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall. 



• The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and 
required setbacks. 



• The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical 
and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a 
reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking. 



• The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California 
San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report 
for the Long Range Development Plan. 



• The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center 
at Mission Bay. 



• The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety 
Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police 
Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive 
reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses. 



• The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South 
OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1. 



• The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility 
housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving 
medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities. 



Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in 
California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision 
issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 
2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and 
substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all 
redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the 
City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 
and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is  
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Figure 3
Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



SOURCE:  OCII, ESA, 2014
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governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure.  



On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted 
Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. 
On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the 
Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create 
the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval 
authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved 
development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties 
required under the Dissolution Law.  



South Plan Area Development Controls 



The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan 
Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development 
standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In 
accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved 
the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of 
the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South 
Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they 
supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and 
associated documents for implementing the Plans.  



The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, 
consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the 
South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements 
based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the 
required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In 
addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that 
apply to the project site include: 



• Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as 
required to be implemented by the developer of the project site; 



• All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the 
Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, 
including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; 
Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ; 



• Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the 
San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource 
Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the 
development. 
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Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 
are described below. 



South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32  



In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses 
for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial 
Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary 
uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses 
are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning 
and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a 
determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that 
the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, 
the neighborhood or the community.”  



The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use 
designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts 
activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and 
other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain 
telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly 
and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character). 



The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on 
leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project 
site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the 
project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further 
indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to 
establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, 
traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for 
Development. 



South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 



The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the 
design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, 
which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a 
maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would 
be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 
32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32.  



Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development 
at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the 
maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback 
requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 
16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for 
paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet. 
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Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project 
site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-
serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting 
features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and 
curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street. 



[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we 
receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0] 



A.3 Project Characteristics 



Proposed Facilities 



Development Plan Overview  



Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of 
mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. 
Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building 
heights.7 Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion 
of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include 
multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper 
parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. 
The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, 
restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food  



service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices 
and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and 
marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two 
office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third 
Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site 
southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); 
each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet 
tall), with a 5-story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings 
could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several 
areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to  



7  For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as 
measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at 
approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 
11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 
100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that 
specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights 
for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height 
of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property. 
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Figure 4 Project Site Plan  
 



[PENDING FROM SPONSOR] 



OCII Case No. XXXX.XXXXE 10 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E  at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Preliminary – Subject to Revision 











 



TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT FACILITIES AT PROJECT SITE 



Project Component Characteristic 



Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity 18,064 seats 



Cinema Seating Capacity 420 seats 



Size  Total GSFa 



Event Centerad 



    Golden State Warriors Office Space 
Office Space 
Retail Spacebe 
Cinema Space 
Parking and Loading 
Total Building Area 



710,486750,000 
20,00025,000 



509,210580,000 
111,000125,000 



39,000 
 342,475475,000 



1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF 



Heightcg,h/Levels  
Event Center  
Office and Retail Buildings 
 
 
Retail-only Buildings  



 
135 feet 
160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot 



(5-story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and 
plaza-level floors  



39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse 
building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and 
retail buildings 



Parking/Loading Spaces Blocks 29-32: 
612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by 
Third Street Plaza) 
12 13 truck docks below-grade 



Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage: 
132 parking stalls 



Vehicular Access  Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at 
Illinois Street 



Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at 
Bridgeview Way 



Open Space 3.2 acres 



NOTES: 



GSF = gross square feet.  
 
a  Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for 



Development. 
b Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, 



retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the 
Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” 
below.  



c Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor). 
da The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, 



limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented 
separate from square footage of the other event center uses. 



be Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft 
goods retail including food retail. 



f The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and 
the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. 



gc Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
h  Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
 
SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014 
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certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third 
Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be 
located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.8 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 
612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also 
Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, 
including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third 
Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed 
ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.9 These plazas would be connected by 
a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an 
outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor 
proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds.  



Vehicular Access and Circulation 



All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street 
(at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for 
autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most 
proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be 
provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s 
northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  
and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the 
garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed 
Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor 
would implement as part of the project.) 



Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 



The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast 
Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary 
access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings 
would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to 
ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks 
would be constructed adjacent to the project site. 



8  Under the Major Phase application for the proposed project, the project sponsor is requesting an option that would 
consist of a combination of a cinema and office uses as an alternative to all office uses. For the purposes of the 
environmental review process, this Initial Study and the SEIR assume the cinema would be part of the proposed project 
because cinema uses are a more intensive land use than office and would result in the more conservative impact 
assessment. 



9  It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 
0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD. 
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Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site 
proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located 
within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed.  



Infrastructure Improvements 



The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and 
high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, 
and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as 
part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. 



Off-Site Parking Facilities 



As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street 
parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to 
provide additional parking to serve the project. 



Sustainability 



The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the 
California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the 
Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The 
project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards 
using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would 
qualify for individual Gold ratings.10 This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design 
features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water 
conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a 
healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and 
Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park 



As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, 
under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François 
Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access 
improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François 
Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking 
lanes; and - on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the 
roadway by a raised buffer.  



Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded 
to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François 



10  The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. 
Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building 
rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and 
well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification. 
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Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and 
Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to 
occupancy of buildings at the project site. 



Proposed Operations and Employment 



Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State 
Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, 
family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center 
would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from 
approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management 
offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event 
center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of 
the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new 
operational components at Blocks 29-32. 



Event Center Programming 



Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three 
preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late 
October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would 
host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden 
State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 
10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors 
schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland. 



As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less 
than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average 
basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during 
the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 
18,064. 



It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees11 would be required 
on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket 
takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related 
operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors 
sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see 
additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a 
variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other 



11 This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the 
management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are 
described separately, below. 
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sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game 
events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following: 



• Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples 
of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street 
Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday 
through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the 
daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 
patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons. 



• Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per 
year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 
p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated 
average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.12 



• Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-
down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within 
a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down 
configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.13 



• Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting 
events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, 
boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These 
events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance 
for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance 
of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times.  



• Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events 
annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other 
gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum 
attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce 
the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are 
expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone 
Convention Center.  



It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center 
would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels.  



(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a 
description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for 
office,  and retail and cinema uses.) 



12  The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 
patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts 
would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of 
approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year. 



13  The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees. 
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Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site 



The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as 
spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter 
tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink. 



Golden State Warriors Operations 



The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) 
employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State 
Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate 
to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 
additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a 
total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees.  



Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses 



The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office 
developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE 
employees.14 The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and 
independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would 
require approximately 341 372 FTE employees15, and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE 
employees.  



Transportation Management Plan 



As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management 
Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP 
would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project 
site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding 
measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness. 



As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP 
would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the 
anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project.  



In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation 
Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle 



14  Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-
down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee. 
15 Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross 
square feet per FTE employee. 
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service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed 
during evenings and weekends. 



Construction 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month 
period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: 
site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all 
proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of 
associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping 
improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would 
be excavated and removed from the site. 



The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these 
hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction 
requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be 
further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  



[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an 
archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results 
of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure 
potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the 
commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving.  



B. PROJECT SETTING 



B.1 Mission Bay 
Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. 
Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a 
mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and 
educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable 
units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with 
another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, 
approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area 
(approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-
foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus 
community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay 
Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed 
and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have 
also been completed. 
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B.2 Project Site and Existing Uses 
Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses 
Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of 
the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is 
bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future 
planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the 
southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and 
Dogpatch neighborhoods.  



The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between 
approximately -1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)16, roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet 
above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north 
portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed 
from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities 
contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring 
approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior 
environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the 
site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.17 Chain link fencing is installed on the 
perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  



B.3 Surrounding Uses 
The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, 
southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site 
is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global 
Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along 
Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of 
that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site 
fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s 
Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 
16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is 
currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and 
development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035. 



Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, 
is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other 
biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building 
(499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street  



16  San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above 
the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 
1988 North American Vertical Datum.  



17  Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, 
April 11, 2014 
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Figure 5
Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity
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are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate 
Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy 
corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are 
City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. 
François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail 
(which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space.  



Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco 
General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown 
San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular 
travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines 
K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station 
located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project 
site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the 
project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection 
with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site. 



16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just 
east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, 
increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent 
through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a 
secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III 
bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. 
Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across 
from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street. 



Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently 
two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed 
as a Tsunami Evacuation Route.  



South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. 
François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a 
two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and 
north of the project site.  



Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the 
project site. 



B.4 Approvals Required 
Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are 
anticipated at this time: 



• Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development 
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• Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII 
Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) 
for each building and private open spaces 



• Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M 
allocation  



• Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master 
Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable 



• Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway 
striping 



• San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets 



• Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application. 



• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, 
including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems. 
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Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are Manny’s comments.  I will look at the docs this weekend and send comments.  I realize
they will come after the deadline, so you can accept or not as you see fit.  Not expecting to have
many/any comments since Manny said it looked good.
 
Thanks for all the work.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise,
Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller;
'Kate Aufhauser'; 'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com



mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





 








From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: Updated GSW Project Description
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:07:57 AM
Attachments: Revised IS PD_11-06-14.docx


Revised IS PD_11-06-14.pdf


Catherine and Manny:
 
Thanks for your comments on the Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2.  Attached is an updated
(but not complete) Initial Study Project Description (in WORD and pdf), reflecting new information
(in track changes) that we received from the Warriors in the past few days.  The revisions are not
that heavy. 
 
FYI, we also received an updated site plan from the Warriors on Sunday, but they have requested we
not include the site in the project description until the City signs off on the massing changes.
 
Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Sunday, November 09, 2014 11:06 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; Chris
Mitchell; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: Re: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are my additional comments.  Most are pretty minor (overall looks great).  Feel
free to call me Monday if you have questions on what I mean.  I also have to double check
the number of floors/square footage at the Kaiser building (it changed from the approved
SD).  Also, I did not review the Project Description that was highlighted in yellow since it will
change.
 
Thanks!
 
Catherine


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Friday, November 7, 2014 1:49 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org
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A. [bookmark: _Toc402187873][bookmark: _GoBack]PROJECT DESCRIPTION


[bookmark: _Toc402187874]A.1	Overview


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to these documents.


The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of the related environmental review documents. 


This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused 


[bookmark: _Toc400381598][bookmark: _Toc398564699][bookmark: _Toc402188541]
Figure 1	Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay


[bookmark: _Toc400381599][bookmark: _Toc398564700][bookmark: _Toc402188542]
Figure 2	Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay



environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.


[bookmark: _Toc402187875]A.2	Background


Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:2] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. [2:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay FSEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97.] 



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).[footnoteRef:4] The Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. [4:  	Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively.] 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.[footnoteRef:5] As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), respectively.[footnoteRef:6] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the South Plan on November 2, 1998.[footnoteRef:7] The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated June 4, 2013.  [5:  	North and South OPAs, Attachment L.]  [6:  	Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively.]  [7:  	Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381601][bookmark: _Toc398564702]The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows:


· The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots.


· The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall.


· The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and required setbacks.


· The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.


· The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Range Development Plan.


· The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses.


· The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1.


· The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is 


[bookmark: _Toc400381600][bookmark: _Toc398564701][bookmark: _Toc402188543]
Figure 3	Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law. 


South Plan Area Development Controls


The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans. 


The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that apply to the project site include:


· Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as required to be implemented by the developer of the project site;


· All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ;


· Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the development.


Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 


In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.” 


The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character).


The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for Development.


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32


The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. 


Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet.


Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street.


[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0]


[bookmark: _Toc402187876]A.3	Project Characteristics


Proposed Facilities


Development Plan Overview 


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights.[footnoteRef:8] Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  [8:  	For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property.] 



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food 


service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5‑story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to



[bookmark: _Toc402188544]Figure 4	Project Site Plan 





[PENDING FROM SPONSOR]
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Table 1
summary of proposed Project Facilities at project site


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seats





			Cinema Seating Capacity


			420 seats





			Size 


			Total GSFa





			Event Centerad


    Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacebe


Cinema Space


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			710,486750,000


20,00025,000


509,210580,000


111,000125,000


39,000


 342,475475,000


1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF





			Heightcg,h/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings






Retail-only Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and plaza-level floors 


39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and retail buildings





			Parking/Loading Spaces


			Blocks 29-32:


612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by Third Street Plaza)


12 13 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:


132 parking stalls





			Vehicular Access 


			Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a 	Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


b	Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” below. 


c	Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor).


da	The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented separate from square footage of the other event center uses.


be	Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


f	The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


gc	Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.


h	 Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014






certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	] 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.[footnoteRef:10] These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  [10:  	It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD.] 



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks would be constructed adjacent to the project site.


Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed. 


Infrastructure Improvements


The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


Off-Site Parking Facilities


As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to provide additional parking to serve the project.


Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:11] This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. [11:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park


As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and ‑ on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer. 


Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


Proposed Operations and Employment


Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new operational components at Blocks 29-32.


Event Center Programming


Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland.


As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:12] would be required on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  [12: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following:


· Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons.


· Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year.] 



· Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  	The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees.] 



· Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times. 


· Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone Convention Center. 


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for office,  and retail and cinema uses.)


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink.


Golden State Warriors Operations


The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE employees.[footnoteRef:15] The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 341 372 FTE employees[footnoteRef:16], and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE employees.  [15:  	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee.]  [16: 	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross square feet per FTE employee.] 



Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness.


As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. 


In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed during evenings and weekends.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would be excavated and removed from the site.


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 


[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving. 


B. [bookmark: _Toc402187877]PROJECT SETTING


[bookmark: _Toc402187878]B.1	Mission Bay


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187879]B.2	Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between approximately ‑1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:17], roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:18] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [17:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [18:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187880]B.3	Surrounding Uses


The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street 


[bookmark: _Toc400381608][bookmark: _Toc398564708][bookmark: _Toc402188545]
Figure 5	Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity



are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site.


16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and Mariposa Street.


Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed as a Tsunami Evacuation Route. 


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc402187881]B.4	Approvals Required


Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for each building and private open spaces


· Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M allocation 


· Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable


· Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway striping


· San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets


· Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application.


· San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems.
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 



A.1 Overview 
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 construct a multi-purpose event 
center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an 
approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San 
Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). 
The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to 
purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.  



Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, 
consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see 
Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or 
variations to these documents. 



The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 
1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA 
Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts 
associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program 
under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the 
proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed 
project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR.  



This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for 
preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, 
and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be 
examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment 
and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with 
the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of 
the related environmental review documents.  



This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides 
documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay 
FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to 
Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that 
implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more 
severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused  
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Figure 1
Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay
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Figure 2
Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay
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environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. 



A.2 Background 



Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review 



On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental 
Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).1 The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately 
adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed 
a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay 
North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, 
collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency 
Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay 
FSEIR”).2 The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It 
incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and 
relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the 
environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs 
under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 
1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the 
Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development 
Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).3 The 
Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission 
Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.4 
As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted 
design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design 
for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the 
Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), 
respectively.5 The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the 
South Plan on November 2, 1998.6 The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated 



1  Planning Department Case No. 86.505E. 
2  Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97. 
3  Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively. 
4  North and South OPAs, Attachment L. 
5  Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively. 
6  Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively. 
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February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated 
June 4, 2013.  



The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of 
the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows: 



• The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots. 



• The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 
7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall. 



• The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and 
required setbacks. 



• The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical 
and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a 
reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking. 



• The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California 
San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report 
for the Long Range Development Plan. 



• The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center 
at Mission Bay. 



• The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety 
Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police 
Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive 
reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses. 



• The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South 
OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1. 



• The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility 
housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving 
medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities. 



Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in 
California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision 
issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 
2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and 
substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all 
redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the 
City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 
and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is  
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Figure 3
Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan
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governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure.  



On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted 
Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. 
On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the 
Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create 
the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval 
authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved 
development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties 
required under the Dissolution Law.  



South Plan Area Development Controls 



The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan 
Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development 
standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In 
accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved 
the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of 
the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South 
Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they 
supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and 
associated documents for implementing the Plans.  



The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, 
consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the 
South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements 
based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the 
required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In 
addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that 
apply to the project site include: 



• Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as 
required to be implemented by the developer of the project site; 



• All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the 
Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, 
including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; 
Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ; 



• Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the 
San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource 
Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the 
development. 



OCII Case No. XXXX.XXXXE 7 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E  at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Preliminary – Subject to Revision 











 



Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 
are described below. 



South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32  



In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses 
for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial 
Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary 
uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses 
are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning 
and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a 
determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that 
the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, 
the neighborhood or the community.”  



The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use 
designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts 
activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and 
other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain 
telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly 
and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character). 



The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on 
leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project 
site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the 
project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further 
indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to 
establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, 
traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for 
Development. 



South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 



The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the 
design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, 
which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a 
maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would 
be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 
32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32.  



Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development 
at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the 
maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback 
requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 
16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for 
paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet. 
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Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project 
site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-
serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting 
features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and 
curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street. 



[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we 
receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0] 



A.3 Project Characteristics 



Proposed Facilities 



Development Plan Overview  



Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of 
mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. 
Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building 
heights.7 Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion 
of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include 
multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper 
parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. 
The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, 
restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food  



service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices 
and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and 
marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two 
office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third 
Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site 
southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); 
each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet 
tall), with a 5-story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings 
could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several 
areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to  



7  For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as 
measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at 
approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 
11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 
100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that 
specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights 
for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height 
of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property. 
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Figure 4 Project Site Plan  
 



[PENDING FROM SPONSOR] 
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TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT FACILITIES AT PROJECT SITE 



Project Component Characteristic 



Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity 18,064 seats 



Cinema Seating Capacity 420 seats 



Size  Total GSFa 



Event Centerad 



    Golden State Warriors Office Space 
Office Space 
Retail Spacebe 
Cinema Space 
Parking and Loading 
Total Building Area 



710,486750,000 
20,00025,000 



509,210580,000 
111,000125,000 



39,000 
 342,475475,000 



1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF 



Heightcg,h/Levels  
Event Center  
Office and Retail Buildings 
 
 
Retail-only Buildings  



 
135 feet 
160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot 



(5-story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and 
plaza-level floors  



39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse 
building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and 
retail buildings 



Parking/Loading Spaces Blocks 29-32: 
612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by 
Third Street Plaza) 
12 13 truck docks below-grade 



Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage: 
132 parking stalls 



Vehicular Access  Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at 
Illinois Street 



Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at 
Bridgeview Way 



Open Space 3.2 acres 



NOTES: 



GSF = gross square feet.  
 
a  Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for 



Development. 
b Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, 



retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the 
Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” 
below.  



c Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor). 
da The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, 



limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented 
separate from square footage of the other event center uses. 



be Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft 
goods retail including food retail. 



f The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and 
the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. 



gc Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
h  Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
 
SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014 
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certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third 
Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be 
located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.8 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 
612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also 
Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, 
including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third 
Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed 
ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.9 These plazas would be connected by 
a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an 
outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor 
proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds.  



Vehicular Access and Circulation 



All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street 
(at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for 
autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most 
proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be 
provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s 
northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  
and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the 
garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed 
Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor 
would implement as part of the project.) 



Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 



The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast 
Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary 
access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings 
would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to 
ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks 
would be constructed adjacent to the project site. 



8  Under the Major Phase application for the proposed project, the project sponsor is requesting an option that would 
consist of a combination of a cinema and office uses as an alternative to all office uses. For the purposes of the 
environmental review process, this Initial Study and the SEIR assume the cinema would be part of the proposed project 
because cinema uses are a more intensive land use than office and would result in the more conservative impact 
assessment. 



9  It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 
0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD. 
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Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site 
proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located 
within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed.  



Infrastructure Improvements 



The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and 
high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, 
and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as 
part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. 



Off-Site Parking Facilities 



As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street 
parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to 
provide additional parking to serve the project. 



Sustainability 



The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the 
California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the 
Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The 
project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards 
using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would 
qualify for individual Gold ratings.10 This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design 
features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water 
conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a 
healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and 
Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park 



As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, 
under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François 
Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access 
improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François 
Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking 
lanes; and - on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the 
roadway by a raised buffer.  



Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded 
to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François 



10  The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. 
Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building 
rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and 
well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification. 
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Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and 
Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to 
occupancy of buildings at the project site. 



Proposed Operations and Employment 



Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State 
Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, 
family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center 
would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from 
approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management 
offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event 
center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of 
the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new 
operational components at Blocks 29-32. 



Event Center Programming 



Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three 
preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late 
October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would 
host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden 
State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 
10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors 
schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland. 



As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less 
than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average 
basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during 
the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 
18,064. 



It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees11 would be required 
on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket 
takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related 
operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors 
sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see 
additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a 
variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other 



11 This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the 
management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are 
described separately, below. 
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sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game 
events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following: 



• Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples 
of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street 
Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday 
through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the 
daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 
patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons. 



• Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per 
year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 
p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated 
average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.12 



• Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-
down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within 
a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down 
configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.13 



• Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting 
events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, 
boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These 
events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance 
for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance 
of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times.  



• Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events 
annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other 
gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum 
attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce 
the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are 
expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone 
Convention Center.  



It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center 
would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels.  



(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a 
description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for 
office,  and retail and cinema uses.) 



12  The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 
patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts 
would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of 
approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year. 



13  The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees. 
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Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site 



The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as 
spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter 
tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink. 



Golden State Warriors Operations 



The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) 
employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State 
Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate 
to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 
additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a 
total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees.  



Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses 



The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office 
developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE 
employees.14 The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and 
independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would 
require approximately 341 372 FTE employees15, and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE 
employees.  



Transportation Management Plan 



As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management 
Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP 
would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project 
site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding 
measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness. 



As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP 
would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the 
anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project.  



In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation 
Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle 



14  Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-
down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee. 
15 Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross 
square feet per FTE employee. 
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service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed 
during evenings and weekends. 



Construction 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month 
period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: 
site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all 
proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of 
associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping 
improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would 
be excavated and removed from the site. 



The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these 
hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction 
requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be 
further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  



[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an 
archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results 
of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure 
potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the 
commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving.  



B. PROJECT SETTING 



B.1 Mission Bay 
Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. 
Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a 
mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and 
educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable 
units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with 
another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, 
approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area 
(approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-
foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus 
community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay 
Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed 
and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have 
also been completed. 
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B.2 Project Site and Existing Uses 
Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses 
Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of 
the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is 
bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future 
planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the 
southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and 
Dogpatch neighborhoods.  



The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between 
approximately -1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)16, roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet 
above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north 
portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed 
from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities 
contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring 
approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior 
environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the 
site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.17 Chain link fencing is installed on the 
perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  



B.3 Surrounding Uses 
The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, 
southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site 
is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global 
Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along 
Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of 
that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site 
fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s 
Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 
16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is 
currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and 
development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035. 



Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, 
is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other 
biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building 
(499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street  



16  San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above 
the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 
1988 North American Vertical Datum.  



17  Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, 
April 11, 2014 
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Figure 5
Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity
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are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate 
Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy 
corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are 
City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. 
François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail 
(which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space.  



Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco 
General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown 
San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular 
travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines 
K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station 
located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project 
site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the 
project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection 
with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site. 



16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just 
east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, 
increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent 
through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a 
secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III 
bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. 
Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across 
from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street. 



Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently 
two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed 
as a Tsunami Evacuation Route.  



South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. 
François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a 
two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and 
north of the project site.  



Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the 
project site. 



B.4 Approvals Required 
Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are 
anticipated at this time: 



• Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development 
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• Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII 
Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) 
for each building and private open spaces 



• Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M 
allocation  



• Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master 
Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable 



• Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway 
striping 



• San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets 



• Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application. 



• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, 
including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems. 
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Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are Manny’s comments.  I will look at the docs this weekend and send comments.  I realize
they will come after the deadline, so you can accept or not as you see fit.  Not expecting to have
many/any comments since Manny said it looked good.
 
Thanks for all the work.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise,
Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller;
'Kate Aufhauser'; 'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: Updated GSW Project Description
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:08:00 AM
Attachments: Revised IS PD_11-06-14.docx


Revised IS PD_11-06-14.pdf


Catherine and Manny:
 
Thanks for your comments on the Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2.  Attached is an updated
(but not complete) Initial Study Project Description (in WORD and pdf), reflecting new information
(in track changes) that we received from the Warriors in the past few days.  The revisions are not
that heavy. 
 
FYI, we also received an updated site plan from the Warriors on Sunday, but they have requested we
not include the site in the project description until the City signs off on the massing changes.
 
Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Sunday, November 09, 2014 11:06 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; Chris
Mitchell; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: Re: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are my additional comments.  Most are pretty minor (overall looks great).  Feel
free to call me Monday if you have questions on what I mean.  I also have to double check
the number of floors/square footage at the Kaiser building (it changed from the approved
SD).  Also, I did not review the Project Description that was highlighted in yellow since it will
change.
 
Thanks!
 
Catherine


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Friday, November 7, 2014 1:49 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org
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A. [bookmark: _Toc402187873][bookmark: _GoBack]PROJECT DESCRIPTION


[bookmark: _Toc402187874]A.1	Overview


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to these documents.


The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of the related environmental review documents. 


This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused 
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Figure 1	Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay
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Figure 2	Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay



environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.


[bookmark: _Toc402187875]A.2	Background


Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:2] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. [2:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay FSEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97.] 



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).[footnoteRef:4] The Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. [4:  	Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively.] 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.[footnoteRef:5] As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), respectively.[footnoteRef:6] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the South Plan on November 2, 1998.[footnoteRef:7] The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated June 4, 2013.  [5:  	North and South OPAs, Attachment L.]  [6:  	Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively.]  [7:  	Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381601][bookmark: _Toc398564702]The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows:


· The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots.


· The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall.


· The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and required setbacks.


· The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.


· The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Range Development Plan.


· The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses.


· The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1.


· The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is 
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Figure 3	Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law. 


South Plan Area Development Controls


The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans. 


The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that apply to the project site include:


· Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as required to be implemented by the developer of the project site;


· All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ;


· Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the development.


Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 


In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.” 


The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character).


The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for Development.


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32


The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. 


Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet.


Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street.


[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0]


[bookmark: _Toc402187876]A.3	Project Characteristics


Proposed Facilities


Development Plan Overview 


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights.[footnoteRef:8] Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  [8:  	For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property.] 



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food 


service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5‑story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to



[bookmark: _Toc402188544]Figure 4	Project Site Plan 





[PENDING FROM SPONSOR]
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Table 1
summary of proposed Project Facilities at project site


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seats





			Cinema Seating Capacity


			420 seats





			Size 


			Total GSFa





			Event Centerad


    Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacebe


Cinema Space


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			710,486750,000


20,00025,000


509,210580,000


111,000125,000


39,000


 342,475475,000


1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF





			Heightcg,h/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings






Retail-only Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and plaza-level floors 


39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and retail buildings





			Parking/Loading Spaces


			Blocks 29-32:


612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by Third Street Plaza)


12 13 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:


132 parking stalls





			Vehicular Access 


			Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a 	Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


b	Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” below. 


c	Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor).


da	The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented separate from square footage of the other event center uses.


be	Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


f	The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


gc	Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.


h	 Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014






certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	] 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.[footnoteRef:10] These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  [10:  	It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD.] 



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks would be constructed adjacent to the project site.


Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed. 


Infrastructure Improvements


The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


Off-Site Parking Facilities


As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to provide additional parking to serve the project.


Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:11] This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. [11:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park


As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and ‑ on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer. 


Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


Proposed Operations and Employment


Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new operational components at Blocks 29-32.


Event Center Programming


Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland.


As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:12] would be required on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  [12: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following:


· Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons.


· Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year.] 



· Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  	The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees.] 



· Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times. 


· Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone Convention Center. 


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for office,  and retail and cinema uses.)


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink.


Golden State Warriors Operations


The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE employees.[footnoteRef:15] The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 341 372 FTE employees[footnoteRef:16], and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE employees.  [15:  	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee.]  [16: 	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross square feet per FTE employee.] 



Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness.


As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. 


In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed during evenings and weekends.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would be excavated and removed from the site.


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 


[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving. 


B. [bookmark: _Toc402187877]PROJECT SETTING


[bookmark: _Toc402187878]B.1	Mission Bay


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187879]B.2	Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between approximately ‑1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:17], roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:18] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [17:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [18:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187880]B.3	Surrounding Uses


The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street 


[bookmark: _Toc400381608][bookmark: _Toc398564708][bookmark: _Toc402188545]
Figure 5	Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity



are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site.


16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and Mariposa Street.


Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed as a Tsunami Evacuation Route. 


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc402187881]B.4	Approvals Required


Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for each building and private open spaces


· Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M allocation 


· Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable


· Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway striping


· San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets


· Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application.


· San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems.
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 



A.1 Overview 
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 construct a multi-purpose event 
center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an 
approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San 
Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). 
The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to 
purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.  



Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, 
consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see 
Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or 
variations to these documents. 



The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 
1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA 
Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts 
associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program 
under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the 
proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed 
project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR.  



This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for 
preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, 
and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be 
examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment 
and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with 
the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of 
the related environmental review documents.  



This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides 
documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay 
FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to 
Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that 
implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more 
severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused  
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Figure 1
Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay



SOURCE:  Google Maps, ESA, 2014
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Figure 2
Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay
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environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. 



A.2 Background 



Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review 



On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental 
Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).1 The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately 
adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed 
a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay 
North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, 
collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency 
Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay 
FSEIR”).2 The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It 
incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and 
relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the 
environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs 
under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 
1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the 
Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development 
Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).3 The 
Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission 
Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.4 
As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted 
design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design 
for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the 
Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), 
respectively.5 The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the 
South Plan on November 2, 1998.6 The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated 



1  Planning Department Case No. 86.505E. 
2  Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97. 
3  Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively. 
4  North and South OPAs, Attachment L. 
5  Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively. 
6  Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively. 
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February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated 
June 4, 2013.  



The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of 
the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows: 



• The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots. 



• The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 
7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall. 



• The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and 
required setbacks. 



• The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical 
and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a 
reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking. 



• The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California 
San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report 
for the Long Range Development Plan. 



• The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center 
at Mission Bay. 



• The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety 
Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police 
Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive 
reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses. 



• The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South 
OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1. 



• The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility 
housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving 
medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities. 



Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in 
California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision 
issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 
2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and 
substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all 
redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the 
City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 
and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is  
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Figure 3
Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



SOURCE:  OCII, ESA, 2014
Case No. 2014.1441E:  Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32
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governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure.  



On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted 
Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. 
On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the 
Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create 
the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval 
authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved 
development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties 
required under the Dissolution Law.  



South Plan Area Development Controls 



The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan 
Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development 
standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In 
accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved 
the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of 
the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South 
Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they 
supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and 
associated documents for implementing the Plans.  



The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, 
consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the 
South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements 
based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the 
required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In 
addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that 
apply to the project site include: 



• Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as 
required to be implemented by the developer of the project site; 



• All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the 
Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, 
including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; 
Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ; 



• Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the 
San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource 
Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the 
development. 



OCII Case No. XXXX.XXXXE 7 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E  at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Preliminary – Subject to Revision 











 



Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 
are described below. 



South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32  



In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses 
for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial 
Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary 
uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses 
are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning 
and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a 
determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that 
the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, 
the neighborhood or the community.”  



The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use 
designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts 
activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and 
other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain 
telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly 
and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character). 



The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on 
leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project 
site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the 
project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further 
indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to 
establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, 
traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for 
Development. 



South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 



The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the 
design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, 
which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a 
maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would 
be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 
32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32.  



Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development 
at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the 
maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback 
requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 
16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for 
paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet. 
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Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project 
site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-
serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting 
features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and 
curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street. 



[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we 
receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0] 



A.3 Project Characteristics 



Proposed Facilities 



Development Plan Overview  



Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of 
mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. 
Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building 
heights.7 Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion 
of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include 
multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper 
parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. 
The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, 
restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food  



service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices 
and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and 
marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two 
office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third 
Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site 
southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); 
each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet 
tall), with a 5-story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings 
could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several 
areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to  



7  For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as 
measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at 
approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 
11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 
100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that 
specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights 
for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height 
of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property. 
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Figure 4 Project Site Plan  
 



[PENDING FROM SPONSOR] 



OCII Case No. XXXX.XXXXE 10 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E  at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Preliminary – Subject to Revision 











 



TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT FACILITIES AT PROJECT SITE 



Project Component Characteristic 



Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity 18,064 seats 



Cinema Seating Capacity 420 seats 



Size  Total GSFa 



Event Centerad 



    Golden State Warriors Office Space 
Office Space 
Retail Spacebe 
Cinema Space 
Parking and Loading 
Total Building Area 



710,486750,000 
20,00025,000 



509,210580,000 
111,000125,000 



39,000 
 342,475475,000 



1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF 



Heightcg,h/Levels  
Event Center  
Office and Retail Buildings 
 
 
Retail-only Buildings  



 
135 feet 
160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot 



(5-story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and 
plaza-level floors  



39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse 
building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and 
retail buildings 



Parking/Loading Spaces Blocks 29-32: 
612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by 
Third Street Plaza) 
12 13 truck docks below-grade 



Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage: 
132 parking stalls 



Vehicular Access  Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at 
Illinois Street 



Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at 
Bridgeview Way 



Open Space 3.2 acres 



NOTES: 



GSF = gross square feet.  
 
a  Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for 



Development. 
b Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, 



retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the 
Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” 
below.  



c Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor). 
da The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, 



limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented 
separate from square footage of the other event center uses. 



be Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft 
goods retail including food retail. 



f The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and 
the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. 



gc Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
h  Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
 
SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014 
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certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third 
Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be 
located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.8 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 
612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also 
Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, 
including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third 
Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed 
ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.9 These plazas would be connected by 
a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an 
outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor 
proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds.  



Vehicular Access and Circulation 



All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street 
(at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for 
autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most 
proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be 
provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s 
northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  
and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the 
garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed 
Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor 
would implement as part of the project.) 



Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 



The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast 
Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary 
access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings 
would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to 
ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks 
would be constructed adjacent to the project site. 



8  Under the Major Phase application for the proposed project, the project sponsor is requesting an option that would 
consist of a combination of a cinema and office uses as an alternative to all office uses. For the purposes of the 
environmental review process, this Initial Study and the SEIR assume the cinema would be part of the proposed project 
because cinema uses are a more intensive land use than office and would result in the more conservative impact 
assessment. 



9  It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 
0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD. 
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Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site 
proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located 
within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed.  



Infrastructure Improvements 



The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and 
high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, 
and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as 
part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. 



Off-Site Parking Facilities 



As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street 
parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to 
provide additional parking to serve the project. 



Sustainability 



The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the 
California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the 
Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The 
project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards 
using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would 
qualify for individual Gold ratings.10 This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design 
features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water 
conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a 
healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and 
Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park 



As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, 
under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François 
Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access 
improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François 
Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking 
lanes; and - on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the 
roadway by a raised buffer.  



Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded 
to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François 



10  The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. 
Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building 
rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and 
well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification. 
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Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and 
Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to 
occupancy of buildings at the project site. 



Proposed Operations and Employment 



Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State 
Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, 
family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center 
would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from 
approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management 
offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event 
center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of 
the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new 
operational components at Blocks 29-32. 



Event Center Programming 



Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three 
preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late 
October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would 
host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden 
State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 
10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors 
schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland. 



As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less 
than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average 
basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during 
the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 
18,064. 



It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees11 would be required 
on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket 
takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related 
operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors 
sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see 
additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a 
variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other 



11 This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the 
management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are 
described separately, below. 
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sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game 
events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following: 



• Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples 
of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street 
Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday 
through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the 
daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 
patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons. 



• Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per 
year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 
p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated 
average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.12 



• Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-
down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within 
a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down 
configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.13 



• Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting 
events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, 
boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These 
events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance 
for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance 
of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times.  



• Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events 
annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other 
gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum 
attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce 
the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are 
expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone 
Convention Center.  



It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center 
would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels.  



(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a 
description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for 
office,  and retail and cinema uses.) 



12  The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 
patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts 
would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of 
approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year. 



13  The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees. 



Formatted: Not Highlight



Formatted: Not Highlight



Formatted: Not Highlight



OCII Case No. XXXX.XXXXE 15 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E  at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Preliminary – Subject to Revision 



                                                      











 



Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site 



The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as 
spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter 
tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink. 



Golden State Warriors Operations 



The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) 
employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State 
Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate 
to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 
additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a 
total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees.  



Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses 



The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office 
developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE 
employees.14 The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and 
independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would 
require approximately 341 372 FTE employees15, and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE 
employees.  



Transportation Management Plan 



As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management 
Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP 
would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project 
site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding 
measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness. 



As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP 
would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the 
anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project.  



In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation 
Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle 



14  Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-
down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee. 
15 Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross 
square feet per FTE employee. 
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service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed 
during evenings and weekends. 



Construction 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month 
period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: 
site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all 
proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of 
associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping 
improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would 
be excavated and removed from the site. 



The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these 
hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction 
requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be 
further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  



[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an 
archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results 
of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure 
potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the 
commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving.  



B. PROJECT SETTING 



B.1 Mission Bay 
Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. 
Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a 
mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and 
educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable 
units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with 
another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, 
approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area 
(approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-
foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus 
community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay 
Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed 
and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have 
also been completed. 
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B.2 Project Site and Existing Uses 
Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses 
Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of 
the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is 
bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future 
planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the 
southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and 
Dogpatch neighborhoods.  



The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between 
approximately -1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)16, roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet 
above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north 
portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed 
from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities 
contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring 
approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior 
environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the 
site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.17 Chain link fencing is installed on the 
perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  



B.3 Surrounding Uses 
The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, 
southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site 
is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global 
Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along 
Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of 
that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site 
fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s 
Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 
16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is 
currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and 
development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035. 



Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, 
is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other 
biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building 
(499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street  



16  San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above 
the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 
1988 North American Vertical Datum.  



17  Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, 
April 11, 2014 
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Figure 5
Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity
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are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate 
Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy 
corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are 
City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. 
François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail 
(which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space.  



Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco 
General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown 
San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular 
travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines 
K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station 
located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project 
site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the 
project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection 
with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site. 



16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just 
east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, 
increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent 
through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a 
secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III 
bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. 
Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across 
from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street. 



Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently 
two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed 
as a Tsunami Evacuation Route.  



South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. 
François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a 
two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and 
north of the project site.  



Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the 
project site. 



B.4 Approvals Required 
Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are 
anticipated at this time: 



• Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development 
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• Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII 
Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) 
for each building and private open spaces 



• Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M 
allocation  



• Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master 
Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable 



• Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway 
striping 



• San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets 



• Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application. 



• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, 
including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems. 
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Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are Manny’s comments.  I will look at the docs this weekend and send comments.  I realize
they will come after the deadline, so you can accept or not as you see fit.  Not expecting to have
many/any comments since Manny said it looked good.
 
Thanks for all the work.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise,
Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller;
'Kate Aufhauser'; 'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: Updated GSW Project Description
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:07:59 AM
Attachments: Revised IS PD_11-06-14.docx


Revised IS PD_11-06-14.pdf


Catherine and Manny:
 
Thanks for your comments on the Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2.  Attached is an updated
(but not complete) Initial Study Project Description (in WORD and pdf), reflecting new information
(in track changes) that we received from the Warriors in the past few days.  The revisions are not
that heavy. 
 
FYI, we also received an updated site plan from the Warriors on Sunday, but they have requested we
not include the site in the project description until the City signs off on the massing changes.
 
Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions.
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Sunday, November 09, 2014 11:06 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; Chris
Mitchell; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: Re: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are my additional comments.  Most are pretty minor (overall looks great).  Feel
free to call me Monday if you have questions on what I mean.  I also have to double check
the number of floors/square footage at the Kaiser building (it changed from the approved
SD).  Also, I did not review the Project Description that was highlighted in yellow since it will
change.
 
Thanks!
 
Catherine


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Friday, November 7, 2014 1:49 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com



A. [bookmark: _Toc402187873][bookmark: _GoBack]PROJECT DESCRIPTION


[bookmark: _Toc402187874]A.1	Overview


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to these documents.


The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of the related environmental review documents. 


This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused 


[bookmark: _Toc400381598][bookmark: _Toc398564699][bookmark: _Toc402188541]
Figure 1	Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay


[bookmark: _Toc400381599][bookmark: _Toc398564700][bookmark: _Toc402188542]
Figure 2	Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay



environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.


[bookmark: _Toc402187875]A.2	Background


Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:2] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. [2:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay FSEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97.] 



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).[footnoteRef:4] The Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. [4:  	Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively.] 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.[footnoteRef:5] As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), respectively.[footnoteRef:6] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the South Plan on November 2, 1998.[footnoteRef:7] The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated June 4, 2013.  [5:  	North and South OPAs, Attachment L.]  [6:  	Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively.]  [7:  	Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381601][bookmark: _Toc398564702]The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows:


· The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots.


· The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall.


· The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and required setbacks.


· The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.


· The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Range Development Plan.


· The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses.


· The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1.


· The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is 
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Figure 3	Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law. 


South Plan Area Development Controls


The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans. 


The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that apply to the project site include:


· Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as required to be implemented by the developer of the project site;


· All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ;


· Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the development.


Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 


In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.” 


The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character).


The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for Development.


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32


The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. 


Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet.


Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street.


[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0]
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Proposed Facilities


Development Plan Overview 


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights.[footnoteRef:8] Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  [8:  	For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property.] 



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food 


service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5‑story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to



[bookmark: _Toc402188544]Figure 4	Project Site Plan 





[PENDING FROM SPONSOR]
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Table 1
summary of proposed Project Facilities at project site


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seats





			Cinema Seating Capacity


			420 seats





			Size 


			Total GSFa





			Event Centerad


    Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacebe


Cinema Space


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			710,486750,000


20,00025,000


509,210580,000


111,000125,000


39,000


 342,475475,000


1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF





			Heightcg,h/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings






Retail-only Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and plaza-level floors 


39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and retail buildings





			Parking/Loading Spaces


			Blocks 29-32:


612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by Third Street Plaza)


12 13 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:


132 parking stalls





			Vehicular Access 


			Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a 	Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


b	Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” below. 


c	Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor).


da	The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented separate from square footage of the other event center uses.


be	Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


f	The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


gc	Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.


h	 Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014






certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	] 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.[footnoteRef:10] These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  [10:  	It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD.] 



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks would be constructed adjacent to the project site.


Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed. 


Infrastructure Improvements


The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


Off-Site Parking Facilities


As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to provide additional parking to serve the project.


Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:11] This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. [11:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park


As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and ‑ on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer. 


Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


Proposed Operations and Employment


Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new operational components at Blocks 29-32.


Event Center Programming


Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland.


As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:12] would be required on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  [12: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following:


· Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons.


· Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year.] 



· Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  	The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees.] 



· Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times. 


· Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone Convention Center. 


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for office,  and retail and cinema uses.)


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink.


Golden State Warriors Operations


The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE employees.[footnoteRef:15] The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 341 372 FTE employees[footnoteRef:16], and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE employees.  [15:  	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee.]  [16: 	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross square feet per FTE employee.] 



Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness.


As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. 


In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed during evenings and weekends.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would be excavated and removed from the site.


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 


[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving. 


B. [bookmark: _Toc402187877]PROJECT SETTING


[bookmark: _Toc402187878]B.1	Mission Bay


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187879]B.2	Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between approximately ‑1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:17], roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:18] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [17:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [18:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187880]B.3	Surrounding Uses


The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street 


[bookmark: _Toc400381608][bookmark: _Toc398564708][bookmark: _Toc402188545]
Figure 5	Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity



are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site.


16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and Mariposa Street.


Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed as a Tsunami Evacuation Route. 


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc402187881]B.4	Approvals Required


Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for each building and private open spaces


· Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M allocation 


· Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable


· Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway striping


· San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets


· Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application.


· San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems.
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 



A.1 Overview 
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 construct a multi-purpose event 
center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an 
approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San 
Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). 
The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to 
purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.  



Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, 
consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see 
Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or 
variations to these documents. 



The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 
1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA 
Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts 
associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program 
under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the 
proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed 
project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR.  



This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for 
preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, 
and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be 
examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment 
and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with 
the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of 
the related environmental review documents.  



This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides 
documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay 
FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to 
Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that 
implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more 
severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused  
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Figure 1
Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay
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Figure 2
Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay
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environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. 



A.2 Background 



Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review 



On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental 
Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).1 The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately 
adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed 
a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay 
North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, 
collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency 
Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay 
FSEIR”).2 The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It 
incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and 
relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the 
environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs 
under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 
1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the 
Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development 
Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).3 The 
Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission 
Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.4 
As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted 
design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design 
for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the 
Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), 
respectively.5 The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the 
South Plan on November 2, 1998.6 The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated 



1  Planning Department Case No. 86.505E. 
2  Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97. 
3  Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively. 
4  North and South OPAs, Attachment L. 
5  Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively. 
6  Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively. 
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February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated 
June 4, 2013.  



The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of 
the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows: 



• The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots. 



• The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 
7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall. 



• The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and 
required setbacks. 



• The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical 
and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a 
reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking. 



• The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California 
San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report 
for the Long Range Development Plan. 



• The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center 
at Mission Bay. 



• The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety 
Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police 
Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive 
reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses. 



• The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South 
OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1. 



• The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility 
housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving 
medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities. 



Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in 
California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision 
issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 
2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and 
substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all 
redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the 
City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 
and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is  
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Figure 3
Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan
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governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure.  



On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted 
Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. 
On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the 
Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create 
the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval 
authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved 
development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties 
required under the Dissolution Law.  



South Plan Area Development Controls 



The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan 
Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development 
standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In 
accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved 
the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of 
the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South 
Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they 
supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and 
associated documents for implementing the Plans.  



The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, 
consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the 
South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements 
based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the 
required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In 
addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that 
apply to the project site include: 



• Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as 
required to be implemented by the developer of the project site; 



• All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the 
Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, 
including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; 
Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ; 



• Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the 
San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource 
Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the 
development. 
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Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 
are described below. 



South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32  



In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses 
for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial 
Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary 
uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses 
are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning 
and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a 
determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that 
the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, 
the neighborhood or the community.”  



The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use 
designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts 
activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and 
other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain 
telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly 
and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character). 



The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on 
leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project 
site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the 
project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further 
indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to 
establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, 
traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for 
Development. 



South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 



The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the 
design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, 
which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a 
maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would 
be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 
32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32.  



Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development 
at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the 
maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback 
requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 
16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for 
paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet. 
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Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project 
site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-
serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting 
features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and 
curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street. 



[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we 
receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0] 



A.3 Project Characteristics 



Proposed Facilities 



Development Plan Overview  



Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of 
mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. 
Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building 
heights.7 Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion 
of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include 
multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper 
parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. 
The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, 
restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food  



service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices 
and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and 
marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two 
office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third 
Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site 
southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); 
each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet 
tall), with a 5-story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings 
could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several 
areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to  



7  For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as 
measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at 
approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 
11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 
100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that 
specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights 
for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height 
of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property. 
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Figure 4 Project Site Plan  
 



[PENDING FROM SPONSOR] 
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TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT FACILITIES AT PROJECT SITE 



Project Component Characteristic 



Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity 18,064 seats 



Cinema Seating Capacity 420 seats 



Size  Total GSFa 



Event Centerad 



    Golden State Warriors Office Space 
Office Space 
Retail Spacebe 
Cinema Space 
Parking and Loading 
Total Building Area 



710,486750,000 
20,00025,000 



509,210580,000 
111,000125,000 



39,000 
 342,475475,000 



1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF 



Heightcg,h/Levels  
Event Center  
Office and Retail Buildings 
 
 
Retail-only Buildings  



 
135 feet 
160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot 



(5-story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and 
plaza-level floors  



39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse 
building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and 
retail buildings 



Parking/Loading Spaces Blocks 29-32: 
612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by 
Third Street Plaza) 
12 13 truck docks below-grade 



Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage: 
132 parking stalls 



Vehicular Access  Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at 
Illinois Street 



Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at 
Bridgeview Way 



Open Space 3.2 acres 



NOTES: 



GSF = gross square feet.  
 
a  Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for 



Development. 
b Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, 



retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the 
Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” 
below.  



c Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor). 
da The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, 



limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented 
separate from square footage of the other event center uses. 



be Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft 
goods retail including food retail. 



f The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and 
the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. 



gc Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
h  Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
 
SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014 
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certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third 
Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be 
located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.8 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 
612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also 
Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, 
including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third 
Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed 
ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.9 These plazas would be connected by 
a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an 
outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor 
proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds.  



Vehicular Access and Circulation 



All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street 
(at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for 
autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most 
proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be 
provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s 
northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  
and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the 
garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed 
Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor 
would implement as part of the project.) 



Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 



The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast 
Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary 
access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings 
would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to 
ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks 
would be constructed adjacent to the project site. 



8  Under the Major Phase application for the proposed project, the project sponsor is requesting an option that would 
consist of a combination of a cinema and office uses as an alternative to all office uses. For the purposes of the 
environmental review process, this Initial Study and the SEIR assume the cinema would be part of the proposed project 
because cinema uses are a more intensive land use than office and would result in the more conservative impact 
assessment. 



9  It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 
0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD. 
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Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site 
proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located 
within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed.  



Infrastructure Improvements 



The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and 
high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, 
and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as 
part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. 



Off-Site Parking Facilities 



As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street 
parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to 
provide additional parking to serve the project. 



Sustainability 



The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the 
California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the 
Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The 
project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards 
using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would 
qualify for individual Gold ratings.10 This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design 
features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water 
conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a 
healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and 
Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park 



As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, 
under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François 
Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access 
improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François 
Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking 
lanes; and - on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the 
roadway by a raised buffer.  



Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded 
to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François 



10  The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. 
Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building 
rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and 
well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification. 
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Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and 
Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to 
occupancy of buildings at the project site. 



Proposed Operations and Employment 



Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State 
Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, 
family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center 
would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from 
approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management 
offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event 
center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of 
the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new 
operational components at Blocks 29-32. 



Event Center Programming 



Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three 
preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late 
October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would 
host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden 
State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 
10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors 
schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland. 



As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less 
than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average 
basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during 
the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 
18,064. 



It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees11 would be required 
on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket 
takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related 
operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors 
sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see 
additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a 
variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other 



11 This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the 
management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are 
described separately, below. 



Formatted: Not Highlight



Formatted: Not Highlight



OCII Case No. XXXX.XXXXE 14 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E  at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Preliminary – Subject to Revision 



                                                      











 



sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game 
events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following: 



• Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples 
of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street 
Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday 
through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the 
daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 
patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons. 



• Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per 
year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 
p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated 
average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.12 



• Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-
down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within 
a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down 
configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.13 



• Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting 
events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, 
boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These 
events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance 
for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance 
of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times.  



• Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events 
annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other 
gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum 
attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce 
the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are 
expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone 
Convention Center.  



It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center 
would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels.  



(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a 
description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for 
office,  and retail and cinema uses.) 



12  The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 
patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts 
would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of 
approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year. 



13  The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees. 
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Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site 



The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as 
spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter 
tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink. 



Golden State Warriors Operations 



The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) 
employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State 
Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate 
to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 
additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a 
total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees.  



Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses 



The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office 
developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE 
employees.14 The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and 
independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would 
require approximately 341 372 FTE employees15, and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE 
employees.  



Transportation Management Plan 



As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management 
Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP 
would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project 
site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding 
measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness. 



As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP 
would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the 
anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project.  



In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation 
Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle 



14  Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-
down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee. 
15 Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross 
square feet per FTE employee. 
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service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed 
during evenings and weekends. 



Construction 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month 
period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: 
site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all 
proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of 
associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping 
improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would 
be excavated and removed from the site. 



The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these 
hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction 
requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be 
further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  



[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an 
archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results 
of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure 
potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the 
commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving.  



B. PROJECT SETTING 



B.1 Mission Bay 
Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. 
Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a 
mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and 
educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable 
units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with 
another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, 
approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area 
(approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-
foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus 
community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay 
Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed 
and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have 
also been completed. 
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B.2 Project Site and Existing Uses 
Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses 
Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of 
the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is 
bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future 
planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the 
southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and 
Dogpatch neighborhoods.  



The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between 
approximately -1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)16, roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet 
above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north 
portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed 
from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities 
contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring 
approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior 
environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the 
site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.17 Chain link fencing is installed on the 
perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  



B.3 Surrounding Uses 
The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, 
southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site 
is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global 
Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along 
Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of 
that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site 
fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s 
Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 
16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is 
currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and 
development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035. 



Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, 
is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other 
biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building 
(499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street  



16  San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above 
the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 
1988 North American Vertical Datum.  



17  Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, 
April 11, 2014 
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Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity
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are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate 
Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy 
corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are 
City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. 
François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail 
(which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space.  



Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco 
General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown 
San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular 
travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines 
K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station 
located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project 
site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the 
project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection 
with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site. 



16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just 
east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, 
increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent 
through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a 
secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III 
bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. 
Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across 
from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street. 



Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently 
two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed 
as a Tsunami Evacuation Route.  



South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. 
François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a 
two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and 
north of the project site.  



Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the 
project site. 



B.4 Approvals Required 
Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are 
anticipated at this time: 



• Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development 
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• Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII 
Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) 
for each building and private open spaces 



• Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M 
allocation  



• Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master 
Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable 



• Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway 
striping 



• San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets 



• Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application. 



• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, 
including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems. 
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Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are Manny’s comments.  I will look at the docs this weekend and send comments.  I realize
they will come after the deadline, so you can accept or not as you see fit.  Not expecting to have
many/any comments since Manny said it looked good.
 
Thanks for all the work.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise,
Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller;
'Kate Aufhauser'; 'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com



mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





 








From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Joyce; Brian Boxer
Subject: Updated Initial Study Project Description
Date: Thursday, November 06, 2014 4:07:53 PM
Attachments: Revised IS PD_11-06-14.docx


Revised IS PD_11-06-14.pdf


Chris, Viktoriya and Brett:


At Chris’s request, attached is an updated (but not complete) Initial Study Project Description (in
WORD and pdf), reflecting new information (in track changes) that we received from the sponsor in
the past few days.  The sponsor indicates they will provide a site plan on Monday, which could affect
certain information contained in the PD.  Please don’t hesitate to contact me should 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
 



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

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

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:BBoxer@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com



A. [bookmark: _Toc402187873][bookmark: _GoBack]PROJECT DESCRIPTION


[bookmark: _Toc402187874]A.1	Overview


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to these documents.


The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of the related environmental review documents. 


This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused 


[bookmark: _Toc400381598][bookmark: _Toc398564699][bookmark: _Toc402188541]
Figure 1	Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay


[bookmark: _Toc400381599][bookmark: _Toc398564700][bookmark: _Toc402188542]
Figure 2	Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay



environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.


[bookmark: _Toc402187875]A.2	Background


Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:2] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. [2:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay FSEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97.] 



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).[footnoteRef:4] The Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. [4:  	Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively.] 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.[footnoteRef:5] As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), respectively.[footnoteRef:6] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the South Plan on November 2, 1998.[footnoteRef:7] The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated June 4, 2013.  [5:  	North and South OPAs, Attachment L.]  [6:  	Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively.]  [7:  	Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381601][bookmark: _Toc398564702]The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows:


· The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots.


· The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall.


· The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and required setbacks.


· The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.


· The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Range Development Plan.


· The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses.


· The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1.


· The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is 


[bookmark: _Toc400381600][bookmark: _Toc398564701][bookmark: _Toc402188543]
Figure 3	Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law. 


South Plan Area Development Controls


The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans. 


The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that apply to the project site include:


· Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as required to be implemented by the developer of the project site;


· All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ;


· Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the development.


Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 


In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.” 


The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character).


The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for Development.


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32


The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. 


Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet.


Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street.


[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0]


[bookmark: _Toc402187876]A.3	Project Characteristics


Proposed Facilities


Development Plan Overview 


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights.[footnoteRef:8] Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  [8:  	For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property.] 



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food 


service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5‑story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to



[bookmark: _Toc402188544]Figure 4	Project Site Plan 





[PENDING FROM SPONSOR]
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Table 1
summary of proposed Project Facilities at project site


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seats





			Cinema Seating Capacity


			420 seats





			Size 


			Total GSFa





			Event Centerad


    Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacebe


Cinema Space


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			710,486750,000


20,00025,000


509,210580,000


111,000125,000


39,000


 342,475475,000


1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF





			Heightcg,h/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings






Retail-only Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and plaza-level floors 


39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and retail buildings





			Parking/Loading Spaces


			Blocks 29-32:


612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by Third Street Plaza)


12 13 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:


132 parking stalls





			Vehicular Access 


			Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a 	Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


b	Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” below. 


c	Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor).


da	The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented separate from square footage of the other event center uses.


be	Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


f	The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


gc	Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.


h	 Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014






certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	] 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.[footnoteRef:10] These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  [10:  	It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD.] 



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks would be constructed adjacent to the project site.


Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed. 


Infrastructure Improvements


The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


Off-Site Parking Facilities


As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to provide additional parking to serve the project.


Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:11] This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. [11:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park


As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and ‑ on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer. 


Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


Proposed Operations and Employment


Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new operational components at Blocks 29-32.


Event Center Programming


Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland.


As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:12] would be required on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  [12: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following:


· Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons.


· Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year.] 



· Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  	The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees.] 



· Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times. 


· Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone Convention Center. 


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for office,  and retail and cinema uses.)


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink.


Golden State Warriors Operations


The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE employees.[footnoteRef:15] The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 341 372 FTE employees[footnoteRef:16], and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE employees.  [15:  	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee.]  [16: 	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross square feet per FTE employee.] 



Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness.


As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. 


In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed during evenings and weekends.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would be excavated and removed from the site.


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 


[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving. 


B. [bookmark: _Toc402187877]PROJECT SETTING


[bookmark: _Toc402187878]B.1	Mission Bay


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187879]B.2	Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between approximately ‑1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:17], roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:18] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [17:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [18:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187880]B.3	Surrounding Uses


The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street 


[bookmark: _Toc400381608][bookmark: _Toc398564708][bookmark: _Toc402188545]
Figure 5	Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity



are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site.


16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and Mariposa Street.


Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed as a Tsunami Evacuation Route. 


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc402187881]B.4	Approvals Required


Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for each building and private open spaces


· Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M allocation 


· Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable


· Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway striping


· San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets


· Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application.


· San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems.
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 



A.1 Overview 
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 construct a multi-purpose event 
center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an 
approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San 
Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). 
The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to 
purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.  



Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, 
consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see 
Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or 
variations to these documents. 



The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 
1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA 
Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts 
associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program 
under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the 
proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed 
project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR.  



This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for 
preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, 
and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be 
examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment 
and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with 
the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of 
the related environmental review documents.  



This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides 
documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay 
FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to 
Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that 
implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more 
severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused  
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Figure 1
Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay



SOURCE:  Google Maps, ESA, 2014
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Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay
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environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. 



A.2 Background 



Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review 



On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental 
Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).1 The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately 
adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed 
a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay 
North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, 
collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency 
Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay 
FSEIR”).2 The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It 
incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and 
relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the 
environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs 
under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 
1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the 
Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development 
Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).3 The 
Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission 
Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.4 
As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted 
design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design 
for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the 
Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), 
respectively.5 The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the 
South Plan on November 2, 1998.6 The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated 



1  Planning Department Case No. 86.505E. 
2  Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97. 
3  Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively. 
4  North and South OPAs, Attachment L. 
5  Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively. 
6  Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively. 
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February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated 
June 4, 2013.  



The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of 
the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows: 



• The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots. 



• The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 
7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall. 



• The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and 
required setbacks. 



• The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical 
and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a 
reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking. 



• The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California 
San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report 
for the Long Range Development Plan. 



• The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center 
at Mission Bay. 



• The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety 
Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police 
Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive 
reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses. 



• The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South 
OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1. 



• The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility 
housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving 
medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities. 



Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in 
California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision 
issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 
2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and 
substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all 
redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the 
City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 
and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is  
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Figure 3
Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



SOURCE:  OCII, ESA, 2014
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governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure.  



On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted 
Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. 
On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the 
Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create 
the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval 
authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved 
development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties 
required under the Dissolution Law.  



South Plan Area Development Controls 



The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan 
Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development 
standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In 
accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved 
the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of 
the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South 
Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they 
supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and 
associated documents for implementing the Plans.  



The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, 
consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the 
South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements 
based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the 
required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In 
addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that 
apply to the project site include: 



• Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as 
required to be implemented by the developer of the project site; 



• All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the 
Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, 
including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; 
Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ; 



• Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the 
San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource 
Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the 
development. 
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Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 
are described below. 



South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32  



In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses 
for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial 
Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary 
uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses 
are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning 
and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a 
determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that 
the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, 
the neighborhood or the community.”  



The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use 
designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts 
activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and 
other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain 
telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly 
and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character). 



The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on 
leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project 
site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the 
project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further 
indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to 
establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, 
traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for 
Development. 



South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 



The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the 
design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, 
which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a 
maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would 
be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 
32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32.  



Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development 
at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the 
maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback 
requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 
16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for 
paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet. 
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Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project 
site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-
serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting 
features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and 
curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street. 



[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we 
receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0] 



A.3 Project Characteristics 



Proposed Facilities 



Development Plan Overview  



Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of 
mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. 
Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building 
heights.7 Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion 
of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include 
multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper 
parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. 
The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, 
restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food  



service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices 
and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and 
marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two 
office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third 
Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site 
southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); 
each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet 
tall), with a 5-story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings 
could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several 
areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to  



7  For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as 
measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at 
approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 
11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 
100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that 
specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights 
for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height 
of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property. 
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Figure 4 Project Site Plan  
 



[PENDING FROM SPONSOR] 
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TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT FACILITIES AT PROJECT SITE 



Project Component Characteristic 



Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity 18,064 seats 



Cinema Seating Capacity 420 seats 



Size  Total GSFa 



Event Centerad 



    Golden State Warriors Office Space 
Office Space 
Retail Spacebe 
Cinema Space 
Parking and Loading 
Total Building Area 



710,486750,000 
20,00025,000 



509,210580,000 
111,000125,000 



39,000 
 342,475475,000 



1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF 



Heightcg,h/Levels  
Event Center  
Office and Retail Buildings 
 
 
Retail-only Buildings  



 
135 feet 
160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot 



(5-story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and 
plaza-level floors  



39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse 
building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and 
retail buildings 



Parking/Loading Spaces Blocks 29-32: 
612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by 
Third Street Plaza) 
12 13 truck docks below-grade 



Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage: 
132 parking stalls 



Vehicular Access  Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at 
Illinois Street 



Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at 
Bridgeview Way 



Open Space 3.2 acres 



NOTES: 



GSF = gross square feet.  
 
a  Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for 



Development. 
b Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, 



retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the 
Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” 
below.  



c Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor). 
da The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, 



limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented 
separate from square footage of the other event center uses. 



be Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft 
goods retail including food retail. 



f The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and 
the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. 



gc Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
h  Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
 
SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014 
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certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third 
Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be 
located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.8 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 
612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also 
Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, 
including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third 
Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed 
ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.9 These plazas would be connected by 
a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an 
outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor 
proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds.  



Vehicular Access and Circulation 



All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street 
(at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for 
autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most 
proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be 
provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s 
northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  
and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the 
garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed 
Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor 
would implement as part of the project.) 



Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 



The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast 
Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary 
access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings 
would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to 
ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks 
would be constructed adjacent to the project site. 



8  Under the Major Phase application for the proposed project, the project sponsor is requesting an option that would 
consist of a combination of a cinema and office uses as an alternative to all office uses. For the purposes of the 
environmental review process, this Initial Study and the SEIR assume the cinema would be part of the proposed project 
because cinema uses are a more intensive land use than office and would result in the more conservative impact 
assessment. 



9  It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 
0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD. 
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Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site 
proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located 
within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed.  



Infrastructure Improvements 



The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and 
high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, 
and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as 
part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. 



Off-Site Parking Facilities 



As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street 
parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to 
provide additional parking to serve the project. 



Sustainability 



The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the 
California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the 
Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The 
project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards 
using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would 
qualify for individual Gold ratings.10 This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design 
features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water 
conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a 
healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and 
Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park 



As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, 
under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François 
Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access 
improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François 
Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking 
lanes; and - on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the 
roadway by a raised buffer.  



Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded 
to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François 



10  The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. 
Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building 
rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and 
well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification. 
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Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and 
Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to 
occupancy of buildings at the project site. 



Proposed Operations and Employment 



Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State 
Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, 
family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center 
would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from 
approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management 
offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event 
center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of 
the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new 
operational components at Blocks 29-32. 



Event Center Programming 



Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three 
preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late 
October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would 
host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden 
State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 
10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors 
schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland. 



As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less 
than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average 
basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during 
the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 
18,064. 



It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees11 would be required 
on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket 
takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related 
operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors 
sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see 
additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a 
variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other 



11 This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the 
management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are 
described separately, below. 



Formatted: Not Highlight



Formatted: Not Highlight



OCII Case No. XXXX.XXXXE 14 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E  at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Preliminary – Subject to Revision 



                                                      











 



sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game 
events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following: 



• Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples 
of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street 
Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday 
through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the 
daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 
patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons. 



• Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per 
year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 
p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated 
average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.12 



• Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-
down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within 
a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down 
configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.13 



• Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting 
events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, 
boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These 
events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance 
for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance 
of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times.  



• Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events 
annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other 
gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum 
attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce 
the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are 
expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone 
Convention Center.  



It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center 
would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels.  



(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a 
description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for 
office,  and retail and cinema uses.) 



12  The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 
patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts 
would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of 
approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year. 



13  The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees. 
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Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site 



The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as 
spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter 
tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink. 



Golden State Warriors Operations 



The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) 
employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State 
Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate 
to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 
additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a 
total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees.  



Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses 



The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office 
developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE 
employees.14 The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and 
independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would 
require approximately 341 372 FTE employees15, and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE 
employees.  



Transportation Management Plan 



As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management 
Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP 
would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project 
site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding 
measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness. 



As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP 
would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the 
anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project.  



In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation 
Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle 



14  Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-
down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee. 
15 Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross 
square feet per FTE employee. 
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service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed 
during evenings and weekends. 



Construction 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month 
period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: 
site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all 
proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of 
associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping 
improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would 
be excavated and removed from the site. 



The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these 
hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction 
requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be 
further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  



[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an 
archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results 
of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure 
potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the 
commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving.  



B. PROJECT SETTING 



B.1 Mission Bay 
Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. 
Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a 
mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and 
educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable 
units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with 
another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, 
approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area 
(approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-
foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus 
community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay 
Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed 
and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have 
also been completed. 
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B.2 Project Site and Existing Uses 
Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses 
Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of 
the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is 
bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future 
planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the 
southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and 
Dogpatch neighborhoods.  



The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between 
approximately -1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)16, roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet 
above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north 
portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed 
from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities 
contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring 
approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior 
environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the 
site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.17 Chain link fencing is installed on the 
perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  



B.3 Surrounding Uses 
The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, 
southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site 
is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global 
Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along 
Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of 
that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site 
fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s 
Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 
16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is 
currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and 
development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035. 



Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, 
is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other 
biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building 
(499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street  



16  San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above 
the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 
1988 North American Vertical Datum.  



17  Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, 
April 11, 2014 
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Figure 5
Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity
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are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate 
Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy 
corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are 
City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. 
François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail 
(which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space.  



Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco 
General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown 
San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular 
travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines 
K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station 
located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project 
site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the 
project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection 
with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site. 



16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just 
east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, 
increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent 
through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a 
secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III 
bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. 
Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across 
from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street. 



Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently 
two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed 
as a Tsunami Evacuation Route.  



South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. 
François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a 
two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and 
north of the project site.  



Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the 
project site. 



B.4 Approvals Required 
Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are 
anticipated at this time: 



• Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development 
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• Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII 
Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) 
for each building and private open spaces 



• Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M 
allocation  



• Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master 
Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable 



• Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway 
striping 



• San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets 



• Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application. 



• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, 
including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems. 
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From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
To: Dean, Randall (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Archaeological Testing Proprosal
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Importance: High


Hi Randall-
Per our meeting this afternoon, attached please find a SOW ESA put together.  As you will glean
from the letter, the sponsor chose to not hire Alan and instead is selecting ESA.  Is the SOW
provided in the attached sufficient for your review?  Kindly let me know.
 
Thank you.
 
Viktoriya Wise, AICP, LEED AP
Deputy ERO/Deputy Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9049│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org


              
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 4:04 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Clarke Miller
Subject: Archaeological Testing Proprosal 
Importance: High
 
Viktoriya and Brett –
 
Clarke and I reviewed the Archaeo-tech scope of work this week and decided it was inadequate
after receiving the attached comments from ESA. The same pdf also includes a recommended
approach & cost proposal that we find agreeable, so we intend to engage ESA on this one. Is the
attached document adequate for Randall’s near-term review?  
 
Thanks for the heads up on this.
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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550 Kearny Street 



Suite 800 



San Francisco, CA  94108 



415.896.5900 phone 



415.896.0332 fax 



www.esassoc.com 



 



November 13, 2014 



 



 



Mr. Clarke Miller 



Strada Investment Group 



100 Spear Street, Suite 420 



San Francisco, CA  94105 



 



Subject: Review of Proposal for Archaeological Investigations at GSW Event Center, and Recommendations 



for Alternative Approach 



 



Mr. Miller: 



 



We have been asked to review the proposal by Archeo-Tec (dated November 12, 2014) for archaeological 



investigations at the GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development.  Our primary concern is that Archeo-Tec 



has not discussed the project with Randall Dean, the City Archeologist and designee for the Environmental 



Review Office (ERO) for archaeology.  While Archeo-Tec outlines a very specific series of events, these do not 



correlate with ERO standards, and are not in line with Planning Department requirements for the project area.    



 



From our conversations with Randall about the project, he is primarily concerned about the potential for deeply 



buried prehistoric resources in the project area.  If present, these deeply buried resources would be associated 



with a geologic formation called the Colma Formation, which is present in the project area at depths ranging from 



19 to 70 feet below ground surface. The upper five feet of the Colma Formation is considered to be 



archaeologically sensitive for prehistoric sites. Potential project impacts to buried potential resources that may be 



present includes not only mass excavation for the foundation and underground parking structure, but also 



subsurface piles and/or soil improvement techniques that may disturb deeply buried strata. Given this and based 



on our experience, Randall Dean will expect that the following protocol be enacted:  



 



1) Meeting with the City Archaeologist(s) at the outset of a project is critical for understanding 



expectations and establishing goals to meeting clients’ timelines. This is usually done through a 



telephone call, but sometimes during an in-person meeting. We do not see a provision for this in the 



Archeo-Tec proposal. This is a critical step – and saves time and expense spent on false starts that the 



ERO does not approve. 



2) Based on City standard mitigation measures, including those in the project’s Initial Study, Randall 



will require preparation of an Archaeological Testing Plan (ATP). Prior to any archaeological 



investigation within the City, the ERO must approve the specific approach.  In our review of Archeo-



Tec proposal, we do not see provision for preparation and City review of an ATP. 



3) The ATP will need to include a pre-construction geoarchaeological boring strategy across the project 



area to determine: (a) whether the upper surface of the Colma Formation is intact or was eroded away 



in antiquity (and therefore whether there is even the potential for archaeological materials to be 



present); and (b) if the upper surface of the Colma Formation is intact, whether there are, in fact, any 



archaeological materials present.  The Archeo-Tec proposal only specifies trenching beginning at a 



depth of 10-15 feet below ground surface (after mass excavation has already started).  Trenching will 



not address Randall’s specific concerns, and furthermore, will not meet the GSW’s desire to conduct 



the testing as soon as possible, prior to project approval and start of real excavation. 



4) Determination of the need for monitoring, further testing, and/or data recovery is always required to 



be made in concert with the ERO, after the results of the archaeological testing are known. We do not 
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see provision for this in the Archeo-Tec report, which specifies archaeological monitoring from the 



outset.  In fact, if the results of the geoarchaeological boring indicate the upper surface of the Colma 



Formation was eroded away in antiquity, and therefore there is very low potential for archaeological 



materials to be present, then no or very limited monitoring may be required by the City. 



 



It is difficult to comment on the costs proposed by Archeo-Tec, as there are so many unknowns. Primary among 



these are: not fully understanding what the ERO will require (absence of budget for ATP); whether the extent of 



archaeological testing and trenching is required; whether or not laboratory analysis is necessary (not knowing if 



an archaeological resource is present); and not knowing the extent of archaeological reporting that will be needed. 



 



ESA Recommended Approach 



 



Yesterday, you inquired as to the approach and costs that ESA would propose for this work. In light of the 



thoughts mentioned above and our understanding of the City’s expectations and the conditions on the ground, 



ESA recommends the following approach: 



 



Initial Tasks:  these are the current known tasks and costs. At your request, we can provide a detailed breakdown 



of hours/costs by task. 



 



Task 1: Project Coordination.  ESA will work with the ERO to determine the best approach at the outset of the 



project, and also clearly define City expectations. We will also work with the Developer and Construction Team 



to identify the most cost effective timing for pre-construction testing.  



 



Proposed cost: $4360 



 



Task 2: Archaeological Testing Plan (ATP). We believe that the ERO will require an ATP for the project.  Under 



this task, ESA will complete an ATP for the project that will meet the requirements of the ERO.  



 



 Assumptions: This proposal assumes a draft copy of the ATP will be electronically transmitted to the 



ERO for review and comment.  The draft will be revised as required (assuming one round of review 



required). 



 



Proposed Cost: $9960 + $850 direct costs of production and printing 



 



 



Possible Tasks: while the exact measures are currently unknown, and will require approval by the ERO, we 



provide these tasks and costs as an estimate, to ballpark overall costs. 



 



Task 3: Archaeological Testing. ESA will implement the archaeological testing program outlined in the ATP and 



approved by the ERO.  This proposal assumes that the ERO will require only geoarchaeological boring (rather 



than archaeological trenching) to test for deeply buried prehistoric resources.  



 



 Assumptions:  This proposal assumes ESA will use an outside drilling contractor for the boring portion of 



the testing, if required, and the total costs include the fee for the drilling contractor and permits, which are 



assumed to be $17,750 (see attached budget). The proposal assumes that testing will include 



approximately 25 borings and can be completed in 6 days. If the San Francisco Planning Department 
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requires additional testing, such as more boring locations or trenching, this can be completed by ESA 



under a contract modification.   



 



Proposed Costs: $14,360 labor + $17,000 drilling equipment and permit costs 



 



Task 4: Archaeological Testing Report. Upon completion of archaeological testing program, ESA will prepare a 



report describing the results of the archaeological testing.  The report will include appropriate photographs, maps, 



and graphics.  Assuming no resources are discovered during testing, the draft report will be issued within 7 days 



of completing the archaeological testing program, and the final report will be issued within 7 days of receiving 



comments from the ERO.  



  



 Assumptions: This proposal assumes a draft copy of the negative report will be electronically transmitted 



to the ERO for review and comment.  The draft will be revised as required (assuming one round of 



review required) and ESA will submit three hard copies to the Developer, ERO and Northwest 



Information Center at Sonoma State University.  Should testing be positive (that is, result in finding 



significant archaeological features as discussed in the ATP), more time may be required for laboratory 



work and reporting. Should this be the case, ESA can complete this task under a contract modification. 



 



Proposed Costs: $7940 



 



ESA Cultural Resources Team 



 



Based on our extensive experience and qualifications in the region, the City of San Francisco has placed our firm 



on the approved roster for archaeological investigations. Our cultural resources group has a dedicated staff of 



professional archaeologists who bring extensive knowledge of San Francisco’s prehistoric and historical past. 



This includes comprehensive knowledge of state and local environmental regulatory issues associated with 



cultural resource protection, as well as experience in coordinating and negotiating with the San Francisco 



Planning Department.  As the proposed Principal Investigator and Point-of-Contact, I will be working out of our 



San Francisco office.  Dr. Rebecca Allen will serve as Project Director and alternate-Point-of-Contact, and offers 



quality assurance and a strong working relationship with City Archeologists. ESA’s timeline and record for 



writing and submitting draft and final testing plans and archaeological reports to the City Archeologists is notably 



efficient. Our staff and expertise are well known to the City, resulting in relatively short review times, minor 



comments, and quick turnaround from draft to final products.  Just in this current year, we have successfully 



worked on, and received approval for, the following projects in San Francisco: 



 



 Archaeological Testing, Monitoring, and Data Recovery Plan; data recovery program in conjunction 



with construction for 350 Mission Street; 



 Archaeological Testing Plan and Monitoring Plan  for the 101 First Street (Transbay Tower) Project and 



archaeological monitoring in conjunction with construction within a tight timeframe; 



 Archaeological Testing Plan for the 1950 Mission Street Project; 



 Archaeological Testing Plan for the 1415 Scott Street Project; 



 Archaeological Monitoring Plan for the MUNI Upper Yard Project; 



 Archaeological Testing Plan for the 350 Bush Street Project; 



 Archaeological Testing Plan for the 1634-1690 Pine Street Project; and 



 Archaeological Testing Plan for the Southeast Health Center/2401 Keith Street Project. 
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We are also known for working closely with construction supervisors and personnel on development projects. We 



understand that City construction projects have complex schedules. We can often tailor required pre-construction 



archaeological testing with concurrent on-going construction work in other portions of the project area. On 



occasion, our investigations can simultaneously meet archaeological and construction needs within the same area. 



 



Schedule 



 



We understand that the client is on a critical path for the timing of this investigation. ESA can move forward 



immediately on an accelerated schedule. If you would like further background on our qualifications, we can 



forward resumes for Dr. Rebecca Allen as the proposed Project Director and myself as the Principal Investigator. 



Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact either of us.  



 



Sincerely, 



 



 
Matthew A. Russell, Ph.D., RPA 



Senior Archaeologist 



415.962.8405 (office)  



510.295.8535 (mobile)  



mrussell@esassoc.com 



 
 



Rebecca Allen, Ph.D., RPA 



Cultural Resources Director 



530.333.4547 (office) 



916.221.1484 (mobile) 



rallen@esassoc.com 



 










































 








From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Joyce; Brian Boxer
Subject: Updated Initial Study Project Description
Date: Thursday, November 06, 2014 4:07:41 PM
Attachments: Revised IS PD_11-06-14.docx


Revised IS PD_11-06-14.pdf


Chris, Viktoriya and Brett:


At Chris’s request, attached is an updated (but not complete) Initial Study Project Description (in
WORD and pdf), reflecting new information (in track changes) that we received from the sponsor in
the past few days.  The sponsor indicates they will provide a site plan on Monday, which could affect
certain information contained in the PD.  Please don’t hesitate to contact me should 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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A. [bookmark: _Toc402187873][bookmark: _GoBack]PROJECT DESCRIPTION


[bookmark: _Toc402187874]A.1	Overview


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to these documents.


The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of the related environmental review documents. 


This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused 


[bookmark: _Toc400381598][bookmark: _Toc398564699][bookmark: _Toc402188541]
Figure 1	Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay


[bookmark: _Toc400381599][bookmark: _Toc398564700][bookmark: _Toc402188542]
Figure 2	Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay



environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.


[bookmark: _Toc402187875]A.2	Background


Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:2] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. [2:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay FSEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97.] 



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).[footnoteRef:4] The Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. [4:  	Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively.] 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.[footnoteRef:5] As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), respectively.[footnoteRef:6] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the South Plan on November 2, 1998.[footnoteRef:7] The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated June 4, 2013.  [5:  	North and South OPAs, Attachment L.]  [6:  	Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively.]  [7:  	Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381601][bookmark: _Toc398564702]The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows:


· The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots.


· The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall.


· The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and required setbacks.


· The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.


· The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Range Development Plan.


· The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses.


· The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1.


· The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is 


[bookmark: _Toc400381600][bookmark: _Toc398564701][bookmark: _Toc402188543]
Figure 3	Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law. 


South Plan Area Development Controls


The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans. 


The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that apply to the project site include:


· Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as required to be implemented by the developer of the project site;


· All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ;


· Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the development.


Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 


In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.” 


The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character).


The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for Development.


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32


The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. 


Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet.


Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street.


[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0]


[bookmark: _Toc402187876]A.3	Project Characteristics


Proposed Facilities


Development Plan Overview 


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights.[footnoteRef:8] Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  [8:  	For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property.] 



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food 


service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5‑story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to



[bookmark: _Toc402188544]Figure 4	Project Site Plan 





[PENDING FROM SPONSOR]
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Table 1
summary of proposed Project Facilities at project site


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seats





			Cinema Seating Capacity


			420 seats





			Size 


			Total GSFa





			Event Centerad


    Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacebe


Cinema Space


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			710,486750,000


20,00025,000


509,210580,000


111,000125,000


39,000


 342,475475,000


1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF





			Heightcg,h/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings






Retail-only Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and plaza-level floors 


39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and retail buildings





			Parking/Loading Spaces


			Blocks 29-32:


612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by Third Street Plaza)


12 13 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:


132 parking stalls





			Vehicular Access 


			Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a 	Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


b	Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” below. 


c	Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor).


da	The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented separate from square footage of the other event center uses.


be	Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


f	The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


gc	Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.


h	 Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014






certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.[footnoteRef:9] [9: 	] 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.[footnoteRef:10] These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  [10:  	It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD.] 



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks would be constructed adjacent to the project site.


Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed. 


Infrastructure Improvements


The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


Off-Site Parking Facilities


As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to provide additional parking to serve the project.


Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:11] This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. [11:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park


As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and ‑ on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer. 


Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


Proposed Operations and Employment


Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new operational components at Blocks 29-32.


Event Center Programming


Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland.


As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:12] would be required on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  [12: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following:


· Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons.


· Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year.] 



· Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  	The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees.] 



· Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times. 


· Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone Convention Center. 


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for office,  and retail and cinema uses.)


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink.


Golden State Warriors Operations


The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE employees.[footnoteRef:15] The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 341 372 FTE employees[footnoteRef:16], and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE employees.  [15:  	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee.]  [16: 	Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross square feet per FTE employee.] 



Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness.


As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. 


In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed during evenings and weekends.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would be excavated and removed from the site.


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 


[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving. 


B. [bookmark: _Toc402187877]PROJECT SETTING


[bookmark: _Toc402187878]B.1	Mission Bay


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187879]B.2	Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between approximately ‑1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:17], roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:18] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [17:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [18:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187880]B.3	Surrounding Uses


The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street 


[bookmark: _Toc400381608][bookmark: _Toc398564708][bookmark: _Toc402188545]
Figure 5	Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity



are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site.


16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and Mariposa Street.


Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed as a Tsunami Evacuation Route. 


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc402187881]B.4	Approvals Required


Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for each building and private open spaces


· Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M allocation 


· Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable


· Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway striping


· San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets


· Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application.


· San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems.
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A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 



A.1 Overview 
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 construct a multi-purpose event 
center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an 
approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San 
Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). 
The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to 
purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.  



Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, 
consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see 
Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or 
variations to these documents. 



The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 
1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA 
Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts 
associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program 
under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the 
proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed 
project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR.  



This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for 
preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, 
and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be 
examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment 
and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with 
the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of 
the related environmental review documents.  



This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides 
documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay 
FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to 
Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that 
implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more 
severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused  
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Figure 1
Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay
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Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay



PROJECT
SITE San



Francisco
Bay



SOURCE:  ESA, 2014
Case No. 2014.1441E:  Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32



Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area Boundary



Project Site Boundary















 



environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. 



A.2 Background 



Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review 



On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental 
Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).1 The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately 
adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed 
a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay 
North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, 
collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency 
Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay 
FSEIR”).2 The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It 
incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and 
relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the 
environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs 
under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 
1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the 
“South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the 
Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development 
Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).3 The 
Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission 
Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.4 
As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted 
design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design 
for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the 
Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), 
respectively.5 The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the 
South Plan on November 2, 1998.6 The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated 



1  Planning Department Case No. 86.505E. 
2  Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97. 
3  Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively. 
4  North and South OPAs, Attachment L. 
5  Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively. 
6  Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively. 
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February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated 
June 4, 2013.  



The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of 
the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows: 



• The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots. 



• The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 
7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall. 



• The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and 
required setbacks. 



• The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for 
Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical 
and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a 
reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking. 



• The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California 
San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report 
for the Long Range Development Plan. 



• The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center 
at Mission Bay. 



• The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety 
Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police 
Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive 
reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses. 



• The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South 
OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1. 



• The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility 
housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving 
medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities. 



Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in 
California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision 
issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 
2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and 
substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all 
redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the 
City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 
and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is  
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Figure 3
Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



SOURCE:  OCII, ESA, 2014
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governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure.  



On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted 
Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. 
On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the 
Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create 
the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on 
Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval 
authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved 
development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties 
required under the Dissolution Law.  



South Plan Area Development Controls 



The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan 
Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development 
standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In 
accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved 
the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of 
the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South 
Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they 
supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and 
associated documents for implementing the Plans.  



The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, 
consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the 
South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements 
based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the 
required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In 
addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that 
apply to the project site include: 



• Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as 
required to be implemented by the developer of the project site; 



• All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the 
Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, 
including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; 
Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ; 



• Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the 
San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource 
Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the 
development. 
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Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 
are described below. 



South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32  



In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses 
for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial 
Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary 
uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses 
are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning 
and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a 
determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that 
the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, 
the neighborhood or the community.”  



The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use 
designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts 
activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and 
other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain 
telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly 
and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character). 



The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on 
leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project 
site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the 
project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further 
indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to 
establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, 
traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for 
Development. 



South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 



The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the 
design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, 
which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a 
maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would 
be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 
32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32.  



Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development 
at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the 
maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback 
requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 
16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for 
paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet. 
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Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project 
site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-
serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting 
features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and 
curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street. 



[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, will be revised further as needed when we 
receive a new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0] 



A.3 Project Characteristics 



Proposed Facilities 



Development Plan Overview  



Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of 
mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. 
Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building 
heights.7 Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion 
of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include 
multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper 
parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. 
The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, 
restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food  



service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices 
and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and 
marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two 
office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third 
Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site 
southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 11 stories (160 feet tall); 
each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 5 podium levels (90 feet 
tall), with a 5-story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings 
could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several 
areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to  



7  For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as 
measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at 
approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 
11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 
100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that 
specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights 
for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height 
of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property. 
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Figure 4 Project Site Plan  
 



[PENDING FROM SPONSOR] 
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TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT FACILITIES AT PROJECT SITE 



Project Component Characteristic 



Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity 18,064 seats 



Cinema Seating Capacity 420 seats 



Size  Total GSFa 



Event Centerad 



    Golden State Warriors Office Space 
Office Space 
Retail Spacebe 
Cinema Space 
Parking and Loading 
Total Building Area 



710,486750,000 
20,00025,000 



509,210580,000 
111,000125,000 



39,000 
 342,475475,000 



1,732,171 1,955,000 GSF 



Heightcg,h/Levels  
Event Center  
Office and Retail Buildings 
 
 
Retail-only Buildings  



 
135 feet 
160 feet (10 11 stories) total [90-foot (56-story) podiums with 70-foot 



(5-story) towers above] ; retail uses within street level and 
plaza-level floors  



39 41 feet (in northeast corner of site) + 38 feet (in gatehouse 
building along Third Street) + within ground floor of office and 
retail buildings 



Parking/Loading Spaces Blocks 29-32: 
612 950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by 
Third Street Plaza) 
12 13 truck docks below-grade 



Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage: 
132 parking stalls 



Vehicular Access  Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at 
Illinois Street 



Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at 
Bridgeview Way 



Open Space 3.2 acres 



NOTES: 



GSF = gross square feet.  
 
a  Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for 



Development. 
b Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, 



retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the 
Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” 
below.  



c Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor). 
da The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, 



limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented 
separate from square footage of the other event center uses. 



be Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,00051,500 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,50011,000 quick-service restaurant, and 55,50062,500 GSF soft 
goods retail including food retail. 



f The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and 
the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. 



gc Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
h  Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment. 
 
SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014 
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certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third 
Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be 
located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.8 



Two Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (one two below grade, and one at street level) providing 
612 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza areas. (See also 
Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, 
including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8 feet above the sidewalk Third 
Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed 
ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.9 These plazas would be connected by 
a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an 
outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor 
proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds.  



Vehicular Access and Circulation 



All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street 
(at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for 
autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most 
proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be 
provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s 
northeastern corner. A total of twelve 13 truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office,  
and cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the 
garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed 
Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor 
would implement as part of the project.) 



Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 



The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast 
Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary 
access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings 
would on South Street, and 16th Street and from the main Third Street plaza, and additional access to 
ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks 
would be constructed adjacent to the project site. 



8  Under the Major Phase application for the proposed project, the project sponsor is requesting an option that would 
consist of a combination of a cinema and office uses as an alternative to all office uses. For the purposes of the 
environmental review process, this Initial Study and the SEIR assume the cinema would be part of the proposed project 
because cinema uses are a more intensive land use than office and would result in the more conservative impact 
assessment. 



9  It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 
0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD. 
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Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site 
proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located 
within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed.  



Infrastructure Improvements 



The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and 
high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, 
and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as 
part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan. 



Off-Site Parking Facilities 



As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street 
parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to 
provide additional parking to serve the project. 



Sustainability 



The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the 
California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the 
Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The 
project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards 
using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would 
qualify for individual Gold ratings.10 This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design 
features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water 
conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a 
healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and 
Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park 



As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, 
under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François 
Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access 
improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François 
Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking 
lanes; and - on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the 
roadway by a raised buffer.  



Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded 
to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François 



10  The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. 
Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building 
rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and 
well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification. 



OCII Case No. XXXX.XXXXE 13 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E  at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Preliminary – Subject to Revision 



                                                      











 



Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and 
Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to 
occupancy of buildings at the project site. 



Proposed Operations and Employment 



Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State 
Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, 
family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center 
would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from 
approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management 
offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event 
center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of 
the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new 
operational components at Blocks 29-32. 



Event Center Programming 



Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three 
preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late 
October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would 
host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden 
State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 
10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors 
schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland. 



As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less 
than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average 
basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during 
the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 
18,064. 



It is estimated that approximately 825 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees11 would be required 
on game days at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket 
takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related 
operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors 
sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see 
additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a 
variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other 



11 This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the 
management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are 
described separately, below. 
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sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game 
events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following: 



• Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples 
of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street 
Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday 
through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the 
daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 
patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons. 



• Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per 
year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 
p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated 
average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.12 



• Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-
down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within 
a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down 
configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.13 



• Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting 
events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, 
boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These 
events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance 
for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance 
of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times.  



• Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events 
annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other 
gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum 
attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce 
the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be 
distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are 
expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone 
Convention Center.  



It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center 
would range from 675 to 8251,000, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels.  



(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office,  and Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a 
description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for 
office,  and retail and cinema uses.) 



12  The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 
patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts 
would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of 
approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year. 



13  The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees. 
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Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site 



The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as 
spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter 
tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink. 



Golden State Warriors Operations 



The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) 
employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State 
Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate 
to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 
additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a 
total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees.  



Office and, Retail and Cinema Uses 



The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office 
developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,8452,101 FTE 
employees.14 The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and 
independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would 
require approximately 341 372 FTE employees15, and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE 
employees.  



Transportation Management Plan 



As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management 
Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP 
would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project 
site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding 
measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness. 



As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP 
would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the 
anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project.  



In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation 
Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle 



14  Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 350/240/350 (Sit-
down/QSR/In-line) gross square feet per FTE employee. 
15 Based on San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines rate of 276 gross 
square feet per FTE employee. 
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service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed 
during evenings and weekends. 



Construction 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month 
period, and be completed in late fall 2017. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: 
site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all 
proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of 
associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping 
improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000346,130 cubic yards of soils on-site would 
be excavated and removed from the site. 



The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could would occur on weekends and/or outside of these 
hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction 
requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be 
further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  



[Subject to confirmation] Prior to construction, the project sponsor proposes to retain the services of an 
archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results 
of the archaeological testing would be used to develop a construction monitoring program to ensure 
potential effects on subsurface archaeological resources would be avoided or minimized prior to the 
commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving.  



B. PROJECT SETTING 



B.1 Mission Bay 
Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. 
Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a 
mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and 
educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable 
units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with 
another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, 
approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area 
(approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-
foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus 
community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay 
Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed 
and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have 
also been completed. 



Formatted: Not Highlight



Formatted: Font: Bold, Highlight



OCII Case No. XXXX.XXXXE 17 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E  at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Preliminary – Subject to Revision 











 



B.2 Project Site and Existing Uses 
Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses 
Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of 
the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is 
bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future 
planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the 
southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and 
Dogpatch neighborhoods.  



The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between 
approximately -1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)16, roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet 
above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north 
portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed 
from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities 
contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring 
approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior 
environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the 
site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.17 Chain link fencing is installed on the 
perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  



B.3 Surrounding Uses 
The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, 
southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site 
is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global 
Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along 
Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of 
that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site 
fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s 
Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 
16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is 
currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and 
development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035. 



Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, 
is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other 
biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building 
(499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street  



16  San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above 
the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 
1988 North American Vertical Datum.  



17  Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, 
April 11, 2014 
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Figure 5
Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity
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are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate 
Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy 
corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are 
City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. 
François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail 
(which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space.  



Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco 
General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown 
San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular 
travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines 
K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station 
located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project 
site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the 
project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection 
with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site. 



16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just 
east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, 
increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent 
through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a 
secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III 
bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. 
Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across 
from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and 
Mariposa Street. 



Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently 
two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed 
as a Tsunami Evacuation Route.  



South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. 
François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a 
two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and 
north of the project site.  



Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the 
project site. 



B.4 Approvals Required 
Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are 
anticipated at this time: 



• Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development 



OCII Case No. XXXX.XXXXE 20 Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E  at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Preliminary – Subject to Revision 











 



• Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII 
Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) 
for each building and private open spaces 



• Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M 
allocation  



• Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master 
Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable 



• Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway 
striping 



• San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets 



• Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application. 



• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, 
including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems. 
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From: Subbarayan, Kamala
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Culver, Craig; Woo, Kimberly
Subject: FW: Arena site plan/design review meeting
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:14:31 AM


Hi Adam and Catherine,
Are you able to make either of these times? This is for a meeting between our design review team
and the Warriors architects to review their 3d model and have an opportunity to ask them more
detailed questions.


·        11/24 Monday any time between 9am -1pm
·        11/25 Tuesday any time between 9am -12 noon 


 
We would appreciate it if you can kindly get back to us at the earliest on your availability.
Thanks,
Kam
 
 


From: Tim Erney [mailto:terney@kittelson.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:50 AM
To: David Manica; Subbarayan, Kamala
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; dcarlock@warriors.com; cmiller@stradasf.com; jblout@stradasf.com;
brian.jencek@hok.com; steve.morton@hok.com; Culver, Craig
Subject: RE: Arena site plan/design review meeting
 
Of those options, I can do Monday after 11:00 or any of the Tuesday times. 
 
Tim A. Erney, AICP/PTP/CTP
Principal
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
Transportation Engineering / Planning
714.627.2481 (direct)
714.294.8331 (cell)
 


 


From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 8:17 AM
To: Subbarayan, Kamala
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; dcarlock@warriors.com; cmiller@stradasf.com; jblout@stradasf.com;
brian.jencek@hok.com; steve.morton@hok.com; Tim Erney; Culver, Craig
Subject: Re: Arena site plan/design review meeting
 
Morning (only) PT timeframes on those days work for me. 


Sent from my iPhone


On Nov 13, 2014, at 11:11 AM, Subbarayan, Kamala <ksubbarayan@planning.ucsf.edu> wrote:


Hi All,
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It looks like we need to start over on the dates as many of you have conflicts for 17th
now.
 
Please respond to Kim and Craig (copied here) on your availability for the following
time slots. Please cc me so that I can track this item.
 
11/24 Monday any time between 9am -1pm
 
11/25 Tuesday any time between 9am -12 noon or 2-4pm
 
We would appreciate it if you can kindly get back to us at the earliest on your
availability.
 
Thanks!
Kam
 


On Nov 12, 2014, at 12:42 PM, Woo, Kimberly <Kimberly.Woo@ucsf.edu> wrote:


All:
 
I sent out a calendar hold for the Warriors arena site plan/design review
meeting.  We are hoping to schedule it on 11/17 from 3-4.  Please let me
know if you are available to meet at 654 Minnesota Street or via
conference call. 
Note: I am out of the office tomorrow, so please cc Craig Culver and Kam
Subbarayan in your reply.
 
Kimberly Woo
Administrative Assistant
Campus Planning
Phone: 415-476-9255
E-mail:kwoo@planning.ucsf.edu
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Joyce; Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: "Clarke Miller"; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam


(MYR); "Brian Boxer"; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Updated Water Demand Memo
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 4:32:59 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2014.11.12_Blocks_29-32_WaterDemand_REVISION.pdf


See attached, as discussed today.
 
Thanks,
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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 TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: November 09, 2014 BKF No.: 20136004-20 
 
To: Clarke Miller 
 Strada Investment Group 
 
From: Sravan Paladugu, P.E. 
 Jacob Nguyen, P.E. 
 
Subject: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Water Demand Memorandum 
 
 



A. BACKGROUND 
The Golden State Warriors organization (GSW) proposes to construct a multi‐purpose event center and 
buildings for other uses on approximately 12‐acres located in San Francisco, California (Project). The 12‐
acre Project site is made up of land referred to as Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 (Blocks 29‐32) in the Mission 
Bay South Project Area, a redevelopment area  located east of Higway‐280  in San Francisco. The site  is 
bounded by Terry A Francois Boulevard to the east, 3rd Street to the west, 16th Street to the south and 
South Street to the north and is currently vacant except for surface parking. 
 
Prior  to GSW acquisition of  the Project  site, Blocks 29‐32 were planned  to be developed as an office 
space.  The  office  space was  studied  in  the Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report  prepared  and 
approved  in 1998 and would have  included an adjusted  square  footage of one  (1) million. The water 
usage  from  the  entitled  office  space  was  also  studied  as  part  of  the  98  EIR  was  estimated  to  be 
approximately 0.15 Million Gallons per Day (MGD). 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to determining future water demand for the proposed Project and 
the  approach  used  in  estimating  the  demand.  This  technical memorandum will  assist  San  Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) in preparing the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the Project per 
California Water Code Sections 10910 et seq. 
 
The memorandum  dated March  13,  2013,  from  SFPUC  requires  Project  proponents  to  provide,  a)  a 
description  of  the  Project,  and  b)  proposed  indoor  and  outdoor water  uses,  as  part  of  the  Project 
Demand Memo. The following sections discuss the required items in detail. 



B. Project Description 
GSW  proposes  to  construct  a multi‐purpose  event  center  and  ancillary  structures  including multiple 
office buildings, retail, restaurants, structure parking, plaza areas, and other amenities on Blocks 29‐32. 
A summary of  the various components of proposed Project are  included  in Table 1 and are discussed 
below. 
 
Event Center 
The proposed Event Center would have a  seating capacity of 18,064  seats, encompass approximately 
750,000 gross square feet in area. The Event Center would serve as the new home of the Golden State 
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Warriors. The Event Center would host all  the home games  for  the Golden State Warriors, as well as 
provide a year‐round venue  for a variety of other uses  including concerts,  family shows, conferences, 
conventions, cultural events and other sporting events. 
 
The Event Center main  floor would  include a  full  length NBA basketball court  for Warriors basketball 
games, which can also accommodate a stage for performances. Other supporting Event Center facilities 
would  include  player/performer  locker  rooms,  club  and  press  areas,  concessions,  restrooms,  a 
commissary, and a  large marshalling area. The Warriors practice facility and support offices would also 
be integrated within the Event Center. 
 
The  practice  facility would  include  two  full‐length  NBA  basketball  courts with  approximately  21,000 
square  feet  of  playing  surface,  a weight  room  and medical  treatment  facilities,  locker  rooms,  and  a 
players’  lounge.  The  support  offices  would  accommodate  Warriors  management,  coaching  and 
operations staff, administration, finance, marketing, broadcasting, merchandising, public relations, and 
ticket  operations.  The  Event  Center  would  be  surrounded  by  large  open  plaza  areas  connected  by 
ramps. 
 
Office, Retail and Restaurant Uses 
The  Project would  include  two  office  buildings,  each  eleven  (11)  stories  high,  on  the  northwest  and 
southwest  corners  of  the  site.  The  office  buildings  would  encompass  approximately  580,000  gross 
square  foot  in area. The Project would also  include  retail  space occupying multiple areas of  the  site, 
including the lower floors of the office buildings, within or adjacent to certain plaza‐facing areas of the 
Event Center. 
 
The  retail  space would be approximately 125,000  square  feet of which 62,500  square  feet would be 
used  for soft goods retail and  the remaining  for restaurants. Approximately 51,500 square  feet of  the 
restaurant space would be used for sit‐down type restaurant and the other 11,000 square feet would be 
used for quick‐serve type facilities. 
 
Parking and Open Space 
The Project would  include 950 parking  stalls  in a parking  structure with below‐grade parking and at‐
grade/below‐podium  levels, all concealed from the public’s view. The total parking and  loading area  is 
approximately 475,000 square feet. 
 
The Project open space area would be approximately 180,000 square feet and would constitute of large 
plaza areas, terrace areas at various  levels,  landscaped areas and green roof areas. The open space at 
plaza level is approximately 140,000 square feet. The total landscape area is conservatively estimated to 
be  approximately  30,000  square  feet  (i.e.,  6%  of  the  Project  area  required  for  storm  water 
management).  Green  roof  areas  are  proposed  over  the  two  office  podiums  that  are  approximately 
40,000 square feet in area. The podiums would be at 90‐feet above the street level. 
 
Table 1 below provides a summary of  the proposed  land‐uses, gross square  footage,  types of events, 
and  number  of  days  that  the  events  are  anticipated  to  occur.  The  employment  and  average  event 
attendance figures are provided by GSW for the purpose of calculating water demand. 
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Table 1: Blocks 29‐32 Summary of Proposed Land Uses 



Project Component 
Floor 
Area 
(GSF) 



Capacity
/No. of 
Seats 



Event Type 



No. of 
Events 
Per 
Year 



Full‐time 
Employees 



Event 
Employees 



Average 
Attendance 



Event Center  
  
  
  
  
  



750,000  18,064 Pre‐season games 3 n/a 1000 11,000



      Regular season games 41 n/a 1000 17,000



     
Playoffs (Maximum 
possible) 



16  n/a  1000  18,000 



     
Total non‐Warriors 
games 



161          



     
‐ Concerts 



30 n/a 775  12,500



    15 n/a 675  3,000



      ‐ Family Shows 55 n/a 675  5,000



      ‐ Other Sporting Events 30 n/a 675  7,000



     
‐ Conventions/ 



Corporate Events 
31  n/a  675  9,000 



Practice Facility & 
Training Areas (1) 



21,000     Practice/training  50 
Part of 
management 
staff below 



30  n/a 



Event Management & 
Team Operations (1) 



40,000    
Ongoing team/arena 
operations (Mon‐Fri) 



240  255  n/a  n/a 



Kitchen (1)  32,260        221  n/a 
Part of 
event staff 
above 



n/a 



GSW Office Space (1)  25,000       240 
Part of 
management 
staff above 



n/a  n/a 



Office Buildings  580,000     260 2,101 n/a  n/a



Retail  62,500  n/a
372 



n/a 



Restaurants  62,500    n/a n/a 



Parking  475,000  950    



Landscape Area (2)  70,000       



Open Space (3)  110,000       
Notes: 
(1) The 750,000 GSF noted for the Event Center includes the square footage identified for these uses. 
(2) Includes landscape area at all levels (i.e., approximately 30,000 Sq.Ft. of landscape at plaza level and 40,000 Sq.Ft. at all other 
levels for storm water management. 
(3) Open Space excludes 30,000 Sq.Ft. of landscaped area from roughly 140,000 Sq.Ft. (i.e., 3.2 acres) of open space at plaza level. 
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C. Water Demand 
I. Current (Vested) Project Water Demand 
Blocks 29‐32 were originally planned to be developed as an office space with an adjusted square footage 
of approximately one (1) million. Water demand from the office space was studied  in the Mission Bay 
Environmental  Impact  Report  prepared  and  approved  in  1998  (98  EIR).  The  water  usage  from  the 
entitled office space was estimated to be approximately 0.15 Million Gallons per Day (MGD). 
 



II. Proposed Project Water Demand 
The water demand for the proposed Project was calculated using the gross square footage of different 
land‐uses and forecasted employment and visitor attendance data provided by GSW. The Project water 
consumption occurs  indoor and outdoor.  Indoor water  consumption primarily  includes water used  in 
restrooms, bathrooms, kitchen, laundry, cleaning and by cooling appliances. Outdoor uses include water 
used for irrigating landscaped areas and for cleaning/washing‐down hardscape areas. 
 



1. Methodology 



Water consumption for the proposed land uses was estimated based on: a) end‐use (i.e, fixture and/or 
appliance) where  there  is  adequate  Project  data  to  reasonably  predict  uses,  and,  b)  using  standard 
consumption  factors  developed  for  similar  land‐uses  as  part  of  research  studies  and  other  projects 
water demand assessments. The following paragraphs discuss in detail the approach used in estimating 
demand from each individual land use. 
 
Event Center 
Water  consumption during  events was  estimated  using  end‐use  approach.  The  events hosted  at  the 
Event Center are expected to attract a significant crowd of spectators whose primary water usage will 
be in restrooms. Therefore, restroom water usage is anticipated to account for approximately half of the 
Event Center’s water consumption. Visitor restroom usages  include  lavatory faucets, urinals and water 
closets. The  restroom end‐use  fixture baseline  flow  rates, duration and average daily use were  taken 
from  the  2009  LEED  Reference  Guide  for Green  Building  Design  and  Construction  (LEED).  The  LEED 
recommended average daily use of  fixtures was  increased where deemed necessary  to  reflect Project 
specific use. For example,  LEED  recommends  that only 50% of visitors will use  restroom. But  for  this 
estimate, it was assumed that 100% of the visitors will use restroom at least once during the event to be 
conservative. 
 
The  second  largest water  consumption  comes  from  full‐time  and  part‐time  employees.  The  end‐use 
water demand from full‐time employees is calculated separately from visitors as the frequency of usage 
is different and there are additional end‐uses such as shower, kitchen faucet, and  laundry that are not 
used by visitors. The end‐use water demand for part‐time employees is calculated by reducing full‐time 
employee  demand  by  25%  since  part‐time  employees  are  anticipated  to work  6‐hours  during  event 
days. Conservative assumptions were made  to estimate onsite  laundry water demand. Laundry  items 
such as bath towels and sports towels are assumed to be generated  from 30% of the employees. The 
factors used in calculating water consumption by the end‐use approach are presented in Table 8. 
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Standard water  consumption  factors are used  for other Event Center uses  such as  food  services and 
HVAC/cooling,  for which end‐use details are not available. A standard  factor  for  fast  food  restaurants 
was used to estimate the Event Center food service water demand. This approach is conservative in that 
fast  food  restaurants  typically  operate  during  longer  hours  than  the  food  service  areas  at  the  Event 
Center, which are limited to event hours. 
 
Office and Retail Components 
The  primary water  consumption  in  an  office  space  is  from  full‐time  employees  using  restrooms  and 
kitchen/break rooms. The total number of full‐time employees was calculated using a standard rate of 
200  square  foot per employee and applying  that  to  the  total gross  square  footage. Restroom usages 
include shower, lavatory faucets, urinals and toilets (water closets). Kitchen/break room usages include 
faucets and dishwasher. Other end‐uses  include water used  for HVAC/Cooling equipment and  indoor 
cleaning. 
 
The primary water  consumption within  the  retail uses  is water used by employees and  customers  in 
restrooms. The factors used in calculating water consumption by end‐use and references are presented 
in Table 8. 
 
Restaurant Component 
The proposed  restaurant uses will  include quick  serve  food areas and  sit‐down  restaurants. Standard 
water consumption factors were used to estimate demand for both types of restaurant uses. A standard 
consumption  factor  developed  by  American Water Works  Association  (AWWA) was  used  to  predict 
restaurant water use. The factors and total demand calculations from these uses are presented in Table 
6 and 7. 
 
Outdoor Water Use 
Outdoor water  uses  at  the  site will  include water  used  for  cleaning  hardscape  areas  and  irrigating 
landscaped  areas.  The  irrigation water  demand  is  estimated  using  San  Francisco’s  average monthly 
rainfall, evapotranspiration and plant species factors provided in the outdoor water demand calculators 
developed by the California State Water Resources Control Board and SFPUC. A plant species factor of 
0.5 was used for all  landscape areas. The water used for cleaning outdoor hardscape areas and  indoor 
facilities (i.e., Event Center floor areas, walkways, windows, restrooms, etc) was based on  information 
gathered from local vendors. 
 



2. Baseline Water Demand 



The baseline demand is calculated by applying the baseline fixture flow rates provided in the 2009 LEED 
Reference Guide  to end‐uses. Table 2 below  summarizes  the baseline water demand  for  the  various 
components of the Project. 
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Table 2: Summary of Baseline Water Demand 



Project  Project Component  Floor Area (GSF)  Water Use (MGD) 



Blocks 29‐32  Event Center  750,000  0.032 



Office Buildings  580,000  0.042 



Retail  62,500  0.011 



Restaurants  62,500  0.028 



Landscape  70,000  0.001 



Washdown & Facility Cleaning  0.002 



   Total  0.117 



Note: See Table 6 and Table 8 (attached) for detailed calculations used in determining the baseline  
water demand. 
 
3. Adjusted Water Demand for Code 



Water  conservation  measures  required  as  part  of  the  2011  San  Francisco  Green  Building  (SFGB) 
requirements of Chapter 13C of the San Francisco Building Code will be implemented by the Project. The 
conservation  measures  include  reducing  water  consumption  using  fixtures  with  low  flow  rates 
prescribed  by  the  SFGB  requirements  for  prescriptive  approach  (Table  13C.5.303.2.3).  As  such,  the 
baseline demand  in  the  section above was adjusted  to new  fixture  flow  rates  to  calculate  the actual 
anticipated demand. 
 
Other water  conservation  techniques  such  as  use  of water  efficient  pre‐rinse  spray  values  for  food 
preparation, energy efficient  clothes washers  and dish washers,  and  cooling  appliances may be used 
throughout the Project but are not included in calculating water demand. The total water demand after 
application of conservation measures is shown in the Table 3 below. 
 



Table 3: Summary of Adjusted Water Demand for Code 



Project  Project Component  Floor Area (GSF)  Water Use (MGD) 



Blocks 29‐32  Event Center  750,000  0.025 



Office Buildings  580,000  0.036 



Retail  62,500  0.008 



Restaurants  62,500  0.028 



Landscape  70,000  0.001 



Washdown & Facility Cleaning  0.002 



   Total  0.100 



Note: See Table 7 and Table 8 for detailed calculations used in determining water demand with 
conservation measures. 











 
 
 



Page 7 of 9 
 



D. Summary 
Blocks  29‐32 water  demand  for  the  originally  planned  one  (1) million  square  foot  office  space was 
estimated in the Mission Bay EIR prepared in 1998 to be approximately 0.15 MGD. 
 
The  new  water  demand  for  the  proposed  Project  at  Blocks  29‐32  is  estimated  to  be  0.100 MGD. 
Construction  of  the  Project  is  anticipated  to  begin  in  late  2015 with  completion  in  late  fall  2017. A 
summary of the anticipated water demand for Project phasing is shown below in Table 4. 
 



Table 4: Water Demand based on Project Phasing 
   2017  2018  2020 



Total Demand of proposed 
Project (MGD) 



0  0.100  0.100 



 
The anticipated total water demand for the proposed Project during normal years and single or multiple 
dry years is shown below in Table 5. 
 



Table 5: Water Demand based on Water Year Type 
   Normal  Single dry  Multiple 2  Multiple 3 



Total Demand of proposed 
Project (MGD) 



0.100  0.100  0.100  0.100 
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E. Attachments 
Table 6:  Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component – Baseline 
Table 7:  Blocks  29‐32  Water  Demand  by  Project  Component  –  Adjusted  for  Code  (with  Water 



Conservation) 
Table 8:  Blocks 29‐32 Water Consumption by End‐Use (Baseline and Adjusted) 
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TABLES 
 











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Full‐time (a) Event/Part‐time (a) Employee (h) Visitor (h)



Events



Pre‐season Games 1,000 11,000 14 3 3 120,694 0.000



Regular Season Games 1,000 17,000 14 3 41 2,319,831 0.006



Playoffs (Maximum Possible) 1,000 18,000 14 3 16 948,900 0.003



775 12,500 14 3 30 1,260,333 0.003



675 3,000 14 3 15 226,470 0.001



Family Shows 675 5,000 14 3 55 1,130,138 0.003



Other Sporting Events 675 7,000 14 3 30 779,939 0.002



Conventions/Corporate Events 675 9,000 14 3 31 974,887 0.003



Management & Operations 255 14 3 240 836,910 0.002



GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Kitchen (b) 32,260 300 32 221 2,138,838 0.006



Cooling (c) 750,000 3 750 365 838,421 0.002



11,575,361 0.032



Other Components GSF 
(a) Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Office Buildings (d) 580,000 103 580 260 15,468,876 0.042



Retail (d) 62,500 172 63 365 3,912,344 0.011



Quick Serve 
(b) 11,000 300 11 365 1,204,500 0.003



Sit Down (f) 51,500 24 1,030 365 9,097,990 0.025



Landscape (g) 70,000 540,670 0.001



Washdown & Facility Cleaning (i) 741,038 0.002



42,540,778 0.117Project Total =



(i) Includes washdown of outdoor hardscape areas and other miscellaneous cleaning activities such as event center indoor cleaning (floor/walkway, glass, restrooms, etc). 



Refer to Table 8 for breakdown. The standard demand factor used for restaurant includes cleaning and sanitization.



GSF ‐ Gross Square Footage



MGD ‐ Million Gallons Per Day (MGD = Annual Water Use (gal)/365x106 )



Notes:



(a) Floor area, type of events, number of events and anticipated number of employees and visitors are provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(e) Anticipated retail and cinema employees and customer data is provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(f) Flow rate taken from Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water report by American Water Works Association (Table 2.14). Assumed four seats in a 10‐ft X 10‐ft 



dining area covering 50% of GSF.



(b) Water demand for kitchen is assumed to be similar to fast food resturants. The demand factor is taken from LADWP Water Supply Assessment for the Convention and 



Event Center Project date January 2012.



(c) Cooling demand is derived from the existing central plant water demand for Staples Center. The annual cooling water demand (1,062,000 gal/yr) for Staples center is 



divided by GSF (950,000 sq.ft.).



(d) Refer to Table 8 for Unit Rate generation calculations.



(g) Annual landscape demand is estimated using SFPUC Non‐Potable Water Demand Calculator using a species factor of 0.5.



(h) Employee and Visitor demand is calculated in Table 8.



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Table 6 ‐ Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component ‐ Baseline



<‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  See Table 8  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐>



Event Center Total =



Resturant



Seat



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Concerts



Annual Water 



Use (gal)



Visitors/ 



Spectators 
(a)



Employees Water Use (gal/day/capita)
No. of Days (a) MGDEvent Center











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Full‐time (a) Event/Part‐time (a) Employee (h) Visitor (h)



Events



Pre‐season Games 1,000 11,000 10 2 3 85,598 0.000



Regular Season Games 1,000 17,000 10 2 41 1,632,313 0.004



Playoffs (Maximum Possible) 1,000 18,000 10 2 16 667,080 0.002



775 12,500 10 2 30 887,571 0.002



675 3,000 10 2 15 164,107 0.000



Family Shows 675 5,000 10 2 55 808,524 0.002



Other Sporting Events 675 7,000 10 2 30 553,813 0.002



Conventions/Corporate Events 675 9,000 10 2 31 688,834 0.002



Management & Operations 255 10 2 240 640,764 0.002



GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Kitchen (b) 32,260 300 32 221 2,138,838 0.006



Cooling (c) 750,000 3 750 365 838,421 0.002



9,105,861 0.025



Other Components GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Office Buildings (d) 580,000 87 580 260 13,052,306 0.036



Retail (d) 62,500 123 63 365 2,810,500 0.008



Quick Serve 
(b) 11,000 300 11 365 1,204,500 0.003



Sit Down (f) 51,500 24 1,030 365 9,097,990 0.025



Landscape (g) 70,000 540,670 0.001



Washdown & Facility Cleaning (i) 741,038 0.002



36,552,864 0.100



(g) Annual landscape demand is estimated using SFPUC Non‐Potable Water Demand Calculator using a species factor of 0.5.



(h) Employee and Visitor demand is calculated in Table 8.



(i) Includes washdown of outdoor hardscape areas and other miscellaneous cleaning activities such as event center indoor cleaning (floor/walkway, glass, restrooms, etc). 



Refer to Table 8 for breakdown. The standard demand factor used for restaurant includes cleaning and sanitization.



(a) Floor area, type of events, number of events and anticipated number of employees and visitors are provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(b) Water demand for kitchen is assumed to be similar to fast food resturants. The demand factor is taken from LADWP Water Supply Assessment for the Convention and 



Event Center Project date January 2012.



(c) Cooling demand is derived from the existing central plant water demand for Staples Center. The annual cooling water demand (1,062,000 gal/yr) for Staples center is 



divided by GSF (950,000 sq.ft.).



(d) Refer to Table 8 for Unit Rate generation calculations.



(e) Anticipated retail and cinema employees and customer data is provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(f) Flow rate taken from Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water report by American Water Works Association (Table 2.14). Assumed four seats in a 10‐ft X 10‐ft 



dining area covering 50% of GSF.



MGD ‐ Million Gallons Per Day (MGD = Annual Water Use (gal)/365x106 )



Seat



<‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  See Table 8  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐>



Project Total =



Notes:



GSF ‐ Gross Square Footage



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Resturant



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Event Center Total =



Table 7 ‐ Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component ‐ Adjusted



Event Center
Employees Visitors/ 



Spectators 
(a)



Water Use (gal/day/capita)
No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Concerts











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



1. Visitors
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (c) Unit Ave Daily Use (c) GPD per Visitor Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Visitor
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 1 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 1 1 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 1 2 1.28 gal/flush 1
Misc 0 0



3 2



2. Full-Time Employees
Type Baseline Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (b)(d) Unit Ave Daily Use (b)(d) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Employee
Showerhead 2.5 gal/min 5 min 0.3 4 2 gal/min 3
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5
Kitchen Faucet 2.2 gal/min 0.25 min 1 1 1.8 gal/min 0
Laundry 4 gal/pound 0.5 pound 0.3 1 4 gal/pound 1



14 10



1. Full-Time Employees
Type Baseline Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (b)(d) Unit Ave Daily Use (b)(d) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Employee
Showerhead 2.5 gal/min 5 min 0.3 4 2 gal/min 3
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5
Kitchen Faucet 2.2 gal/min 0.25 min 1 1 1.8 gal/min 0



Sub-Total = 13 10



200 200



65 49



2. Dishwasher 11.15 gal/cycle 1 cycle 1 11 11.15 gal/cycle 11



3. HVAC/Cooling Demand (f) 0.0196 gal/sf 1000 sf 1 20 0.0196 gal/sf 20



4. Indoor Floor Cleaning (g) 0.75 gal/min 4 min/1,000 sf 0.7 2 0.75 gal/min 2



5. Misc (assumed to be 5%) 4 4



103 87



Sub-Total =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Sub-Total =



Sub-Total =



Notes:



GPD per 1,000 GSF = GPD per 1,000 GSF =



(a) Baseline flow rate for showerhead, bathroom faucet, toilet, urinals and kitchen faucet are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).



(e) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).



Office End Uses
Baseline Adjusted for Code



Notes:



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF = Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



(g) Indoor cleaning flow rate and time required are taken from www.tomcatequip.com. The specs for MAGNUM floor scrubber dryer recommended for sports arena are used. The suggested cleaning rate is 26,000 sf/hr but 15,000 
sf/hr is used for calculations to be conservative.



Table 8 - Blocks 29-32 Water Consumption By End-Use (Baseline and Adjusted)



(a) Baseline flow rate for showerhead, bathroom faucet, toilet, urinals and kitchen faucet are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).
(b) Gallons of water used by laundry per pound of fabric is taken from webpage @ http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/commercial_laundry.aspx. The equipment type is assumed to be a waher-extractor which is typical fro 
small to medium size laundires. Laundry is assumed to be generated by players and event performers from showers and other activities. 30% of all the employees are assumed to be players and event performers.



(d) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of showerhead is increased from 0.1 to 0.3.



(c) Duration and Average daily use suggested in the 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2) were increased to be specific to event uses. All visitors/spectators are assumed to use 
the restrooms.



Adjusted for Code



Event Center End Uses
Baseline



Baseline Adjusted for Code



(f) Water demand for cooling is taken from SFPUC Potable Offset Investigation, April 2012. Water required is the average for 12-months.



(b) Gallons of water used by laundry per pound of fabric is taken from webpage @ http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/commercial_laundry.aspx. The equipment type is assumed to be a waher-extractor which is typical fro 
small to medium size laundires. Laundry is assumed to be generated by players and event performers from showers and other activities. 30% of all the employees are assumed to be players and event performers.
(c) Duration and Average daily use suggested in the 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2) were increased to be specific to event uses. All visitors/spectators are assumed to use 
the restrooms.
(d) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of showerhead is increased from 0.1 to 0.3.
(e) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Table 8 - Blocks 29-32 Water Consumption By End-Use (Baseline and Adjusted)



1. Customer
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (b) Unit Ave Daily Use (b) GPD per Customer Rate (w/ Code) (c) Unit GPD per Customer
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 0.5 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 0.4 0 0.5 gal/flush 0
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 0.6 1 1.28 gal/flush 1



1 1



10 10



142 102



2. Employee
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (b) Unit Ave Daily Use (b) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (c) Unit GPD per Employee
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5



9 6



300 300



29 21



172 123



Type Flow Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (a)(b) Unit Ave Yearly Use (c) GPY per 1,000 GSF



Outdoor Hardscape Washdown 5 gal/min 30 min/1,000 sf 4 600



66,000



Parking Area Washdown 5 gal/min 30 min/1,000 sf 2 300



142,500



Indoor Floor Cleaning 0.75 gal/min 4 min/1,000 sf 221 663



497,250



Misc Cleaning (assumed to be 5%) 35,288



741,038



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



(using harscape area of 110,000 sf)



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Customer =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Retail End Uses



Sub-Total =



GSF/Customer =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Notes:



Notes:



(c) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).



(using parking GSF of 475,000 sf)



Baseline Adjusted for Code



Baseline Adjusted for Code



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



(using GSF of 750,000 sf)



Total GPY =



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Washdown & Facility Cleaning



(a) Outdoor power wash flow rate and time required are based on information gathered from local vendors (Puma Power Wash, San Francisco & Clean 'n Seal, Brentwood, CA). A similar flow rate is also provided in the 2008 
Watersmart Guidebook prepared by EBMUD.
(b) Indoor cleaning flow rate and time required are taken from www.tomcatequip.com. The specs for MAGNUM floor scrubber dryer recommended for sports arena are used. The suggested cleaning rate is 26,000 sf/hr but 15,000 
sf/hr is used for calculations to be conservative.
(c) Outdoor hardscape area cleaning is assumed to be occur 4 times/year. General cleaning practice is 2 to 3 times/year based information provided by local vendors. Indoor floor is assumed to be cleaned after every event.



(a) Baseline flow rate for Lavatory faucet, toilet and urinals are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).
(b) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of "Visitor" was used for customers instead of 
"Retail Customer" uses from WE Table 2 as it seemed more reasonable.













From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Joyce; Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: "Clarke Miller"; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam


(MYR); "Brian Boxer"; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Updated Water Demand Memo
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 4:33:01 PM
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See attached, as discussed today.
 
Thanks,
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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 TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: November 09, 2014 BKF No.: 20136004-20 
 
To: Clarke Miller 
 Strada Investment Group 
 
From: Sravan Paladugu, P.E. 
 Jacob Nguyen, P.E. 
 
Subject: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Water Demand Memorandum 
 
 



A. BACKGROUND 
The Golden State Warriors organization (GSW) proposes to construct a multi‐purpose event center and 
buildings for other uses on approximately 12‐acres located in San Francisco, California (Project). The 12‐
acre Project site is made up of land referred to as Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 (Blocks 29‐32) in the Mission 
Bay South Project Area, a redevelopment area  located east of Higway‐280  in San Francisco. The site  is 
bounded by Terry A Francois Boulevard to the east, 3rd Street to the west, 16th Street to the south and 
South Street to the north and is currently vacant except for surface parking. 
 
Prior  to GSW acquisition of  the Project  site, Blocks 29‐32 were planned  to be developed as an office 
space.  The  office  space was  studied  in  the Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report  prepared  and 
approved  in 1998 and would have  included an adjusted  square  footage of one  (1) million. The water 
usage  from  the  entitled  office  space  was  also  studied  as  part  of  the  98  EIR  was  estimated  to  be 
approximately 0.15 Million Gallons per Day (MGD). 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to determining future water demand for the proposed Project and 
the  approach  used  in  estimating  the  demand.  This  technical memorandum will  assist  San  Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) in preparing the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the Project per 
California Water Code Sections 10910 et seq. 
 
The memorandum  dated March  13,  2013,  from  SFPUC  requires  Project  proponents  to  provide,  a)  a 
description  of  the  Project,  and  b)  proposed  indoor  and  outdoor water  uses,  as  part  of  the  Project 
Demand Memo. The following sections discuss the required items in detail. 



B. Project Description 
GSW  proposes  to  construct  a multi‐purpose  event  center  and  ancillary  structures  including multiple 
office buildings, retail, restaurants, structure parking, plaza areas, and other amenities on Blocks 29‐32. 
A summary of  the various components of proposed Project are  included  in Table 1 and are discussed 
below. 
 
Event Center 
The proposed Event Center would have a  seating capacity of 18,064  seats, encompass approximately 
750,000 gross square feet in area. The Event Center would serve as the new home of the Golden State 
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Warriors. The Event Center would host all  the home games  for  the Golden State Warriors, as well as 
provide a year‐round venue  for a variety of other uses  including concerts,  family shows, conferences, 
conventions, cultural events and other sporting events. 
 
The Event Center main  floor would  include a  full  length NBA basketball court  for Warriors basketball 
games, which can also accommodate a stage for performances. Other supporting Event Center facilities 
would  include  player/performer  locker  rooms,  club  and  press  areas,  concessions,  restrooms,  a 
commissary, and a  large marshalling area. The Warriors practice facility and support offices would also 
be integrated within the Event Center. 
 
The  practice  facility would  include  two  full‐length  NBA  basketball  courts with  approximately  21,000 
square  feet  of  playing  surface,  a weight  room  and medical  treatment  facilities,  locker  rooms,  and  a 
players’  lounge.  The  support  offices  would  accommodate  Warriors  management,  coaching  and 
operations staff, administration, finance, marketing, broadcasting, merchandising, public relations, and 
ticket  operations.  The  Event  Center  would  be  surrounded  by  large  open  plaza  areas  connected  by 
ramps. 
 
Office, Retail and Restaurant Uses 
The  Project would  include  two  office  buildings,  each  eleven  (11)  stories  high,  on  the  northwest  and 
southwest  corners  of  the  site.  The  office  buildings  would  encompass  approximately  580,000  gross 
square  foot  in area. The Project would also  include  retail  space occupying multiple areas of  the  site, 
including the lower floors of the office buildings, within or adjacent to certain plaza‐facing areas of the 
Event Center. 
 
The  retail  space would be approximately 125,000  square  feet of which 62,500  square  feet would be 
used  for soft goods retail and  the remaining  for restaurants. Approximately 51,500 square  feet of  the 
restaurant space would be used for sit‐down type restaurant and the other 11,000 square feet would be 
used for quick‐serve type facilities. 
 
Parking and Open Space 
The Project would  include 950 parking  stalls  in a parking  structure with below‐grade parking and at‐
grade/below‐podium  levels, all concealed from the public’s view. The total parking and  loading area  is 
approximately 475,000 square feet. 
 
The Project open space area would be approximately 180,000 square feet and would constitute of large 
plaza areas, terrace areas at various  levels,  landscaped areas and green roof areas. The open space at 
plaza level is approximately 140,000 square feet. The total landscape area is conservatively estimated to 
be  approximately  30,000  square  feet  (i.e.,  6%  of  the  Project  area  required  for  storm  water 
management).  Green  roof  areas  are  proposed  over  the  two  office  podiums  that  are  approximately 
40,000 square feet in area. The podiums would be at 90‐feet above the street level. 
 
Table 1 below provides a summary of  the proposed  land‐uses, gross square  footage,  types of events, 
and  number  of  days  that  the  events  are  anticipated  to  occur.  The  employment  and  average  event 
attendance figures are provided by GSW for the purpose of calculating water demand. 
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Table 1: Blocks 29‐32 Summary of Proposed Land Uses 



Project Component 
Floor 
Area 
(GSF) 



Capacity
/No. of 
Seats 



Event Type 



No. of 
Events 
Per 
Year 



Full‐time 
Employees 



Event 
Employees 



Average 
Attendance 



Event Center  
  
  
  
  
  



750,000  18,064 Pre‐season games 3 n/a 1000 11,000



      Regular season games 41 n/a 1000 17,000



     
Playoffs (Maximum 
possible) 



16  n/a  1000  18,000 



     
Total non‐Warriors 
games 



161          



     
‐ Concerts 



30 n/a 775  12,500



    15 n/a 675  3,000



      ‐ Family Shows 55 n/a 675  5,000



      ‐ Other Sporting Events 30 n/a 675  7,000



     
‐ Conventions/ 



Corporate Events 
31  n/a  675  9,000 



Practice Facility & 
Training Areas (1) 



21,000     Practice/training  50 
Part of 
management 
staff below 



30  n/a 



Event Management & 
Team Operations (1) 



40,000    
Ongoing team/arena 
operations (Mon‐Fri) 



240  255  n/a  n/a 



Kitchen (1)  32,260        221  n/a 
Part of 
event staff 
above 



n/a 



GSW Office Space (1)  25,000       240 
Part of 
management 
staff above 



n/a  n/a 



Office Buildings  580,000     260 2,101 n/a  n/a



Retail  62,500  n/a
372 



n/a 



Restaurants  62,500    n/a n/a 



Parking  475,000  950    



Landscape Area (2)  70,000       



Open Space (3)  110,000       
Notes: 
(1) The 750,000 GSF noted for the Event Center includes the square footage identified for these uses. 
(2) Includes landscape area at all levels (i.e., approximately 30,000 Sq.Ft. of landscape at plaza level and 40,000 Sq.Ft. at all other 
levels for storm water management. 
(3) Open Space excludes 30,000 Sq.Ft. of landscaped area from roughly 140,000 Sq.Ft. (i.e., 3.2 acres) of open space at plaza level. 
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C. Water Demand 
I. Current (Vested) Project Water Demand 
Blocks 29‐32 were originally planned to be developed as an office space with an adjusted square footage 
of approximately one (1) million. Water demand from the office space was studied  in the Mission Bay 
Environmental  Impact  Report  prepared  and  approved  in  1998  (98  EIR).  The  water  usage  from  the 
entitled office space was estimated to be approximately 0.15 Million Gallons per Day (MGD). 
 



II. Proposed Project Water Demand 
The water demand for the proposed Project was calculated using the gross square footage of different 
land‐uses and forecasted employment and visitor attendance data provided by GSW. The Project water 
consumption occurs  indoor and outdoor.  Indoor water  consumption primarily  includes water used  in 
restrooms, bathrooms, kitchen, laundry, cleaning and by cooling appliances. Outdoor uses include water 
used for irrigating landscaped areas and for cleaning/washing‐down hardscape areas. 
 



1. Methodology 



Water consumption for the proposed land uses was estimated based on: a) end‐use (i.e, fixture and/or 
appliance) where  there  is  adequate  Project  data  to  reasonably  predict  uses,  and,  b)  using  standard 
consumption  factors  developed  for  similar  land‐uses  as  part  of  research  studies  and  other  projects 
water demand assessments. The following paragraphs discuss in detail the approach used in estimating 
demand from each individual land use. 
 
Event Center 
Water  consumption during  events was  estimated  using  end‐use  approach.  The  events hosted  at  the 
Event Center are expected to attract a significant crowd of spectators whose primary water usage will 
be in restrooms. Therefore, restroom water usage is anticipated to account for approximately half of the 
Event Center’s water consumption. Visitor restroom usages  include  lavatory faucets, urinals and water 
closets. The  restroom end‐use  fixture baseline  flow  rates, duration and average daily use were  taken 
from  the  2009  LEED  Reference  Guide  for Green  Building  Design  and  Construction  (LEED).  The  LEED 
recommended average daily use of  fixtures was  increased where deemed necessary  to  reflect Project 
specific use. For example,  LEED  recommends  that only 50% of visitors will use  restroom. But  for  this 
estimate, it was assumed that 100% of the visitors will use restroom at least once during the event to be 
conservative. 
 
The  second  largest water  consumption  comes  from  full‐time  and  part‐time  employees.  The  end‐use 
water demand from full‐time employees is calculated separately from visitors as the frequency of usage 
is different and there are additional end‐uses such as shower, kitchen faucet, and  laundry that are not 
used by visitors. The end‐use water demand for part‐time employees is calculated by reducing full‐time 
employee  demand  by  25%  since  part‐time  employees  are  anticipated  to work  6‐hours  during  event 
days. Conservative assumptions were made  to estimate onsite  laundry water demand. Laundry  items 
such as bath towels and sports towels are assumed to be generated  from 30% of the employees. The 
factors used in calculating water consumption by the end‐use approach are presented in Table 8. 
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Standard water  consumption  factors are used  for other Event Center uses  such as  food  services and 
HVAC/cooling,  for which end‐use details are not available. A standard  factor  for  fast  food  restaurants 
was used to estimate the Event Center food service water demand. This approach is conservative in that 
fast  food  restaurants  typically  operate  during  longer  hours  than  the  food  service  areas  at  the  Event 
Center, which are limited to event hours. 
 
Office and Retail Components 
The  primary water  consumption  in  an  office  space  is  from  full‐time  employees  using  restrooms  and 
kitchen/break rooms. The total number of full‐time employees was calculated using a standard rate of 
200  square  foot per employee and applying  that  to  the  total gross  square  footage. Restroom usages 
include shower, lavatory faucets, urinals and toilets (water closets). Kitchen/break room usages include 
faucets and dishwasher. Other end‐uses  include water used  for HVAC/Cooling equipment and  indoor 
cleaning. 
 
The primary water  consumption within  the  retail uses  is water used by employees and  customers  in 
restrooms. The factors used in calculating water consumption by end‐use and references are presented 
in Table 8. 
 
Restaurant Component 
The proposed  restaurant uses will  include quick  serve  food areas and  sit‐down  restaurants. Standard 
water consumption factors were used to estimate demand for both types of restaurant uses. A standard 
consumption  factor  developed  by  American Water Works  Association  (AWWA) was  used  to  predict 
restaurant water use. The factors and total demand calculations from these uses are presented in Table 
6 and 7. 
 
Outdoor Water Use 
Outdoor water  uses  at  the  site will  include water  used  for  cleaning  hardscape  areas  and  irrigating 
landscaped  areas.  The  irrigation water  demand  is  estimated  using  San  Francisco’s  average monthly 
rainfall, evapotranspiration and plant species factors provided in the outdoor water demand calculators 
developed by the California State Water Resources Control Board and SFPUC. A plant species factor of 
0.5 was used for all  landscape areas. The water used for cleaning outdoor hardscape areas and  indoor 
facilities (i.e., Event Center floor areas, walkways, windows, restrooms, etc) was based on  information 
gathered from local vendors. 
 



2. Baseline Water Demand 



The baseline demand is calculated by applying the baseline fixture flow rates provided in the 2009 LEED 
Reference Guide  to end‐uses. Table 2 below  summarizes  the baseline water demand  for  the  various 
components of the Project. 
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Table 2: Summary of Baseline Water Demand 



Project  Project Component  Floor Area (GSF)  Water Use (MGD) 



Blocks 29‐32  Event Center  750,000  0.032 



Office Buildings  580,000  0.042 



Retail  62,500  0.011 



Restaurants  62,500  0.028 



Landscape  70,000  0.001 



Washdown & Facility Cleaning  0.002 



   Total  0.117 



Note: See Table 6 and Table 8 (attached) for detailed calculations used in determining the baseline  
water demand. 
 
3. Adjusted Water Demand for Code 



Water  conservation  measures  required  as  part  of  the  2011  San  Francisco  Green  Building  (SFGB) 
requirements of Chapter 13C of the San Francisco Building Code will be implemented by the Project. The 
conservation  measures  include  reducing  water  consumption  using  fixtures  with  low  flow  rates 
prescribed  by  the  SFGB  requirements  for  prescriptive  approach  (Table  13C.5.303.2.3).  As  such,  the 
baseline demand  in  the  section above was adjusted  to new  fixture  flow  rates  to  calculate  the actual 
anticipated demand. 
 
Other water  conservation  techniques  such  as  use  of water  efficient  pre‐rinse  spray  values  for  food 
preparation, energy efficient  clothes washers  and dish washers,  and  cooling  appliances may be used 
throughout the Project but are not included in calculating water demand. The total water demand after 
application of conservation measures is shown in the Table 3 below. 
 



Table 3: Summary of Adjusted Water Demand for Code 



Project  Project Component  Floor Area (GSF)  Water Use (MGD) 



Blocks 29‐32  Event Center  750,000  0.025 



Office Buildings  580,000  0.036 



Retail  62,500  0.008 



Restaurants  62,500  0.028 



Landscape  70,000  0.001 



Washdown & Facility Cleaning  0.002 



   Total  0.100 



Note: See Table 7 and Table 8 for detailed calculations used in determining water demand with 
conservation measures. 
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D. Summary 
Blocks  29‐32 water  demand  for  the  originally  planned  one  (1) million  square  foot  office  space was 
estimated in the Mission Bay EIR prepared in 1998 to be approximately 0.15 MGD. 
 
The  new  water  demand  for  the  proposed  Project  at  Blocks  29‐32  is  estimated  to  be  0.100 MGD. 
Construction  of  the  Project  is  anticipated  to  begin  in  late  2015 with  completion  in  late  fall  2017. A 
summary of the anticipated water demand for Project phasing is shown below in Table 4. 
 



Table 4: Water Demand based on Project Phasing 
   2017  2018  2020 



Total Demand of proposed 
Project (MGD) 



0  0.100  0.100 



 
The anticipated total water demand for the proposed Project during normal years and single or multiple 
dry years is shown below in Table 5. 
 



Table 5: Water Demand based on Water Year Type 
   Normal  Single dry  Multiple 2  Multiple 3 



Total Demand of proposed 
Project (MGD) 



0.100  0.100  0.100  0.100 
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E. Attachments 
Table 6:  Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component – Baseline 
Table 7:  Blocks  29‐32  Water  Demand  by  Project  Component  –  Adjusted  for  Code  (with  Water 



Conservation) 
Table 8:  Blocks 29‐32 Water Consumption by End‐Use (Baseline and Adjusted) 
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TABLES 
 











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Full‐time (a) Event/Part‐time (a) Employee (h) Visitor (h)



Events



Pre‐season Games 1,000 11,000 14 3 3 120,694 0.000



Regular Season Games 1,000 17,000 14 3 41 2,319,831 0.006



Playoffs (Maximum Possible) 1,000 18,000 14 3 16 948,900 0.003



775 12,500 14 3 30 1,260,333 0.003



675 3,000 14 3 15 226,470 0.001



Family Shows 675 5,000 14 3 55 1,130,138 0.003



Other Sporting Events 675 7,000 14 3 30 779,939 0.002



Conventions/Corporate Events 675 9,000 14 3 31 974,887 0.003



Management & Operations 255 14 3 240 836,910 0.002



GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Kitchen (b) 32,260 300 32 221 2,138,838 0.006



Cooling (c) 750,000 3 750 365 838,421 0.002



11,575,361 0.032



Other Components GSF 
(a) Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Office Buildings (d) 580,000 103 580 260 15,468,876 0.042



Retail (d) 62,500 172 63 365 3,912,344 0.011



Quick Serve 
(b) 11,000 300 11 365 1,204,500 0.003



Sit Down (f) 51,500 24 1,030 365 9,097,990 0.025



Landscape (g) 70,000 540,670 0.001



Washdown & Facility Cleaning (i) 741,038 0.002



42,540,778 0.117Project Total =



(i) Includes washdown of outdoor hardscape areas and other miscellaneous cleaning activities such as event center indoor cleaning (floor/walkway, glass, restrooms, etc). 



Refer to Table 8 for breakdown. The standard demand factor used for restaurant includes cleaning and sanitization.



GSF ‐ Gross Square Footage



MGD ‐ Million Gallons Per Day (MGD = Annual Water Use (gal)/365x106 )



Notes:



(a) Floor area, type of events, number of events and anticipated number of employees and visitors are provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(e) Anticipated retail and cinema employees and customer data is provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(f) Flow rate taken from Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water report by American Water Works Association (Table 2.14). Assumed four seats in a 10‐ft X 10‐ft 



dining area covering 50% of GSF.



(b) Water demand for kitchen is assumed to be similar to fast food resturants. The demand factor is taken from LADWP Water Supply Assessment for the Convention and 



Event Center Project date January 2012.



(c) Cooling demand is derived from the existing central plant water demand for Staples Center. The annual cooling water demand (1,062,000 gal/yr) for Staples center is 



divided by GSF (950,000 sq.ft.).



(d) Refer to Table 8 for Unit Rate generation calculations.



(g) Annual landscape demand is estimated using SFPUC Non‐Potable Water Demand Calculator using a species factor of 0.5.



(h) Employee and Visitor demand is calculated in Table 8.



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Table 6 ‐ Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component ‐ Baseline



<‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  See Table 8  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐>



Event Center Total =



Resturant



Seat



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Concerts



Annual Water 



Use (gal)



Visitors/ 



Spectators 
(a)



Employees Water Use (gal/day/capita)
No. of Days (a) MGDEvent Center











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Full‐time (a) Event/Part‐time (a) Employee (h) Visitor (h)



Events



Pre‐season Games 1,000 11,000 10 2 3 85,598 0.000



Regular Season Games 1,000 17,000 10 2 41 1,632,313 0.004



Playoffs (Maximum Possible) 1,000 18,000 10 2 16 667,080 0.002



775 12,500 10 2 30 887,571 0.002



675 3,000 10 2 15 164,107 0.000



Family Shows 675 5,000 10 2 55 808,524 0.002



Other Sporting Events 675 7,000 10 2 30 553,813 0.002



Conventions/Corporate Events 675 9,000 10 2 31 688,834 0.002



Management & Operations 255 10 2 240 640,764 0.002



GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Kitchen (b) 32,260 300 32 221 2,138,838 0.006



Cooling (c) 750,000 3 750 365 838,421 0.002



9,105,861 0.025



Other Components GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Office Buildings (d) 580,000 87 580 260 13,052,306 0.036



Retail (d) 62,500 123 63 365 2,810,500 0.008



Quick Serve 
(b) 11,000 300 11 365 1,204,500 0.003



Sit Down (f) 51,500 24 1,030 365 9,097,990 0.025



Landscape (g) 70,000 540,670 0.001



Washdown & Facility Cleaning (i) 741,038 0.002



36,552,864 0.100



(g) Annual landscape demand is estimated using SFPUC Non‐Potable Water Demand Calculator using a species factor of 0.5.



(h) Employee and Visitor demand is calculated in Table 8.



(i) Includes washdown of outdoor hardscape areas and other miscellaneous cleaning activities such as event center indoor cleaning (floor/walkway, glass, restrooms, etc). 



Refer to Table 8 for breakdown. The standard demand factor used for restaurant includes cleaning and sanitization.



(a) Floor area, type of events, number of events and anticipated number of employees and visitors are provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(b) Water demand for kitchen is assumed to be similar to fast food resturants. The demand factor is taken from LADWP Water Supply Assessment for the Convention and 



Event Center Project date January 2012.



(c) Cooling demand is derived from the existing central plant water demand for Staples Center. The annual cooling water demand (1,062,000 gal/yr) for Staples center is 



divided by GSF (950,000 sq.ft.).



(d) Refer to Table 8 for Unit Rate generation calculations.



(e) Anticipated retail and cinema employees and customer data is provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(f) Flow rate taken from Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water report by American Water Works Association (Table 2.14). Assumed four seats in a 10‐ft X 10‐ft 



dining area covering 50% of GSF.



MGD ‐ Million Gallons Per Day (MGD = Annual Water Use (gal)/365x106 )



Seat



<‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  See Table 8  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐>



Project Total =



Notes:



GSF ‐ Gross Square Footage



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Resturant



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Event Center Total =



Table 7 ‐ Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component ‐ Adjusted



Event Center
Employees Visitors/ 



Spectators 
(a)



Water Use (gal/day/capita)
No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Concerts











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



1. Visitors
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (c) Unit Ave Daily Use (c) GPD per Visitor Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Visitor
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 1 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 1 1 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 1 2 1.28 gal/flush 1
Misc 0 0



3 2



2. Full-Time Employees
Type Baseline Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (b)(d) Unit Ave Daily Use (b)(d) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Employee
Showerhead 2.5 gal/min 5 min 0.3 4 2 gal/min 3
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5
Kitchen Faucet 2.2 gal/min 0.25 min 1 1 1.8 gal/min 0
Laundry 4 gal/pound 0.5 pound 0.3 1 4 gal/pound 1



14 10



1. Full-Time Employees
Type Baseline Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (b)(d) Unit Ave Daily Use (b)(d) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Employee
Showerhead 2.5 gal/min 5 min 0.3 4 2 gal/min 3
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5
Kitchen Faucet 2.2 gal/min 0.25 min 1 1 1.8 gal/min 0



Sub-Total = 13 10



200 200



65 49



2. Dishwasher 11.15 gal/cycle 1 cycle 1 11 11.15 gal/cycle 11



3. HVAC/Cooling Demand (f) 0.0196 gal/sf 1000 sf 1 20 0.0196 gal/sf 20



4. Indoor Floor Cleaning (g) 0.75 gal/min 4 min/1,000 sf 0.7 2 0.75 gal/min 2



5. Misc (assumed to be 5%) 4 4



103 87



Sub-Total =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Sub-Total =



Sub-Total =



Notes:



GPD per 1,000 GSF = GPD per 1,000 GSF =



(a) Baseline flow rate for showerhead, bathroom faucet, toilet, urinals and kitchen faucet are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).



(e) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).



Office End Uses
Baseline Adjusted for Code



Notes:



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF = Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



(g) Indoor cleaning flow rate and time required are taken from www.tomcatequip.com. The specs for MAGNUM floor scrubber dryer recommended for sports arena are used. The suggested cleaning rate is 26,000 sf/hr but 15,000 
sf/hr is used for calculations to be conservative.



Table 8 - Blocks 29-32 Water Consumption By End-Use (Baseline and Adjusted)



(a) Baseline flow rate for showerhead, bathroom faucet, toilet, urinals and kitchen faucet are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).
(b) Gallons of water used by laundry per pound of fabric is taken from webpage @ http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/commercial_laundry.aspx. The equipment type is assumed to be a waher-extractor which is typical fro 
small to medium size laundires. Laundry is assumed to be generated by players and event performers from showers and other activities. 30% of all the employees are assumed to be players and event performers.



(d) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of showerhead is increased from 0.1 to 0.3.



(c) Duration and Average daily use suggested in the 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2) were increased to be specific to event uses. All visitors/spectators are assumed to use 
the restrooms.



Adjusted for Code



Event Center End Uses
Baseline



Baseline Adjusted for Code



(f) Water demand for cooling is taken from SFPUC Potable Offset Investigation, April 2012. Water required is the average for 12-months.



(b) Gallons of water used by laundry per pound of fabric is taken from webpage @ http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/commercial_laundry.aspx. The equipment type is assumed to be a waher-extractor which is typical fro 
small to medium size laundires. Laundry is assumed to be generated by players and event performers from showers and other activities. 30% of all the employees are assumed to be players and event performers.
(c) Duration and Average daily use suggested in the 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2) were increased to be specific to event uses. All visitors/spectators are assumed to use 
the restrooms.
(d) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of showerhead is increased from 0.1 to 0.3.
(e) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Table 8 - Blocks 29-32 Water Consumption By End-Use (Baseline and Adjusted)



1. Customer
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (b) Unit Ave Daily Use (b) GPD per Customer Rate (w/ Code) (c) Unit GPD per Customer
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 0.5 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 0.4 0 0.5 gal/flush 0
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 0.6 1 1.28 gal/flush 1



1 1



10 10



142 102



2. Employee
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (b) Unit Ave Daily Use (b) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (c) Unit GPD per Employee
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5



9 6



300 300



29 21



172 123



Type Flow Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (a)(b) Unit Ave Yearly Use (c) GPY per 1,000 GSF



Outdoor Hardscape Washdown 5 gal/min 30 min/1,000 sf 4 600



66,000



Parking Area Washdown 5 gal/min 30 min/1,000 sf 2 300



142,500



Indoor Floor Cleaning 0.75 gal/min 4 min/1,000 sf 221 663



497,250



Misc Cleaning (assumed to be 5%) 35,288



741,038



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



(using harscape area of 110,000 sf)



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Customer =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Retail End Uses



Sub-Total =



GSF/Customer =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Notes:



Notes:



(c) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).



(using parking GSF of 475,000 sf)



Baseline Adjusted for Code



Baseline Adjusted for Code



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



(using GSF of 750,000 sf)



Total GPY =



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Washdown & Facility Cleaning



(a) Outdoor power wash flow rate and time required are based on information gathered from local vendors (Puma Power Wash, San Francisco & Clean 'n Seal, Brentwood, CA). A similar flow rate is also provided in the 2008 
Watersmart Guidebook prepared by EBMUD.
(b) Indoor cleaning flow rate and time required are taken from www.tomcatequip.com. The specs for MAGNUM floor scrubber dryer recommended for sports arena are used. The suggested cleaning rate is 26,000 sf/hr but 15,000 
sf/hr is used for calculations to be conservative.
(c) Outdoor hardscape area cleaning is assumed to be occur 4 times/year. General cleaning practice is 2 to 3 times/year based information provided by local vendors. Indoor floor is assumed to be cleaned after every event.



(a) Baseline flow rate for Lavatory faucet, toilet and urinals are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).
(b) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of "Visitor" was used for customers instead of 
"Retail Customer" uses from WE Table 2 as it seemed more reasonable.
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 TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: November 09, 2014 BKF No.: 20136004-20 
 
To: Clarke Miller 
 Strada Investment Group 
 
From: Sravan Paladugu, P.E. 
 Jacob Nguyen, P.E. 
 
Subject: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Water Demand Memorandum 
 
 



A. BACKGROUND 
The Golden State Warriors organization (GSW) proposes to construct a multi‐purpose event center and 
buildings for other uses on approximately 12‐acres located in San Francisco, California (Project). The 12‐
acre Project site is made up of land referred to as Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 (Blocks 29‐32) in the Mission 
Bay South Project Area, a redevelopment area  located east of Higway‐280  in San Francisco. The site  is 
bounded by Terry A Francois Boulevard to the east, 3rd Street to the west, 16th Street to the south and 
South Street to the north and is currently vacant except for surface parking. 
 
Prior  to GSW acquisition of  the Project  site, Blocks 29‐32 were planned  to be developed as an office 
space.  The  office  space was  studied  in  the Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report  prepared  and 
approved  in 1998 and would have  included an adjusted  square  footage of one  (1) million. The water 
usage  from  the  entitled  office  space  was  also  studied  as  part  of  the  98  EIR  was  estimated  to  be 
approximately 0.15 Million Gallons per Day (MGD). 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to determining future water demand for the proposed Project and 
the  approach  used  in  estimating  the  demand.  This  technical memorandum will  assist  San  Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) in preparing the Water Supply Assessment (WSA) for the Project per 
California Water Code Sections 10910 et seq. 
 
The memorandum  dated March  13,  2013,  from  SFPUC  requires  Project  proponents  to  provide,  a)  a 
description  of  the  Project,  and  b)  proposed  indoor  and  outdoor water  uses,  as  part  of  the  Project 
Demand Memo. The following sections discuss the required items in detail. 



B. Project Description 
GSW  proposes  to  construct  a multi‐purpose  event  center  and  ancillary  structures  including multiple 
office buildings, retail, restaurants, structure parking, plaza areas, and other amenities on Blocks 29‐32. 
A summary of  the various components of proposed Project are  included  in Table 1 and are discussed 
below. 
 
Event Center 
The proposed Event Center would have a  seating capacity of 18,064  seats, encompass approximately 
750,000 gross square feet in area. The Event Center would serve as the new home of the Golden State 
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Warriors. The Event Center would host all  the home games  for  the Golden State Warriors, as well as 
provide a year‐round venue  for a variety of other uses  including concerts,  family shows, conferences, 
conventions, cultural events and other sporting events. 
 
The Event Center main  floor would  include a  full  length NBA basketball court  for Warriors basketball 
games, which can also accommodate a stage for performances. Other supporting Event Center facilities 
would  include  player/performer  locker  rooms,  club  and  press  areas,  concessions,  restrooms,  a 
commissary, and a  large marshalling area. The Warriors practice facility and support offices would also 
be integrated within the Event Center. 
 
The  practice  facility would  include  two  full‐length  NBA  basketball  courts with  approximately  21,000 
square  feet  of  playing  surface,  a weight  room  and medical  treatment  facilities,  locker  rooms,  and  a 
players’  lounge.  The  support  offices  would  accommodate  Warriors  management,  coaching  and 
operations staff, administration, finance, marketing, broadcasting, merchandising, public relations, and 
ticket  operations.  The  Event  Center  would  be  surrounded  by  large  open  plaza  areas  connected  by 
ramps. 
 
Office, Retail and Restaurant Uses 
The  Project would  include  two  office  buildings,  each  eleven  (11)  stories  high,  on  the  northwest  and 
southwest  corners  of  the  site.  The  office  buildings  would  encompass  approximately  580,000  gross 
square  foot  in area. The Project would also  include  retail  space occupying multiple areas of  the  site, 
including the lower floors of the office buildings, within or adjacent to certain plaza‐facing areas of the 
Event Center. 
 
The  retail  space would be approximately 125,000  square  feet of which 62,500  square  feet would be 
used  for soft goods retail and  the remaining  for restaurants. Approximately 51,500 square  feet of  the 
restaurant space would be used for sit‐down type restaurant and the other 11,000 square feet would be 
used for quick‐serve type facilities. 
 
Parking and Open Space 
The Project would  include 950 parking  stalls  in a parking  structure with below‐grade parking and at‐
grade/below‐podium  levels, all concealed from the public’s view. The total parking and  loading area  is 
approximately 475,000 square feet. 
 
The Project open space area would be approximately 180,000 square feet and would constitute of large 
plaza areas, terrace areas at various  levels,  landscaped areas and green roof areas. The open space at 
plaza level is approximately 140,000 square feet. The total landscape area is conservatively estimated to 
be  approximately  30,000  square  feet  (i.e.,  6%  of  the  Project  area  required  for  storm  water 
management).  Green  roof  areas  are  proposed  over  the  two  office  podiums  that  are  approximately 
40,000 square feet in area. The podiums would be at 90‐feet above the street level. 
 
Table 1 below provides a summary of  the proposed  land‐uses, gross square  footage,  types of events, 
and  number  of  days  that  the  events  are  anticipated  to  occur.  The  employment  and  average  event 
attendance figures are provided by GSW for the purpose of calculating water demand. 
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Table 1: Blocks 29‐32 Summary of Proposed Land Uses 



Project Component 
Floor 
Area 
(GSF) 



Capacity
/No. of 
Seats 



Event Type 



No. of 
Events 
Per 
Year 



Full‐time 
Employees 



Event 
Employees 



Average 
Attendance 



Event Center  
  
  
  
  
  



750,000  18,064 Pre‐season games 3 n/a 1000 11,000



      Regular season games 41 n/a 1000 17,000



     
Playoffs (Maximum 
possible) 



16  n/a  1000  18,000 



     
Total non‐Warriors 
games 



161          



     
‐ Concerts 



30 n/a 775  12,500



    15 n/a 675  3,000



      ‐ Family Shows 55 n/a 675  5,000



      ‐ Other Sporting Events 30 n/a 675  7,000



     
‐ Conventions/ 



Corporate Events 
31  n/a  675  9,000 



Practice Facility & 
Training Areas (1) 



21,000     Practice/training  50 
Part of 
management 
staff below 



30  n/a 



Event Management & 
Team Operations (1) 



40,000    
Ongoing team/arena 
operations (Mon‐Fri) 



240  255  n/a  n/a 



Kitchen (1)  32,260        221  n/a 
Part of 
event staff 
above 



n/a 



GSW Office Space (1)  25,000       240 
Part of 
management 
staff above 



n/a  n/a 



Office Buildings  580,000     260 2,101 n/a  n/a



Retail  62,500  n/a
372 



n/a 



Restaurants  62,500    n/a n/a 



Parking  475,000  950    



Landscape Area (2)  70,000       



Open Space (3)  110,000       
Notes: 
(1) The 750,000 GSF noted for the Event Center includes the square footage identified for these uses. 
(2) Includes landscape area at all levels (i.e., approximately 30,000 Sq.Ft. of landscape at plaza level and 40,000 Sq.Ft. at all other 
levels for storm water management. 
(3) Open Space excludes 30,000 Sq.Ft. of landscaped area from roughly 140,000 Sq.Ft. (i.e., 3.2 acres) of open space at plaza level. 
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C. Water Demand 
I. Current (Vested) Project Water Demand 
Blocks 29‐32 were originally planned to be developed as an office space with an adjusted square footage 
of approximately one (1) million. Water demand from the office space was studied  in the Mission Bay 
Environmental  Impact  Report  prepared  and  approved  in  1998  (98  EIR).  The  water  usage  from  the 
entitled office space was estimated to be approximately 0.15 Million Gallons per Day (MGD). 
 



II. Proposed Project Water Demand 
The water demand for the proposed Project was calculated using the gross square footage of different 
land‐uses and forecasted employment and visitor attendance data provided by GSW. The Project water 
consumption occurs  indoor and outdoor.  Indoor water  consumption primarily  includes water used  in 
restrooms, bathrooms, kitchen, laundry, cleaning and by cooling appliances. Outdoor uses include water 
used for irrigating landscaped areas and for cleaning/washing‐down hardscape areas. 
 



1. Methodology 



Water consumption for the proposed land uses was estimated based on: a) end‐use (i.e, fixture and/or 
appliance) where  there  is  adequate  Project  data  to  reasonably  predict  uses,  and,  b)  using  standard 
consumption  factors  developed  for  similar  land‐uses  as  part  of  research  studies  and  other  projects 
water demand assessments. The following paragraphs discuss in detail the approach used in estimating 
demand from each individual land use. 
 
Event Center 
Water  consumption during  events was  estimated  using  end‐use  approach.  The  events hosted  at  the 
Event Center are expected to attract a significant crowd of spectators whose primary water usage will 
be in restrooms. Therefore, restroom water usage is anticipated to account for approximately half of the 
Event Center’s water consumption. Visitor restroom usages  include  lavatory faucets, urinals and water 
closets. The  restroom end‐use  fixture baseline  flow  rates, duration and average daily use were  taken 
from  the  2009  LEED  Reference  Guide  for Green  Building  Design  and  Construction  (LEED).  The  LEED 
recommended average daily use of  fixtures was  increased where deemed necessary  to  reflect Project 
specific use. For example,  LEED  recommends  that only 50% of visitors will use  restroom. But  for  this 
estimate, it was assumed that 100% of the visitors will use restroom at least once during the event to be 
conservative. 
 
The  second  largest water  consumption  comes  from  full‐time  and  part‐time  employees.  The  end‐use 
water demand from full‐time employees is calculated separately from visitors as the frequency of usage 
is different and there are additional end‐uses such as shower, kitchen faucet, and  laundry that are not 
used by visitors. The end‐use water demand for part‐time employees is calculated by reducing full‐time 
employee  demand  by  25%  since  part‐time  employees  are  anticipated  to work  6‐hours  during  event 
days. Conservative assumptions were made  to estimate onsite  laundry water demand. Laundry  items 
such as bath towels and sports towels are assumed to be generated  from 30% of the employees. The 
factors used in calculating water consumption by the end‐use approach are presented in Table 8. 
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Standard water  consumption  factors are used  for other Event Center uses  such as  food  services and 
HVAC/cooling,  for which end‐use details are not available. A standard  factor  for  fast  food  restaurants 
was used to estimate the Event Center food service water demand. This approach is conservative in that 
fast  food  restaurants  typically  operate  during  longer  hours  than  the  food  service  areas  at  the  Event 
Center, which are limited to event hours. 
 
Office and Retail Components 
The  primary water  consumption  in  an  office  space  is  from  full‐time  employees  using  restrooms  and 
kitchen/break rooms. The total number of full‐time employees was calculated using a standard rate of 
200  square  foot per employee and applying  that  to  the  total gross  square  footage. Restroom usages 
include shower, lavatory faucets, urinals and toilets (water closets). Kitchen/break room usages include 
faucets and dishwasher. Other end‐uses  include water used  for HVAC/Cooling equipment and  indoor 
cleaning. 
 
The primary water  consumption within  the  retail uses  is water used by employees and  customers  in 
restrooms. The factors used in calculating water consumption by end‐use and references are presented 
in Table 8. 
 
Restaurant Component 
The proposed  restaurant uses will  include quick  serve  food areas and  sit‐down  restaurants. Standard 
water consumption factors were used to estimate demand for both types of restaurant uses. A standard 
consumption  factor  developed  by  American Water Works  Association  (AWWA) was  used  to  predict 
restaurant water use. The factors and total demand calculations from these uses are presented in Table 
6 and 7. 
 
Outdoor Water Use 
Outdoor water  uses  at  the  site will  include water  used  for  cleaning  hardscape  areas  and  irrigating 
landscaped  areas.  The  irrigation water  demand  is  estimated  using  San  Francisco’s  average monthly 
rainfall, evapotranspiration and plant species factors provided in the outdoor water demand calculators 
developed by the California State Water Resources Control Board and SFPUC. A plant species factor of 
0.5 was used for all  landscape areas. The water used for cleaning outdoor hardscape areas and  indoor 
facilities (i.e., Event Center floor areas, walkways, windows, restrooms, etc) was based on  information 
gathered from local vendors. 
 



2. Baseline Water Demand 



The baseline demand is calculated by applying the baseline fixture flow rates provided in the 2009 LEED 
Reference Guide  to end‐uses. Table 2 below  summarizes  the baseline water demand  for  the  various 
components of the Project. 
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Table 2: Summary of Baseline Water Demand 



Project  Project Component  Floor Area (GSF)  Water Use (MGD) 



Blocks 29‐32  Event Center  750,000  0.032 



Office Buildings  580,000  0.042 



Retail  62,500  0.011 



Restaurants  62,500  0.028 



Landscape  70,000  0.001 



Washdown & Facility Cleaning  0.002 



   Total  0.117 



Note: See Table 6 and Table 8 (attached) for detailed calculations used in determining the baseline  
water demand. 
 
3. Adjusted Water Demand for Code 



Water  conservation  measures  required  as  part  of  the  2011  San  Francisco  Green  Building  (SFGB) 
requirements of Chapter 13C of the San Francisco Building Code will be implemented by the Project. The 
conservation  measures  include  reducing  water  consumption  using  fixtures  with  low  flow  rates 
prescribed  by  the  SFGB  requirements  for  prescriptive  approach  (Table  13C.5.303.2.3).  As  such,  the 
baseline demand  in  the  section above was adjusted  to new  fixture  flow  rates  to  calculate  the actual 
anticipated demand. 
 
Other water  conservation  techniques  such  as  use  of water  efficient  pre‐rinse  spray  values  for  food 
preparation, energy efficient  clothes washers  and dish washers,  and  cooling  appliances may be used 
throughout the Project but are not included in calculating water demand. The total water demand after 
application of conservation measures is shown in the Table 3 below. 
 



Table 3: Summary of Adjusted Water Demand for Code 



Project  Project Component  Floor Area (GSF)  Water Use (MGD) 



Blocks 29‐32  Event Center  750,000  0.025 



Office Buildings  580,000  0.036 



Retail  62,500  0.008 



Restaurants  62,500  0.028 



Landscape  70,000  0.001 



Washdown & Facility Cleaning  0.002 



   Total  0.100 



Note: See Table 7 and Table 8 for detailed calculations used in determining water demand with 
conservation measures. 
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D. Summary 
Blocks  29‐32 water  demand  for  the  originally  planned  one  (1) million  square  foot  office  space was 
estimated in the Mission Bay EIR prepared in 1998 to be approximately 0.15 MGD. 
 
The  new  water  demand  for  the  proposed  Project  at  Blocks  29‐32  is  estimated  to  be  0.100 MGD. 
Construction  of  the  Project  is  anticipated  to  begin  in  late  2015 with  completion  in  late  fall  2017. A 
summary of the anticipated water demand for Project phasing is shown below in Table 4. 
 



Table 4: Water Demand based on Project Phasing 
   2017  2018  2020 



Total Demand of proposed 
Project (MGD) 



0  0.100  0.100 



 
The anticipated total water demand for the proposed Project during normal years and single or multiple 
dry years is shown below in Table 5. 
 



Table 5: Water Demand based on Water Year Type 
   Normal  Single dry  Multiple 2  Multiple 3 



Total Demand of proposed 
Project (MGD) 



0.100  0.100  0.100  0.100 
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E. Attachments 
Table 6:  Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component – Baseline 
Table 7:  Blocks  29‐32  Water  Demand  by  Project  Component  –  Adjusted  for  Code  (with  Water 



Conservation) 
Table 8:  Blocks 29‐32 Water Consumption by End‐Use (Baseline and Adjusted) 
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TABLES 
 











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Full‐time (a) Event/Part‐time (a) Employee (h) Visitor (h)



Events



Pre‐season Games 1,000 11,000 14 3 3 120,694 0.000



Regular Season Games 1,000 17,000 14 3 41 2,319,831 0.006



Playoffs (Maximum Possible) 1,000 18,000 14 3 16 948,900 0.003



775 12,500 14 3 30 1,260,333 0.003



675 3,000 14 3 15 226,470 0.001



Family Shows 675 5,000 14 3 55 1,130,138 0.003



Other Sporting Events 675 7,000 14 3 30 779,939 0.002



Conventions/Corporate Events 675 9,000 14 3 31 974,887 0.003



Management & Operations 255 14 3 240 836,910 0.002



GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Kitchen (b) 32,260 300 32 221 2,138,838 0.006



Cooling (c) 750,000 3 750 365 838,421 0.002



11,575,361 0.032



Other Components GSF 
(a) Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Office Buildings (d) 580,000 103 580 260 15,468,876 0.042



Retail (d) 62,500 172 63 365 3,912,344 0.011



Quick Serve 
(b) 11,000 300 11 365 1,204,500 0.003



Sit Down (f) 51,500 24 1,030 365 9,097,990 0.025



Landscape (g) 70,000 540,670 0.001



Washdown & Facility Cleaning (i) 741,038 0.002



42,540,778 0.117Project Total =



(i) Includes washdown of outdoor hardscape areas and other miscellaneous cleaning activities such as event center indoor cleaning (floor/walkway, glass, restrooms, etc). 



Refer to Table 8 for breakdown. The standard demand factor used for restaurant includes cleaning and sanitization.



GSF ‐ Gross Square Footage



MGD ‐ Million Gallons Per Day (MGD = Annual Water Use (gal)/365x106 )



Notes:



(a) Floor area, type of events, number of events and anticipated number of employees and visitors are provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(e) Anticipated retail and cinema employees and customer data is provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(f) Flow rate taken from Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water report by American Water Works Association (Table 2.14). Assumed four seats in a 10‐ft X 10‐ft 



dining area covering 50% of GSF.



(b) Water demand for kitchen is assumed to be similar to fast food resturants. The demand factor is taken from LADWP Water Supply Assessment for the Convention and 



Event Center Project date January 2012.



(c) Cooling demand is derived from the existing central plant water demand for Staples Center. The annual cooling water demand (1,062,000 gal/yr) for Staples center is 



divided by GSF (950,000 sq.ft.).



(d) Refer to Table 8 for Unit Rate generation calculations.



(g) Annual landscape demand is estimated using SFPUC Non‐Potable Water Demand Calculator using a species factor of 0.5.



(h) Employee and Visitor demand is calculated in Table 8.



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Table 6 ‐ Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component ‐ Baseline



<‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  See Table 8  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐>



Event Center Total =



Resturant



Seat



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Concerts



Annual Water 



Use (gal)



Visitors/ 



Spectators 
(a)



Employees Water Use (gal/day/capita)
No. of Days (a) MGDEvent Center











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Full‐time (a) Event/Part‐time (a) Employee (h) Visitor (h)



Events



Pre‐season Games 1,000 11,000 10 2 3 85,598 0.000



Regular Season Games 1,000 17,000 10 2 41 1,632,313 0.004



Playoffs (Maximum Possible) 1,000 18,000 10 2 16 667,080 0.002



775 12,500 10 2 30 887,571 0.002



675 3,000 10 2 15 164,107 0.000



Family Shows 675 5,000 10 2 55 808,524 0.002



Other Sporting Events 675 7,000 10 2 30 553,813 0.002



Conventions/Corporate Events 675 9,000 10 2 31 688,834 0.002



Management & Operations 255 10 2 240 640,764 0.002



GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Kitchen (b) 32,260 300 32 221 2,138,838 0.006



Cooling (c) 750,000 3 750 365 838,421 0.002



9,105,861 0.025



Other Components GSF (a)
Unit Rate 



(gal/day/unit)
No. of Units No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Office Buildings (d) 580,000 87 580 260 13,052,306 0.036



Retail (d) 62,500 123 63 365 2,810,500 0.008



Quick Serve 
(b) 11,000 300 11 365 1,204,500 0.003



Sit Down (f) 51,500 24 1,030 365 9,097,990 0.025



Landscape (g) 70,000 540,670 0.001



Washdown & Facility Cleaning (i) 741,038 0.002



36,552,864 0.100



(g) Annual landscape demand is estimated using SFPUC Non‐Potable Water Demand Calculator using a species factor of 0.5.



(h) Employee and Visitor demand is calculated in Table 8.



(i) Includes washdown of outdoor hardscape areas and other miscellaneous cleaning activities such as event center indoor cleaning (floor/walkway, glass, restrooms, etc). 



Refer to Table 8 for breakdown. The standard demand factor used for restaurant includes cleaning and sanitization.



(a) Floor area, type of events, number of events and anticipated number of employees and visitors are provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(b) Water demand for kitchen is assumed to be similar to fast food resturants. The demand factor is taken from LADWP Water Supply Assessment for the Convention and 



Event Center Project date January 2012.



(c) Cooling demand is derived from the existing central plant water demand for Staples Center. The annual cooling water demand (1,062,000 gal/yr) for Staples center is 



divided by GSF (950,000 sq.ft.).



(d) Refer to Table 8 for Unit Rate generation calculations.



(e) Anticipated retail and cinema employees and customer data is provided by GSW Arena LLC.



(f) Flow rate taken from Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water report by American Water Works Association (Table 2.14). Assumed four seats in a 10‐ft X 10‐ft 



dining area covering 50% of GSF.



MGD ‐ Million Gallons Per Day (MGD = Annual Water Use (gal)/365x106 )



Seat



<‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  See Table 8  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐>



Project Total =



Notes:



GSF ‐ Gross Square Footage



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Resturant



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Unit



1,000 Sq.Ft.



1,000 Sq.Ft.



Event Center Total =



Table 7 ‐ Blocks 29‐32 Water Demand by Project Component ‐ Adjusted



Event Center
Employees Visitors/ 



Spectators 
(a)



Water Use (gal/day/capita)
No. of Days (a)



Annual Water 



Use (gal)
MGD



Concerts











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



1. Visitors
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (c) Unit Ave Daily Use (c) GPD per Visitor Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Visitor
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 1 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 1 1 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 1 2 1.28 gal/flush 1
Misc 0 0



3 2



2. Full-Time Employees
Type Baseline Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (b)(d) Unit Ave Daily Use (b)(d) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Employee
Showerhead 2.5 gal/min 5 min 0.3 4 2 gal/min 3
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5
Kitchen Faucet 2.2 gal/min 0.25 min 1 1 1.8 gal/min 0
Laundry 4 gal/pound 0.5 pound 0.3 1 4 gal/pound 1



14 10



1. Full-Time Employees
Type Baseline Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (b)(d) Unit Ave Daily Use (b)(d) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (e) Unit GPD per Employee
Showerhead 2.5 gal/min 5 min 0.3 4 2 gal/min 3
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5
Kitchen Faucet 2.2 gal/min 0.25 min 1 1 1.8 gal/min 0



Sub-Total = 13 10



200 200



65 49



2. Dishwasher 11.15 gal/cycle 1 cycle 1 11 11.15 gal/cycle 11



3. HVAC/Cooling Demand (f) 0.0196 gal/sf 1000 sf 1 20 0.0196 gal/sf 20



4. Indoor Floor Cleaning (g) 0.75 gal/min 4 min/1,000 sf 0.7 2 0.75 gal/min 2



5. Misc (assumed to be 5%) 4 4



103 87



Sub-Total =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Sub-Total =



Sub-Total =



Notes:



GPD per 1,000 GSF = GPD per 1,000 GSF =



(a) Baseline flow rate for showerhead, bathroom faucet, toilet, urinals and kitchen faucet are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).



(e) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).



Office End Uses
Baseline Adjusted for Code



Notes:



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF = Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



(g) Indoor cleaning flow rate and time required are taken from www.tomcatequip.com. The specs for MAGNUM floor scrubber dryer recommended for sports arena are used. The suggested cleaning rate is 26,000 sf/hr but 15,000 
sf/hr is used for calculations to be conservative.



Table 8 - Blocks 29-32 Water Consumption By End-Use (Baseline and Adjusted)



(a) Baseline flow rate for showerhead, bathroom faucet, toilet, urinals and kitchen faucet are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).
(b) Gallons of water used by laundry per pound of fabric is taken from webpage @ http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/commercial_laundry.aspx. The equipment type is assumed to be a waher-extractor which is typical fro 
small to medium size laundires. Laundry is assumed to be generated by players and event performers from showers and other activities. 30% of all the employees are assumed to be players and event performers.



(d) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of showerhead is increased from 0.1 to 0.3.



(c) Duration and Average daily use suggested in the 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2) were increased to be specific to event uses. All visitors/spectators are assumed to use 
the restrooms.



Adjusted for Code



Event Center End Uses
Baseline



Baseline Adjusted for Code



(f) Water demand for cooling is taken from SFPUC Potable Offset Investigation, April 2012. Water required is the average for 12-months.



(b) Gallons of water used by laundry per pound of fabric is taken from webpage @ http://www.allianceforwaterefficiency.org/commercial_laundry.aspx. The equipment type is assumed to be a waher-extractor which is typical fro 
small to medium size laundires. Laundry is assumed to be generated by players and event performers from showers and other activities. 30% of all the employees are assumed to be players and event performers.
(c) Duration and Average daily use suggested in the 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2) were increased to be specific to event uses. All visitors/spectators are assumed to use 
the restrooms.
(d) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of showerhead is increased from 0.1 to 0.3.
(e) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).











Blocks 29‐32



Project Demand Memo



11/9/2014



Table 8 - Blocks 29-32 Water Consumption By End-Use (Baseline and Adjusted)



1. Customer
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (b) Unit Ave Daily Use (b) GPD per Customer Rate (w/ Code) (c) Unit GPD per Customer
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 0.5 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 0.4 0 0.5 gal/flush 0
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 0.6 1 1.28 gal/flush 1



1 1



10 10



142 102



2. Employee
Type Baseline Rate (a) Unit No. of Units (b) Unit Ave Daily Use (b) GPD per Employee Rate (w/ Code) (c) Unit GPD per Employee
Lavatory Faucet 0.5 gal/min 0.25 min 3 0 0.4 gal/min 0
Urinals 1 gal/flush 1 flush 2 2 0.5 gal/flush 1
Toilet (Water Closet) 1.6 gal/flush 1 flush 4 6 1.28 gal/flush 5



9 6



300 300



29 21



172 123



Type Flow Rate (a)(b) Unit No. of Units (a)(b) Unit Ave Yearly Use (c) GPY per 1,000 GSF



Outdoor Hardscape Washdown 5 gal/min 30 min/1,000 sf 4 600



66,000



Parking Area Washdown 5 gal/min 30 min/1,000 sf 2 300



142,500



Indoor Floor Cleaning 0.75 gal/min 4 min/1,000 sf 221 663



497,250



Misc Cleaning (assumed to be 5%) 35,288



741,038



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



(using harscape area of 110,000 sf)



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Customer =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



Retail End Uses



Sub-Total =



GSF/Customer =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Sub-Total =



GSF/Employee =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Notes:



Notes:



(c) Flow rate based on maximum flow rate prescribed by 2011 SF Green Building Requirements (Table 13C.5.303.2.3).



(using parking GSF of 475,000 sf)



Baseline Adjusted for Code



Baseline Adjusted for Code



Project Annual Water Use (gal) =



(using GSF of 750,000 sf)



Total GPY =



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Total GPD per 1,000 GSF =



Washdown & Facility Cleaning



(a) Outdoor power wash flow rate and time required are based on information gathered from local vendors (Puma Power Wash, San Francisco & Clean 'n Seal, Brentwood, CA). A similar flow rate is also provided in the 2008 
Watersmart Guidebook prepared by EBMUD.
(b) Indoor cleaning flow rate and time required are taken from www.tomcatequip.com. The specs for MAGNUM floor scrubber dryer recommended for sports arena are used. The suggested cleaning rate is 26,000 sf/hr but 15,000 
sf/hr is used for calculations to be conservative.
(c) Outdoor hardscape area cleaning is assumed to be occur 4 times/year. General cleaning practice is 2 to 3 times/year based information provided by local vendors. Indoor floor is assumed to be cleaned after every event.



(a) Baseline flow rate for Lavatory faucet, toilet and urinals are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction(WE Table 1).
(b) Duration and Average daily use of fixture flow rates are taken from 2009 LEED Reference Guide For Green Building Design and Construction (WE Table 2). Average daily use of "Visitor" was used for customers instead of 
"Retail Customer" uses from WE Table 2 as it seemed more reasonable.













From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:15:00 AM


John – are you around Monday to talk about pulling together the comments received so we can give
an update on major themes?  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 



mailto:john.gavin@sfgov.org

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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mailto:Corinnewoods@cs.com





   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:36:00 AM


FYI – I will add a second item that discusses Next Steps – see it as being very short.  We should be
ready with a summary of comments to date (Jesse/Clarke – if you could help collect what Theo has
heard, that would be great).  We may want to jump on the phone Monday to talk about what exactly
we will present for this – we have the NOP, Commission meetings, design, etc. coming up.  I was
thinking the item could read something like the following:
 


1. Discussion Item: Overview of Next Steps for the Warriors Mixed-Use Project,
Representatives from the Warriors Team, OCII and Office of Economic and Workforce
Development (OEWD) - 15 minutes


Description of Item:  The Warriors team and OCII/OWED staff will provide a brief overview of comments
received to date on the project and what the upcoming next steps will be for the Warriors project.


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


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:30 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I think Next Steps should be a separate agenda information item with at least a tentative time
schedule.
Corinne
 
 
Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" 
Date:11/07/2014 10:22 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda



mailto:jblout@stradasf.com
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Will do – can we include the Comments and Responses as part of the “next steps” for the Warriors
project as part of the TMP update or under Agency updates?    I will work with OEWD to get the list
up and running and make sure we have coordinated with Theo on comments he’s received.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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/
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com

mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:Corinnewoods@cs.com
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PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 








From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: Final TMP CAC preso
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 10:30:30 AM
Attachments: 2014.11.13_CAC_TMP_Framework_vFinal.pdf


Do you have John’s PPT as well?  I was going to send it to Ferry.
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 8:42 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Theo Ellington (tellington@warriors.com); Reilly,
Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Final TMP CAC preso
 
Good morning, everyone.
The attached version of last night’s presentation is available for posting.
Thanks for everyone’s contributions last night.
Clarke
 
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=134B9B74E2F044C9A45B25ABC6094359-LILA HUSSAIN
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November 2014 GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



• Project Overview and Transportation Management 
Plan Context 



• Analytical Assumptions 



• Peak Event Pre-Event Plans 



• Peak Event Post-Event Plans 



• Additional Transportation Demand Strategies 



Agenda 











Project Location: 
 
Mission Bay 
Blocks 29-32 











November 2014 GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



• Approximately 18,000 seat multi-purpose 
arena 



• Approx. 500,000 leasable sq ft of Office/Lab 



• 75,000 - 95,000 leasable sq ft of Retail 



• 3.2 acres of plazas and public space 



• 700 - 950 parking spaces 
Blocks 29-32 



Project Elements 
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November 2014 GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



Transportation Management Plan Goals 



• Maximize safety for all site visitors 



 



• Promote the use of sustainable transport options, specifically non-



automobile transportation, including transit, walking, and bicycling 



 



• Reduce vehicular impacts and minimize pedestrian spillover into streets 



and adjacent neighborhoods 
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• Project Overview and Transportation Management 
Plan Context 



• Analytical Assumptions 



• Peak Event Pre-Event Plans 



• Peak Event Post-Event Plans 



• Additional Transportation Demand Strategies 



Agenda 











Projected Event Count and Attendance (2) 
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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. 



(2) The project TMP also accounts for a typical (no-event) day with up to 2,700 office/retail employees on-site. 



55 
EVENTS 



41 
EVENTS 



31 
EVENTS 



30 
EVENTS 



30 
EVENTS 15 



EVENTS 
2-3 



EVENTS 



Average 



9,300 
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Mode Split Assumptions 



Mode GSW Peak Event 
Attendees (1) 



SF Giants  
(2000) 



SF Giants  
(2012) 



Sacramento 
Kings 



Transit 35% 39% 44% 26% 
Auto 55% 49% 38% 74% 
Bike 2% Included in Other 2% Not reported separately 



Walk 4% 7% 11% Not reported separately 



Other (2) 4%  5% 5% Not reported separately 



(1) Average Weekday 



(2) For the Blocks 29-32 project, “Other” includes: Taxi, TMA  shuttle, TNC (Uber, Lyft), pedicab 
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Transit Improvement 
Assumptions 
• Central Subway 



• Caltrain Electrification 



• Muni Forward (TEP implementation) 



• Blue Greenway 



• Completion of Mission Bay road 



network 
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Transit Service 
Assumptions 



• Supplemental Muni service 



• 3 Muni Special Event 
shuttle routes 



• Additional rail service  



• Capital improvements 
(lengthening platform) 
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Event Parking Assumptions 
• On-site: 700 - 950 stalls 



o Approx. 20 - 30 minute post-event egress  
o Includes valet area for Retail 



 
• Off-site/Satellite:  



o Office parking 
 Ex: 450 South Street 



o Event parking  
 Ex: Lot A, UCSF, and underutilized existing garages 



 
• Street parking: heavily discouraged 



o Limited meter hours (shorter than event duration) 
o Special Event pricing 
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Lane Striping & Signal Assumptions 



Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan Proposed Revisions 



Adds: 
• All-way stop signs 
• Neighborhood metered 



street parking 
• Buffered bike lanes on 16th  
• TMA Shuttle stop 
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Pre-Event 
Preferred Routes 











November 2014 GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



Pre-Event  
Curb Management 
• Accommodates dispersed event 



arrivals over a ~2 hour period 



• Based on separation of modes: 



oWest: Transit 



oNE/East: Auto 



o SE/East: Bike/Walk  



• Maintains clear inbound/outbound 
through-access for local neighbors 
and businesses 



Blocks 29-32 











November 2014 GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



Pre-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Northwest 
Corner 



Blocks 29-32 
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Pre-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Northeast 
Corner 



Blocks 29-32 
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Pre-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Southeast 
Corner 



Blocks 29-32 
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Pre-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Southwest 
Corner 



Blocks 29-32 
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Pre-Event  
PCO Locations 



Parking Control Officer (PCO) 
 
Variable Message Sign (VMS) 
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Post-Event 
Preferred Routes 
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Post-Event Curb 
Management 



Blocks 29-32 



• Designed to facilitate efficient, 
intuitive building exit  



• Based on separation of modes 
consistent with arrival: 



oWest: Transit 



oNE/East: Auto 



o SE/East: Bike/Walk  



• Temporary street closures clear 
traffic and fans from the vicinity 
as quickly and safely as possible 
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Blocks 29-32 
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Curb 
Management: 
Northwest 
Corner 
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Blocks 29-32 



Post-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Northeast 
Corner 
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Post-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Southeast 
Corner 



Blocks 29-32 
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Blocks 29-32 



Post-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Southwest 
Corner 
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Post-Event 
PCO Locations 



Parking Control Officer (PCO) 
 
Variable Message Sign (VMS) 
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Dual Event 
PCO Locations 



Parking Control Officer (PCO) – GSW 
 
Parking Control Officer (PCO) – GIANTS 
 
Variable Message Sign (VMS) 
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Event Controls Summary 
Traffic Control Strategy No  



Event 
Convention/
Small Event 



Arena 
Concert 



Peak Event/ 
NBA Game 



Dual 
Event 



Coordinate with SFMTA Special Events Team     



Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni, TMA, SFBC     



Coordinate with Giants Special Events Staff      



Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office      



Taxi Zone on Terry Francois Blvd      



Taxi Zone on South Street    



Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop      



Dedicated Muni Event Shuttle Stops    



PCO Supervisor at Event Center Control Room    



PCOs Positioned on and around site     



Post-Event Lane Closures    



Bike Valet Operating     
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Representative Travel Demand Strategies 



• Appoint Event Center Transportation Coordinator 



• Utilize dynamic wayfinding and communication 



• Provide substantial bicycle parking spaces 



• Price parking to discourage driving 



• “Know Before You Go” app and webpage 











November 2014 GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
  



  



  



Menu options: show drive/park options 
last, rate by sustainability, etc.  



Show garages, major transit 
stations, bike share pods, etc. 



If driving, reserve your spot in 
advance (no more circling) Personalize trip options 
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Monitoring and Refinement 



Tools: 
• Regular Coordination Meetings 



with MTA’s Special Event Team 
and Ballpark Mission Bay 
Transportation Coordinating 
Committee 



• Event attendee and employee 
surveys 



• Parking utilization data 
collection 



Documentation: 
• TMP Travel Survey Memo 



(first year) 
• TMP Monitoring Report 



(annually) 
• Update presentations to 



Mission Bay community (as 
needed) 
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Project Next Steps 



• Provide comments on project at SFArena@warriors.com 



• Topics for upcoming CAC meetings: 



oMajor Phase design updates 



o Schematic design 



oReview transportation analysis and mitigations 
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Lo, Ferry (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: Final TMP CAC preso
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 11:44:02 AM
Attachments: 2014.11.13_CAC_TMP_Framework_vFinal.pdf


Ferry,
 
Can you post this presentation under the What’s new section/Proposed Golden State Arena section
of the website under the following hyperlink:
 
November 13, 2014 CAC Transportation Management Plan Presentation


Thanks,
 
Lila Hussain
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 8:42 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Theo Ellington (tellington@warriors.com); Reilly,
Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Final TMP CAC preso
 
Good morning, everyone.
The attached version of last night’s presentation is available for posting.
Thanks for everyone’s contributions last night.
Clarke
 
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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Blocks 29-32 
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• Approximately 18,000 seat multi-purpose 
arena 



• Approx. 500,000 leasable sq ft of Office/Lab 



• 75,000 - 95,000 leasable sq ft of Retail 



• 3.2 acres of plazas and public space 



• 700 - 950 parking spaces 
Blocks 29-32 



Project Elements 
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November 2014 GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



Transportation Management Plan Goals 



• Maximize safety for all site visitors 



 



• Promote the use of sustainable transport options, specifically non-



automobile transportation, including transit, walking, and bicycling 



 



• Reduce vehicular impacts and minimize pedestrian spillover into streets 



and adjacent neighborhoods 
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Projected Event Count and Attendance (2) 
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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. 



(2) The project TMP also accounts for a typical (no-event) day with up to 2,700 office/retail employees on-site. 
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41 
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Mode Split Assumptions 



Mode GSW Peak Event 
Attendees (1) 



SF Giants  
(2000) 



SF Giants  
(2012) 



Sacramento 
Kings 



Transit 35% 39% 44% 26% 
Auto 55% 49% 38% 74% 
Bike 2% Included in Other 2% Not reported separately 



Walk 4% 7% 11% Not reported separately 



Other (2) 4%  5% 5% Not reported separately 



(1) Average Weekday 



(2) For the Blocks 29-32 project, “Other” includes: Taxi, TMA  shuttle, TNC (Uber, Lyft), pedicab 
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Transit Improvement 
Assumptions 
• Central Subway 



• Caltrain Electrification 



• Muni Forward (TEP implementation) 



• Blue Greenway 



• Completion of Mission Bay road 



network 
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Transit Service 
Assumptions 



• Supplemental Muni service 



• 3 Muni Special Event 
shuttle routes 



• Additional rail service  



• Capital improvements 
(lengthening platform) 
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Event Parking Assumptions 
• On-site: 700 - 950 stalls 



o Approx. 20 - 30 minute post-event egress  
o Includes valet area for Retail 



 
• Off-site/Satellite:  



o Office parking 
 Ex: 450 South Street 



o Event parking  
 Ex: Lot A, UCSF, and underutilized existing garages 



 
• Street parking: heavily discouraged 



o Limited meter hours (shorter than event duration) 
o Special Event pricing 
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Lane Striping & Signal Assumptions 



Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan Proposed Revisions 



Adds: 
• All-way stop signs 
• Neighborhood metered 



street parking 
• Buffered bike lanes on 16th  
• TMA Shuttle stop 
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Pre-Event  
Curb Management 
• Accommodates dispersed event 



arrivals over a ~2 hour period 



• Based on separation of modes: 



oWest: Transit 



oNE/East: Auto 



o SE/East: Bike/Walk  



• Maintains clear inbound/outbound 
through-access for local neighbors 
and businesses 



Blocks 29-32 
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Pre-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Northwest 
Corner 



Blocks 29-32 
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Pre-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Northeast 
Corner 



Blocks 29-32 
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Pre-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Southeast 
Corner 



Blocks 29-32 
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Pre-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Southwest 
Corner 



Blocks 29-32 
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Pre-Event  
PCO Locations 



Parking Control Officer (PCO) 
 
Variable Message Sign (VMS) 
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Post-Event 
Preferred Routes 
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Post-Event Curb 
Management 



Blocks 29-32 



• Designed to facilitate efficient, 
intuitive building exit  



• Based on separation of modes 
consistent with arrival: 



oWest: Transit 



oNE/East: Auto 



o SE/East: Bike/Walk  



• Temporary street closures clear 
traffic and fans from the vicinity 
as quickly and safely as possible 
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Blocks 29-32 



Post-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Northwest 
Corner 
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Blocks 29-32 



Post-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Northeast 
Corner 
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Post-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Southeast 
Corner 



Blocks 29-32 
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Blocks 29-32 



Post-Event 
Curb 
Management: 
Southwest 
Corner 
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Post-Event 
PCO Locations 



Parking Control Officer (PCO) 
 
Variable Message Sign (VMS) 
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Dual Event 
PCO Locations 



Parking Control Officer (PCO) – GSW 
 
Parking Control Officer (PCO) – GIANTS 
 
Variable Message Sign (VMS) 
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Event Controls Summary 
Traffic Control Strategy No  



Event 
Convention/
Small Event 



Arena 
Concert 



Peak Event/ 
NBA Game 



Dual 
Event 



Coordinate with SFMTA Special Events Team     



Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni, TMA, SFBC     



Coordinate with Giants Special Events Staff      



Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office      



Taxi Zone on Terry Francois Blvd      



Taxi Zone on South Street    



Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop      



Dedicated Muni Event Shuttle Stops    



PCO Supervisor at Event Center Control Room    



PCOs Positioned on and around site     



Post-Event Lane Closures    



Bike Valet Operating     
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Representative Travel Demand Strategies 



• Appoint Event Center Transportation Coordinator 



• Utilize dynamic wayfinding and communication 



• Provide substantial bicycle parking spaces 



• Price parking to discourage driving 



• “Know Before You Go” app and webpage 
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Menu options: show drive/park options 
last, rate by sustainability, etc.  



Show garages, major transit 
stations, bike share pods, etc. 



If driving, reserve your spot in 
advance (no more circling) Personalize trip options 
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Monitoring and Refinement 



Tools: 
• Regular Coordination Meetings 



with MTA’s Special Event Team 
and Ballpark Mission Bay 
Transportation Coordinating 
Committee 



• Event attendee and employee 
surveys 



• Parking utilization data 
collection 



Documentation: 
• TMP Travel Survey Memo 



(first year) 
• TMP Monitoring Report 



(annually) 
• Update presentations to 



Mission Bay community (as 
needed) 
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Project Next Steps 



• Provide comments on project at SFArena@warriors.com 



• Topics for upcoming CAC meetings: 



oMajor Phase design updates 



o Schematic design 



oReview transportation analysis and mitigations 





mailto:SFArena@warriors.com
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Thank You 
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From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
To: casharpe@fibrogen.com
Cc: Gavin, John (MYR); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Theo


Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)
Subject: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 5:19:25 PM


Catherine:


Thanks for gathering the biotech community on Tuesday to share your thoughts on arena circulation
patterns.  I thought it was a very productive meeting and helped us better understand your needs,
concerns and work schedules. 
 
We’re pulling together the details of a draft Transportation Management Plan for the arena (arrival
routes, transit service plan, curb management strategies, PCO locations, etc) to share at next
Thursday’s MBCAC meeting and would love to get your thoughts beforehand.  Do you have time on
Monday for a sneak preview?  We’re available all afternoon.
 
Best,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-6625
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=91BA72A308BD41818E967887DA0E43A7-ADAM VAN DE WATER_B65779439D
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Nguyen, Lucinda (CII); Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: Weekly Warriors Check In Meeting
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:42:00 AM


Tiffany - I have an all day off-site Warriors meeting this coming Wednesday and Thursday (for the
Initial Study), so I was hoping we could reschedule the weekly check in for Monday afternoon or
Friday.


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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 



mailto:tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org
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From: Cathy Searby
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: mailing list
Date: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 6:27:11 PM


Dear Catherine,
 
Could you put Michael Drummond on your mailing list for the once a month meetings.  He
us a big Warriors team and would like to start coming to your meetings.  See you Thursday! 
Cathy
 
His email is mdrummond22@gmail.com
 



mailto:cathysearby@gmail.com
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Thursday, November 06, 2014 2:11:57 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2014.10.27_GSW_Mission_Bay_Admin_Initial_Study_No.2_GSWComment.docx
GSW Mission Bay Admin Draft Initial Study No. 2_10-27-14_clean+ck+vw+bb.docx


The only comment that needs to be research from the PS is the one regarding if Section 139 of the
Planning Code that deals with Bird-Safe Buildings would apply to the project. I sent an email to Liz
Watty/John Malamut for clarification. Also, attached are EP comments on the IS/NOP. No sign of
comments from CA or OCII yet.
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 1:49 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett
(CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR);
Clarke Miller; 'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; David Carlock
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
GSW consolidated comments (GSW/Strada/Gibson Dunn) are attached here.
 
I will send a few notes on the Mit Measures table (provided with this draft) under a separate cover.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
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, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser;
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; David Carlock
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
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[bookmark: _Toc402187709][bookmark: _Toc402187872][bookmark: _GoBack]NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


Date:		November XX, 2014


Case No.:


OCII:	ER 2014-919-97 [OCII: This number is based on the original SFRA number on the 1998 FSEIR. Please confirm if this is acceptable.]


Planning Dept.:	2014.1441E


Project Title:	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


BPA Nos.:	Not Applicable


Zoning:	MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height Zone 5


Block/Lot:	Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Blocks Size:	Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres 


Project Sponsor:	GSW Arena LLC
David Kelly
(510) 986-8154
dkelly@warriors.com


Lead Agency:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)


Staff Contact:	Catherine Reilly, OCII – (415) 749-2516


		catherine.reilly@sfgov.org 





PROJECT DESCRIPTION


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.


FINDING


This project may have a significant effect on the environment and a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15063 (Initial Study), 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and for the reasons documented in the Environmental Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is attached. 


PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS


The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) will hold a PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING on Wednesday, December [2? or 3? – OCII: Please confirm], 2014 at 6:00 p.m. [OCII: Please confirm time] at _________________[OCII: Please confirm location]. The purpose of this meeting is to receive oral comments to assist the OCII in reviewing the scope and content of the environmental impact analysis and information to be contained in the SEIR for the project. To request a language interpreter or to accommodate persons with disabilities at the scoping meeting, please contact the staff contact listed above at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting. Written comments will also be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on December [XX], 2014. Written comments should be sent to OCII c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, or by email to ______.sfgov.org [EP: Please provide email address that has been set up by EP]. 


If you work for a responsible State agency, we need to know the views of your agency regarding the scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use the SEIR when considering a permit or other approval for this project. Please include the name of a contact person in your agency.


Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the OCII Commission, OCII or the Planning Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the OCII or Planning Department’s website or in other public documents.
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OCII Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	i	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
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Preliminary – Subject to Revision (October 27, 2014)


INITIAL STUDY


Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Block 29-32
OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E


A. [bookmark: _Toc402187873]PROJECT DESCRIPTION


[bookmark: _Toc402187874]A.1	Overview


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of Ssalesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to these documents.


The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of the related environmental review documents. 


[bookmark: _Toc400381598][bookmark: _Toc398564699][bookmark: _Toc402188541]
Figure 1	Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay


[bookmark: _Toc400381599][bookmark: _Toc398564700][bookmark: _Toc402188542]
Figure 2	Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay



This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.


[bookmark: _Toc402187875]A.2	Background


Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:2] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. [2:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay FSEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97.] 



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).[footnoteRef:4] The Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. [4:  	Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively.] 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.[footnoteRef:5] As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design  [5:  	North and South OPAs, Attachment L.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381600][bookmark: _Toc398564701][bookmark: _Toc402188543]
Figure 3	Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), respectively.[footnoteRef:6] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the South Plan on November 2, 1998.[footnoteRef:7] The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated June 4, 2013.  [6:  	Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively.]  [7:  	Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381601][bookmark: _Toc398564702]The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows:


· The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots.


· The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall.


· The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and required setbacks.


· The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.


· The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Range Development Plan.


· The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses.


· The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1.


· The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law. 


South Plan Area Development Controls


The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans. 


The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that apply to the project site include:


· Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as required to be implemented by the developer of the project site;


· All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ;


· Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the development.


Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 


In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.” 


The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character).


The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for Development.


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32


The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. 


Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet.


Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street.


[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, including design, operations and construction characteristics, including any associated edits, reflect Version 1.0 of the project, and will be revised when we receive new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0]


[bookmark: _Toc402187876]A.3	Project Characteristics


Proposed Facilities


Development Plan Overview 


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights.[footnoteRef:8] Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  [8:  	For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property.] 



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food 



[bookmark: _Toc402188544]Figure 4	Project Site Plan
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Table 1
summary of proposed Project Facilities at project site


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seats





			Cinema Seating Capacity


			420 seats





			Size 


			Total GSFa


			Adjusted GSFb


			Leasable SFc





			Event Centerd


Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacee


Cinema Space


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			710,486


20,000


509,210


111,000


39,000


 342,475


1,732,171 GSF


			486,686


20,000


458,289


99,900


35,100


 _--_ 


1,099,975 GSF


(1,094,980 Final Adjusted)f


			-- 


19,000


435,375


94,905


33,345


 _--_ 


582,625 GSF





			Heightg,h/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings



Retail Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (10 stories) total [90-foot (5-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above 


39 feet (in northeast corner) + within ground floor of office and retail buildings





			Parking/Loading Spaces


			Blocks 29-32:


612 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by Third Street Plaza)


12 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:


132 parking stalls





			Vehicular Access 


			Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a 	Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


b	Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” below. 


c	Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor).


d	The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented separate from square footage of the other event center uses.


e	Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,000 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,500 quick-service restaurant, and 55,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


f	The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


g	Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. 


h	 Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014






service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 stories (160 feet tall); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5‑story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  	Under the Major Phase application for the proposed project, the project sponsor is requesting an option that would consist of a combination of a cinema and office uses as an alternative to all office uses. For the purposes of the environmental review process, this Initial Study and the SEIR assume the cinema would be part of the proposed project because cinema uses are a more intensive land use than office and would result in the more conservative impact assessment.] 



Two levels of enclosed on-site parking (one below grade, and one at street level) providing 612 parking spaces would be located below the office buildings and plaza areas. (See also Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8feet above the sidewalk Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.[footnoteRef:10] These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  [10:  	It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD.] 



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. A total of twelve truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office, cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings would on South Street and 16th Street and from the main plaza, and additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks would be constructed adjacent to the project site.


Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed. 


Infrastructure Improvements


The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


Off-Site Parking Facilities


As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to provide additional parking to serve the project.


Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:11] This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. [11:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park


As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and ‑ on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer. 


Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


Proposed Operations and Employment


Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new operational components at Blocks 29-32.


Event Center Programming


Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland.


As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 825 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:12] would be required at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  [12: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following:


· Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons.


· Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year.] 



· Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  	The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees.] 



· Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times. 


· Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone Convention Center. 


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 825, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office, Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for office, retail and cinema uses.)


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink.


Golden State Warriors Operations


The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office, Retail and Cinema Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,845 FTE employees. The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 341 FTE employees, and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE employees. 


Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness.


As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. 


In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed during evenings and weekends.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month period, and be completed in late fall 2017 Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000 cubic yards of soils on-site would be excavated and removed from the site.


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could occur on weekends and/or outside of these hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.


B. [bookmark: _Toc402187877]PROJECT SETTING


[bookmark: _Toc402187878]B.1	Mission Bay


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187879]B.2	Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South 
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Figure 5	Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity



Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between approximately ‑1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:15], roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:16] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [15:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [16:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187880]B.3	Surrounding Uses


The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site.


16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and Mariposa Street.


Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed as a Tsunami Evacuation Route. 


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc402187881]B.4	Approvals Required


Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for each building and private open spaces


· Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M allocation 


· Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable


· Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway striping


· San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets


· Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application.


· San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems.


C. [bookmark: _Toc402187882]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.


			


			





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


			


			





			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.


			


			











The SEIR will discuss the project's compatibility with existing zoning and plans.


D. [bookmark: tra.ped.24.4][bookmark: urb.ndv.3.3][bookmark: _Toc402187883]SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND APPROACH TO ANALYSIS


[bookmark: _Toc402187884]D.1	Summary of Environmental Effects


The proposed project could potentially result in either new significant environmental effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as noted by the environmental factor(s) checked below. The resource areas checked below indicate topic areas to be discussed in detail in the SEIR, but all resource areas are addressed in this Initial Study. This section describes the approach to analysis for this Initial Study, and Section E, presents a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor and the associated impact assessment.





			[bookmark: Check7]


			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








[bookmark: _Toc398564505]


[bookmark: _Toc402187885]D.2	Approach to Analysis


The following approach to analysis is used in this Initial Study to determine which topics require no additional environmental analysis beyond what is presented in the Mission Bay FSEIR and this Initial Study and which topics require more detailed analysis in the SEIR. With the exception of Aesthetics and parking, the evaluation of environmental impacts is based on potential effects of the proposed project compared to existing (2014) conditions using the significance criteria listed in the San Francisco Planning Department’s Initial Study Checklist Significance criteria that do not apply to the proposed project, if any, are first identified, and neither the Initial Study nor the SEIR provide further discussion of those criteria; for example, since the project is not located within an airport land use plan, none of those criteria apply to this project. Environmental review of Aesthetics and Parking impacts are considered pursuant to CEQA Section 21099(d) as discussed in the Aesthetics and Transportation sections of this Initial Study.


Project Impacts


For those topics determined in this Initial Study to be focused out from further analysis in the SEIR, this analysis first summarizes how these topics were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it related to Blocks 29-32, including identifying any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR and conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. Second, the Initial Study analyzes the impacts of the proposed project to determine: (1) if the proposed project, circumstances under which the project is undertaken, or new information(which could not have been ascertained at the time of the preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR) would lead to new or more severe significant environmental effects from what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR; (2) if newly feasible or different mitigation measures or alternatives are available that would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project; and (3) if the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and/or newly added mitigation measures would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. The impact evaluation presents the significance determination for each impact and includes the detailed description of all mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project, whether it is the same as that specified in the Mission Bay FSEIR or an updated mitigation measure.


For those topics to be analyzed in detail in the SEIR, this Initial Study provides the checklist response identifying the potential for new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, the summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and the detailed analysis of the proposed project are deferred for discussion in the SEIR.


For the purposes of this Initial Study, the checklist questions in Appendix G have been modified to reflect the fact that the proposed project is a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program and that this analysis is being tiered from the certified Mission Bay FSEIR as a program EIR, consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15168(c). The four revised checklist questions used in this Initial Study are described below.


1. Would the project result in potentially significant effects not identified in the prior EIR? This question examines whether or not the proposed project would result in new significant or potentially significant environmental effects that were not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This could include significant effects that are due to:


· Project-specific features of the proposed event center and mixed-use development. 


· Substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project would be undertaken, such as real estate development trends in the surrounding area or major projects that were previously unanticipated.


· New information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was certified, such as newly available information related to climate change or sea level rise. 


If the analysis identifies a new significant or potentially significant impact, this Initial Study then determines if either previously identified mitigation measures or newly identified mitigation measures would reduce the impact to less than significant. In this event, the mitigation measures are presented in this Initial Study and no further analysis is required. On the other hand, if a new significant or potentially significant impact is identified and/or further analysis is necessary to determine if mitigation measures are available to reduce the impacts to less than significant, then this issue will be addressed in further detail in the SEIR.


2. Would the project result in a potentially substantial increase in severity of a significant impact identified in the prior EIR? This question examines whether or not the proposed project would result in substantially more severe environmental effects than what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This increase in severity of a significant effect could be due to:


· Project-specific features of the proposed event center and mixed-use development. 


· Substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project would be undertaken, such as real estate development trends in the surrounding area or major projects that were previously unanticipated.


· New information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was certified, such as newly available information related to climate change or sea level rise.


If the project would result in an increase in severity of a previously identified significant impact, this Initial Study then determines if either previously identified mitigation measures or newly identified mitigation measures would reduce the more severe impact to less than significant. In this event, the mitigation measures are presented in this Initial Study and no further analysis is required. On the other hand, if a more severe significant impact is identified and/or further analysis is necessary to determine if mitigation measures are available to reduce the impacts to less than significant, then this issue will be addressed in further detail in the SEIR.


3. Does the project sponsor decline to adopt a feasible mitigation measure or alternative? This question addresses the case in which the Initial Study identifies a new significant impact or a substantial increase in severity of a significant impact but the project sponsor has declined to adopt a feasible mitigation measure or alternative. In the event of such cases, if any, the issue will be addressed in further detail in the SEIR.


4. Would the project result in no new or more severe significant effects? This question addresses several possible scenarios for certain topics which the Initial Study provides the complete analysis and no further analysis is necessary in the SEIR. These scenarios include the following:


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant impact, and the proposed project would result in the same significant impact. In addition, the same mitigation measure identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. In this case, the previous mitigation measure as applicable to the proposed project is presented in this Initial Study. 


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant impact and the proposed project would result in the same significant impact. However, a new or revised mitigation measure is recommended to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, and this new measure would replace the previously identified mitigation measure. In this case, only the new mitigation measure is presented in this Initial Study, and the reader is referred to the Mission Bay FSEIR for the original mitigation measure.


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant impact and the proposed project would result in the same impact. However, under the current approach to analysis, the impact would be considered less-than-significant due to implementation of actions required to comply with applicable regulations (e.g., hazardous materials regulations). In this case, the revised analysis would supersede the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and with compliance with applicable regulations, no mitigation measures are required and none are presented in this Initial Study. The reader is referred to the Mission Bay FSEIR for the original mitigation measure(s).


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified either no impact or a less-than-significant impact, and the proposed project would also result in no impact or a less-than-significant impact. In this case, no mitigation measures are required and none are presented either in the FSEIR or this Initial Study.


· The Mission Bay FSEIR failed to address an environmental topic under the Planning Department’s current CEQA Initial Study checklist, and the proposed project would result in a significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of a feasible mitigation measure. In this case, the new mitigation measure is presented in this Initial Study.


· The Mission Bay FSEIR failed to address an environmental topic under the current Planning Department CEQA Initial Study checklist, but the proposed project would result in either no impact or a less than significant impact. In this case, no mitigation measures are required and none are presented.


· In a few instances, the discussion of why the project is not expected to result in any new or more significant effects is deferred to the SEIR, either as part of a larger discussion (such as Transportation) or for public disclosure.


Cumulative Impacts


Similar to the project impacts, cumulative impacts are analyzed by responding to the same four revised checklist questions but with regard to the potential for the proposed project to contribute to new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR used the year 2015 for the analysis of the full buildout of the Mission Bay plan as well as for the cumulative impacts analysis, and cumulative impacts were assessed on the basis of regional population and employment projections for the year 2015 as determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments. 


A cumulative impact is determined to be significant if the project in combination with other planned, proposed, or probable future conditions in the project vicinity would result in environmental effects that exceed the significance criteria listed in the San Francisco Planning Department’s Initial Study Checklist when compared to existing conditions. In addition, the analysis must indicate that the project's incremental effect would be a "cumulatively considerable" contribution to the significant impact. In this Initial Study, the cumulative impact analysis identifies if the proposed project would contribute to a new significant cumulative impact or if a previously-identified cumulative impact would be substantially more severe under the proposed project. 


Cumulative impacts for each resource area are analyzed with respect to the appropriate geographic scope for that topic and either (1) a list of past, present, and probable future projects that in combination with the proposed project could contribute to cumulative impacts, or (2) a summary of projections contained in general plan or related planning document (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)). Which of the two methods used varies from topic to topic. 


For topics using the list approach, the projects/programs listed below were not anticipated in the Mission Bay FSEIR and are considered in the cumulative impact analysis. Implementation of projects within the Mission Bay plan area that have occurred since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR and that are consistent with the Mission Bay North and South Plans are not considered in the cumulative impact analysis since they were analyzed as part of the FSEIR.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus. UCSF is updating its LRDP to guide future campus growth and development over the next 20 years. The 2014 LRDP updates information that was assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The existing 56.4-acre UCSF Mission Bay campus site is located directly west of Blocks 29-32, generally bounded by Mission Bay Boulevard South to the north, Owens Street to the west, Mariposa Street to the south and Third Street to the east. Under the 2014 LRDP, approximately 1.46 million gsf of new space is proposed on the North Campus (north of 16th Street), as well as approximately 918,000 gsf on the South Campus (south of 16th Street). The Draft EIR on the 2014 LRDP was published in August 2014.


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program. The Eastern Neighborhoods Program included changes in zoning controls and General Plan amendments for an approximately 2,200-acre area on the eastern side of the City. It is intended to encourage new housing while preserving sufficient land for light industrial and service industry (referred to collectively as “Production, Distribution, and Repair,” or “PDR,” uses) in four neighborhoods: the Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, the Central Waterfront, and the eastern portion of the South of Market (“East SoMa”). In conjunction with the rezoning, the General Plan was amended to include Area Plans for the neighborhoods (including revisions to the existing Central Waterfront and South of Market Area Plans). A key goal of the rezoning process was to encourage the creation of cohesive neighborhoods, particularly where new housing is being encouraged. The plans also propose public benefits and other implementation programs, particularly the creation of affordable housing. The program introduced new zoning districts, including districts that permit at least some PDR uses in combination with commercial uses, districts mixing residential and commercial uses, and areas where only PDR uses would be permitted, with residential use prohibited to alleviate development pressure on PDR uses. The Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan is located immediately to the west of the Mission Bay Plan (across Interstate 280), the Central Waterfront Area Plan is located immediately to the south of the Mission Bay plan area (south of Mariposa Street), and the East SoMa Area Plan is located immediately to the north (across China Basin and east of Fourth Street). Projects pursuant to the Eastern Neighborhoods Program are currently under construction, including several residential and mixed-used developments south of Mariposa Street.


· Kaiser Permanente Medical Office Building. This 10-story, 264,000-square-foot facility located at 1600 Owens Street is under construction just to the west of the UCSF North Campus and east of Interstate 280. The building will house pediatrics, ob-gyn, pharmacy, internal/family medicine, optometry, health education and other services. It is expected to be completed in 2015, and open early in 2016.


· [Note to Reviewers: Are there any other projects that should be included on this list?]


E. [bookmark: _Toc402187886]EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: a_landuse]1.	LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Physically divide an established community?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity?


			


			


			


			








[bookmark: _Toc398564507][bookmark: _Toc402187887]Summary of Land Use Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The land use significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Land Use section; the Plans, Policies, and Permits section; and the Initial Study Land Use section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Land Use setting section characterized existing land uses present within and near the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the land uses within Blocks 29‑32 at the time of preparation of the FSEIR consisted of industrial and commercial uses, parking facilities and vacant land (see Hazards and Hazardous Materials, below, for a discussion of known historical land uses within Blocks 29-32, and additional detail on specific land uses that existed at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR). 


While the Mission Bay FSEIR provided CEQA environmental analysis for the entire Mission Bay program, it divided the plan area into subareas to facilitate the analysis. Block 29-32 was located within the East Subarea (the area bounded by Terry François Blvd, Mariposa Street, Third Street, and Mission Commons). Development of this subarea was assumed to include up to 2,952,000 gross square feet of research and development, light manufacturing, and office use; about 340,000 gross square feet of retail use; about 7 acres of open space; and associated parking for about 4,600 vehicles. The retail uses would include about 273,000 gross square feet of city-serving retail and about 67,000 gross square feet of ground floor neighborhood-serving retail. Buildings in the subarea would be allowable up to 90 feet in height, with 7 percent of the developable area allowable up to 160 feet high (along Third Street). Buildings along the Bayside linear park would be restricted to 90 feet in height, with development adjacent to a portion of the park frontage limited to 55 feet in height.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Land Use section determined that the Mission Bay plan area was a largely underutilized industrial area with no established residential community; this was the basis for the Mission Bay FSEIR finding that the Mission Bay plan would not physically disrupt or divide an established community.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Plans, Policies and Permits section compared the Mission Bay plan and its implementing plans to other City plans, policies and regulations. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans and Design for Development documents would constitute the regulatory land use framework for the Mission Bay plan area, and would supersede the City’s Planning Code (except where indicated in those implementing documents), and furthermore, the Redevelopment Plans would be required to be found consistent with the City General Plan prior to adoption. The Mission Bay FSEIR also acknowledged that certain development activities proposed within the Mission Bay plan area would be subject to applicable regional, State and/or federal permitting authority. The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts for specific environmental topics, such as transportation and noise, in the respective sections of the FSEIR.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Land Use impacts section indicated that the Mission Bay project would result in a substantial change in the type and intensification in land uses in the Mission Bay plan area, involving demolition of most existing buildings and displacement of existing uses within the Mission Bay plan area, and development of the proposed mixed-use land use program over the build-out period. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan would continue the trend that was occurring in other nearby areas of the City (e.g., South of Market) of redeveloping former industrial areas into residential and commercial neighborhoods. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the commercial industrial/retail uses proposed within the East Subarea of the Mission Bay plan area, which includes Blocks 29-32, would be compatible with the medical research and instructional uses proposed within the adjacent proposed UCSF campus subarea (located west of the Blocks 29-32 across Third Street). 


The Mission Bay FSEIR also acknowledged that construction activities associated with development of the proposed uses within the Mission Bay plan area would create construction-related effects (e.g., dust, noise, traffic) that may be noticeable and annoying to new residents within the Mission Bay plan area, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the respective sections of the Mission Bay FSEIR, those effects would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. These factors provided the basis for the Mission Bay FSEIR finding that the Mission Bay plan would not have a significant impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts on land use from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to land use effects.


[bookmark: _Toc398564508][bookmark: _Toc402187888]Impact Evaluation


Physical Division of an Established Community


Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. (Less than Significant)


Surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site, and a chain-link fence restricts access to the remainder of the site. During construction of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lot uses at the project site would be removed. Although the specific construction details have not yet been determined, the project may require temporary closure of lane(s) along Third Street, South Street, 16th Street and/or Terry A. François Boulevard during construction. Since these closures would be temporary, and alternate routes would be provided as needed, project construction would not physically divide the surrounding established community.


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, office and retail uses, cinema, parking facilities and open space areas within Blocks 29–32. The proposed project would be incorporated within the established street plan, including realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, and would not create an impediment to the passage of persons or vehicles. The proposed project design does not include any physical barriers or obstacles to circulation that would restrict existing patterns of movement between the project site and the surrounding neighborhood. To the contrary, the project would include a number of features designed to encourage and promote public access and circulation. For example, the project would include a 20-foot setback along the 16th Street frontage that would serve as a connector to the Bayfront Park, as shown in the Mission Bay South Design for Development document. 


During events, particularly at the end of basketball games or other events when the peak flow of patrons would exit the project site, the project would involve implementation of transportation management measures. These measures could result in periodic disruption or division of the physical arrangements of existing surrounding rights-of-way through event-related street or lane closures, sidewalk restrictions, or transit reallocation. These impacts would be limited to a few hours before and/or after events, and they would be intended to most efficiently facilitate the flow of people and vehicles away from the project site, thereby enhancing connections as opposed to increasing divisions. 


Given that the proposed project and uses would occur within the boundaries of the existing lot lines and no physical barriers to movement through the community would be involved, the construction and operation of the proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, related to physical division of an established community. 


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. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site is within the established street plan.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify a significant impact related to physical division of an established community because the surrounding community contained no residential uses. As discussed above under Section B.3, Surrounding Uses, the area surrounding the project site has been partially developed since preparation of the FSEIR. The UCSF Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site, including the UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing located northwest of the project site. Office buildings are also located north and south of the project site. In addition, as described above under "Approach to Analysis," the updated UCSF LRDP indicates plans for further development of about 1.46 million gsf of new space at the Mission Bay campus.


These changes in land uses surrounding the project site would not affect the determination whether the proposed event center and mixed-use development within the project site would physically divide an established community. As stated above, development would be undertaken within the existing property lines, and the project would facilitate pedestrian movement through the project site. The proposed project would be adjacent to the UCSF Mission Bay campus but would not physically divide the campus. 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. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to physical division of an established community, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts related to physical division. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to physical division of an established community are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis 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 related to physical division of an established community.


Land Use Plan or Policies


Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less than Significant)


As stated above, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans and Design for Development documents would constitute the regulatory land use framework for the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts for specific environmental topics, such as transportation and noise, in the respective sections of the FSEIR.


The proposed project would not obviously conflict with applicable land use plans or policies, including the San Francisco General Plan, with San Francisco Planning Code provisions that apply to the project, or with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. In addition, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the major development standards of the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area. However, due to the unique nature of the event center component of the project, the sponsor intends to seek OCII approval of variations or amendments to some of these standards (see above, Section B.4, Approvals Required). 


The project would not substantially conflict with regional plans or policies, including Plan Bay Area, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, San Francisco Bay Plan, and the San Francisco Basin Plan. Aside from land use effects, the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts are addressed in the applicable sections of this Initial Study, including biological resources; the SEIR will provide detailed analysis of the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts for the remaining resource areas, such as transportation and noise.


As part of the project approval process, OCII, the San Francisco Planning Commission, and other relevant regulatory agencies would determine whether, on balance, the proposed project is consistent with their respective plans as applicable to the proposed project. Thus, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to conflicts with land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.


Since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, there have been three notable changes related to the applicable land use plans or policies associated with the project site: revisions to the South Design for Development; change in jurisdictional agency; and the update to the UCSF LRDP. As discussed in Section A.2, Background, above, the Redevelopment Agency/OCII has prepared nine addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR, between 2000 and 2013. Only the 2004 addendum addressed changes to land use plans or policies applicable to the project site at Blocks 29-32. That addendum analyzed revisions to the South Design for Development regarding towers, tower separation, and setbacks. The unique nature of the arena would require the sponsor to receive OCII approval of variations or amendments to some of these standards, which would occur as part of the project approval process.


As stated in the Project Description, in accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the Redevelopment Agency. However, with dissolution of redevelopment agencies statewide, and subsequent state and local legislation creating the Successor Agency, OCII now has jurisdiction and approval authority over the land use and zoning of the project site. This change in jurisdiction would not result in new or more severe impacts related to conflict with land use plans.


As stated above, under Section D, Approach to Analysis, as part of the UCSF 2014 LRDP approximately 1.46 million gsf of new space is proposed on the North Campus (north of 16th Street), as well as approximately 918,000 gsf on the South Campus (south of 16th Street). On the North Campus, the updated LRDP calls for the same mix research, support, parking, and open space uses as was analyzed in the FSEIR, but with some land use changes to undeveloped parcels. In particular, the updated LRDP calls for new housing on Mission Bay Boulevard South, at Sixth Street. On the South Campus, the FSEIR analyzed development of the blocks south of 16th Street with commercial-industrial and retail uses. The development of these blocks with UCSF clinical uses was previously analyzed in the 2008 addendum, as stated in the Project Description. The clinical land uses called for in the 2014 UCSF LRDP would be consistent with the uses analyzed in 2008. 


None of the changes in land use included in the 2014 LRDP would change the regulatory controls on the Blocks 29–32 project site. Moreover, the changes in land use are limited to specific parcels (notably, the new housing site at Sixth Street, as well as a future research site on Owens Street) that—due to their relative distance from the Blocks 29-32 project site—would not present land use conflicts with the proposed project. Implementation of the 2014 LRDP would intensify research, clinical, housing, and medical office uses east and southeast of the Blocks 29–32 project site, but this intensification would not result in new or more severe land use impacts than those analyzed in the 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 would result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to a conflict with land use plans or policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce conflict with land use plans or policies. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts related to conflict with land use plans or policies are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis 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 related to conflict with land use plans or policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigation an environmental effect.


Existing Character of the Vicinity


Impact LU-3: The proposed project would not have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the commercial industrial/retail uses proposed within the east subarea of the Mission Bay plan area (which includes Blocks 29-32) would be compatible with the medical research and instructional uses proposed within the adjacent proposed UCSF campus subarea (located west of the Blocks 29-32 across Third Street). 


Examples of potential Mission Bay plan research/light industrial/office land uses for the project site can include research and development, biotechnical or semiconductor research, telecommunications, business services, multimedia services, related light industrial uses, and commercial offices. Potential retail uses for the site can include city-serving retail uses, and neighborhood-serving retail within ground-floor spaces. Secondary uses could include institutions and assembly and entertainment (nighttime entertainment and recreation building).


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, office and retail uses, cinema, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. The retail and office uses would be generally consistent with the previously proposed uses for the site, such that no new or more severe conflicts with land use character would occur. 


The proposed event center and cinema uses are considered “nighttime entertainment uses” and would be similar to the secondary “nighttime entertainment” uses previously analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. On event days, the project’s event component would attract spectators/attendees, as well as additional visitors to the other restaurant and retail uses. Although this entertainment use was addressed in the FSEIR, the size and intensity of the arena use was not previously analyzed.


Once completed, the proposed project would function as a destination site, with an intensification of use during events. Attendance at these events would alter the overall land use character of the project site from that analyzed in the FSEIR. As discussed in the Project Description, Golden State Warriors basketball games, large concerts, other sporting events and conventions would have average attendance ranging between approximately 7,000 and 18,000 people. Basketball games and concerts would typically occur during the evening hours, and conventions would generally occur during daytime hours. The facility would also host family shows, and smaller concerts with attendance of ranging between 3,000 and 8,200 people during the daytime and evening hours, and use of the outdoor plaza for occasional outdoor gathering and events.


The presence of event spectators/attendees on streets and sidewalks in the vicinity of existing uses would be noticeable compared to existing conditions. Events would also attract people to local restaurant, retail, and open space uses of the wider neighborhood. Similar to operation of such uses in proximity to AT&T Park during a Giants game, local restaurants, retail, and open spaces would be more heavily patronized than under existing conditions, but they would continue to operate as intended.


Although the presence of these attendees on streets and sidewalks in the vicinity of medical research, clinic, and office uses in the surrounding Mission Bay neighborhood would be noticeable compared to existing conditions, these additional people would not impede the operation of those existing uses such that adverse land use impacts would occur. Each use would continue to function as intended. The effects of event center operation on the local transportation network, noise, and air emissions on the surrounding neighborhood will be addressed in the SEIR.


Basketball games and other planned events such as concerts would occur generally after commercial and medical office hours of nearby uses. Although the UCSF Medical Center would be a 24-hour use, hospital uses are generally more intensive during standard medical office hours. Moreover, there is nothing about the event center that would impede operation of those uses. Therefore, although event center operations are expected to result in an incremental increase in localized traffic, noise, and air pollutant emissions, the uses in the project site vicinity would continue to function as intended. 


On the basis 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 related to conflict with existing land use character.


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site vicinity was occupied by a mix of warehouses used for light industrial, commercial, and office uses, as well as truck terminals, truck yards, gravel processing facilities, and expanses of undeveloped land. On the nearby waterfront were the Port’s Maintenance Operations Facilities at Pier 50, the public boat launch ramp between Piers 52 and 54, yacht and boat clubs at Piers 50½, 52, and 54, and Agua Vista Park north of 16th Street.


Since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, large portions of the Mission Bay plan area have been built out. The UCSF Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site, and it currently includes a mix of parking structures, office buildings, research buildings, student housing, and hospital buildings. In addition, the Kaiser Permanente Medical Office Building—a 10-story, 264,000-square-foot facility located at 1600 Owens Street —is under construction just to the west of the UCSF North Campus and east of Interstate 280. The building will house pediatrics, ob-gyn, pharmacy, internal/family medicine, optometry, health education and other services. It is expected to be completed in 2015, and open early in 2016. Other office buildings and vacant lots are located north and south of the site, and immediately east of the site are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. The area of the proposed Bayfront Park currently includes a paved trail, surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


These changes in conditions in land use character surrounding the project site would not result in new or more severe impacts on the existing character of the vicinity. Operation of the proposed office, entertainment, and retail uses would not conflict with the changed land use character. To the contrary, as stated above, the proposed project would not be inconsistent with the existing character of the medical campus, office, and research-and-development uses in the project site vicinity. 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 land use impacts associated with the proposed project. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts upon the existing character of the vicinity, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts upon the existing character of the vicinity. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to land use character are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe impacts upon the existing character of the vicinity.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably future foreseeable projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts to land use. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope for potential cumulative impacts related to land use generally includes the South Mission Bay area, as well as immediately adjacent neighborhood encompassed with the Eastern Neighborhoods program (as discussed above under Section D, Approach to Analysis). Other reasonably foreseeable projects within the project vicinity with the potential to contribute to cumulative, land use impacts would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary, and to identify mitigation measures for any significant impacts. Cumulative impacts on land use could result if the proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity, would collectively increase the potential for significant impacts.


Other projects within the South Plan Area would be built consistent with the South Plan and South Design for Development within the lot lines of existing streets, within an area of the City with a low residential population, and therefore would not be expected to physically divide an established community. Projects built pursuant to the Eastern Neighborhoods Program would generally be constructed in areas with a mix of uses and higher residential population than the South Plan Area, but these projects would also be constructed within the existing street grid, and their operation would not physically divide an established community. 


Cumulative developments in the Plan Area would be required to generally conform to the South Plan land use designations and South Design for Development height, bulk, and developable area standards. Similarly, cumulative developments in the Showplace Square / Potrero Hill area, as well as the Dogpatch area of the Central Waterfront, would generally be required to conform to the land use controls of the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, and they would not substantially conflict with adopted land use plans. Therefore, in combination, these projects would not be anticipated to substantially conflict with land use plans and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.


Build-out of the remainder of the South Plan Area and Eastern Neighborhood Program would result in an overall intensification and diversification of land uses in this area of the City. In particular, the Mission Bay South area is currently partially developed and partially occupied by vacant or underutilized parcels. New higher-density residential, commercial office, research-and-development, and medical uses in the South Plan Area, as well as in parcels south of the Plan Area, would complement the commercial office, research-and-development, and medical office developments completed to date. Regarding projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, introduction of more residential, commercial, and mixed-use buildings in the Central Waterfront and Showplace Square / Potrero Hill areas, would alter the lane use character of these areas. These land use effects have been analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR.  These projects would combine with the proposed commercial office, retail, entertainment, and open space uses at Block 29–32 to create a wider mix of uses than currently exist in this portion of the City. Although this would represent a change in land use character, the combined effect would not be adverse. Each use would still function as intended, and many of the uses would be complementary. Thus, the proposed project in combination with existing and planned future developments in the vicinity would not combine to result in cumulative adverse effects to land use character.  [Should mention whether Mission Bay build out was considered part of background conditions in the EN EIR analysis; if so then these effects have already been analyzed.]


Therefore, cumulative land use impacts would be less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: b_aesthetics]2.	AESTHETICS—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and other features of the built or natural environment which contribute to a scenic public setting?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?


			


			


			


			





			d)	Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or which would substantially impact other people or properties?


			


			


			


			








[bookmark: _Toc398564509][bookmark: _Toc402187889]Senate Bill 743 and CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099


On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on January 1, 2014.[footnoteRef:17] Among other provision, SB 743 amends the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics (and parking) impacts for urban infill projects.  [17: 	SB 743 can be found on-line at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743.] 



Aesthetics (and Parking) Analysis


Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, “aesthetics and parking impacts of a residential, mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet the following three criteria:


· The project is in a transit priority area;[footnoteRef:18] and  [18:  	Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines a “transit priority area” as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. ] 



· The project is on an infill site;[footnoteRef:19] and [19:  	Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines an “infill site” as a lot located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. ] 



· The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  	Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines an “employment center” as a project located on property zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area.] 



The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria because it (1) is located in proximity to several transit routes; (2) is located on an infill site that has previously been developed with industrial and commercial uses and is surrounded by areas of either recently completed or planned urban development; and (3) would be an employment center supporting a range of commercial uses, located in proximity to several transit routes, and in an urban area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ration (FAR) greater than 0.75.[footnoteRef:21] Thus, this Initial Study and the SEIR do not consider aesthetics (or parking) in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.  [21: 	San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist, TO BE COMPLETED.] 



Nevertheless, Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(2)(A) states: “This subdivision does not affect, change, or modify the authority of a lead agency to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers provided by other laws or policies.” Consequently, all applicable City urban design standards and guidelines governing the project site and proposed project, including the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and Mission Bay South Signage Plan would apply to the proposed project. Furthermore, the project would be subject to all applicable design review approvals, including Major Phase approval by OCII, and Schematic Designs for each building and private open spaces, which would consider relevant design and aesthetic issues.


Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(2)(B) states: “For the purposes of this subdivision, aesthetic impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources.” Please refer to Cultural Resources, below, for an assessment of potential project impacts on historic and cultural resources. Environmental effects of lighting on birds are addressed under Biological Resources.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: c_population]3.	POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or create demand for additional housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


			


			


			


			








[bookmark: _Toc398564510][bookmark: _Toc402187890]Summary of Population and Housing Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Business Activity, Employment, Housing and Population setting section characterized existing business and employment conditions that were present within the Mission Bay plan area, nearby areas, the City as a whole, and the region at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated there were approximately 95 existing establishments within the Mission Bay plan area providing jobs for an estimated 1,670 workers at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR. There were no residential units or permanent residents within the Mission Bay plan area at that time. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Business Activity, Employment, Housing and Population impacts section estimated employment by land use within the Mission Bay plan area at build-out. The Mission Bay FSEIR projected that total employment associated with the Mission Bay plan would generate approximately 30,000 jobs at build-out. Of that, uses proposed under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan were estimated to account for 30 percent of the future employment within the Mission Bay plan area; office uses would account for 29 percent; research and development would account for 22 percent; retail would account for 14 percent; and hotel, public facilities, housing and other miscellaneous uses would account for the remaining 6 percent. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated construction related to the Mission Bay plan would be a source of construction jobs for many years, estimated at an average of approximately 1,000 full-time construction jobs per year.


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that development proposed under the Mission Bay plan could displace certain existing businesses. However, it noted that virtually all remaining existing businesses operating within Mission Bay plan area at that time were either on short-term leases or on a long-term lease that would expire soon. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that most of those businesses would be able to relocate to alternative locations either elsewhere in or outside the City.


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the Mission Bay plan would create approximately 6,100 housing units and 5,900 households and increase population by 10,900 (no housing was proposed within Blocks 29-32), and create approximately 6,900 employed residents within the Mission Bay plan area at build-out. The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the housing demand created by the planned employment growth of the Mission Bay plan would exceed the housing supply proposed within the Mission Bay plan area by approximately 3,700 units. The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated this offset would be accommodated by housing elsewhere in and outside the City. The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed the potential for the plan’s jobs/housing imbalance to result in environmental impacts (e.g., transportation and air quality effects from longer commute distances), to be addressed in the corresponding sections in the FSEIR. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts to business activity, employment, housing and population from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to plan effects on population and housing.


[bookmark: _Toc402187891]Impact Evaluation


Construction Impacts


Impact PH-1: Construction of the proposed project would not induce substantial growth in the area, either directly (for example, by constructing new homes or businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure. (Less than Significant)


Project construction is estimated to last between 25 and 27 months. Several hundred construction workers would be required to construct the entire project, although the number of construction workers present on-site daily would range considerably, depending on the specific construction activities being performed and overlap between construction phases. 


San Francisco and the five-county subregion of San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Mateo Counties experienced persistently high unemployment in recent years. The construction sector was particularly affected by the 2007-2008 mortgage crisis and subsequent recession. Between 2007 and 2010, construction jobs in the five-county region declined by nearly 38,000 jobs, or about a third, over this period. However, the trend for the five counties as a whole began to reverse in 2011, with a net increase of about 520 construction jobs in the five-county region that year. Construction job growth has continued, and between 2010 and July 2014, more than 22,700 construction jobs were added in the five-county region. Therefore, as of July 2014, the net loss in construction employment in the five-county region since 2007 stands at about 15,000 jobs. [What is the source of this information?]


Given the continuing population of unemployed construction workers, as well as the project being subject to OCII’s workforce development program (which includes goals to hire local workers for construction), nearly all project construction labor needs would readily be met by current residents of San Francisco and the rest of the five-county region. Therefore, the project would not result in any new significant construction-related impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified construction impacts, to population growth. Furthermore, 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 construction-related impacts to population growth associated with the proposed project. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential indirect impacts to population growth related to extension of roads or other infrastructure. However, the project would not involve the extension of roads or other infrastructure except to the project site itself, at a location already well served by roads and other infrastructure, including previously approved improvements to roads and infrastructure associated with overall Mission Bay plan development. Consequently, the construction-related indirect impacts on population growth associated with the proposed project would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant construction-related impacts to population growth, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for this impact. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce construction-related impacts to population growth. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project construction impacts to population growth are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Impact PH-2: Construction of the proposed project would not displace existing housing units or create substantial demand for additional housing. (Less than Significant)


No housing existed on Blocks 29-32 at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, and no housing was planned for the project site under the Mission Bay plan. Consequently, implementation of the Mission Bay plan did not displace any existing housing units on the project site, and the proposed project on Blocks 29-32 would not change that condition. Furthermore, there are no circumstances under which the project would be undertaken that would change that condition, and the project's impacts on displacement of housing units or creation of substantial demand for additional housing would be less than significant. Given the continuing population of unemployed construction workers, as well as the project being subject to OCII’s workforce development program (which includes goals to hire local workers for construction), nearly all project construction labor needs would readily be met by current residents of San Francisco and the rest of the five-county region. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant construction-related impacts to housing demand, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for this impact. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce construction-related impacts to displacement of housing. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project construction impacts to housing demand are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. 


Impact PH-3: Construction of the proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Less than Significant)


As was anticipated by the Mission Bay FSEIR, all commercial and industrial uses that existed on the project site at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR have since been removed, and their associated businesses displaced and/or relocated to other locations. Presently, the only business operating on the project site are two metered parking lots (Lots B and E) that were developed subsequent to the removal of the prior land uses. These parking facilities use fully-automated pay stations, so no workers are required for daily lot operations. Consequently, the project is not expected to displace any on-site workers, or necessarily result in any reduction of employment for the parking company that owns and operates the parking lots, and impacts would be less than significant. 


Therefore, project construction would not result in any new significant impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified construction impacts, to displacement of people or need for replacement housing. Furthermore, 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 construction-related impacts to displacement of people or need for replacement housing associated with the proposed project. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant construction-related impacts to displacement or people or need for replacement housing, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce construction-related impacts to displacement or people or need for replacement housing. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project construction impacts to displacement or people or need for replacement housing are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Operational Impacts


Impact PH-4: Operation of the proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in the area, either directly (for example, by constructing new homes or businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure). (Less than Significant)


Table 2 summarizes the estimated permanent jobs that would result from project implementation. The Golden State Warriors staff, office and retail development, and cinema would employ an estimated 2,341 FTE workers [TO BE UPDATED/CONFIRMED] at the project site. Of these, approximately 150 FTE employees would be existing Warriors staff who are currently employed in the Bay Area (Oakland); their jobs would therefore not be considered new Bay Area employment generated by the project. Thus, about 2,191 FTE workers would be employed at new jobs attributable to the project. In addition, the jobs for day-of-game/event staff at the event center are conservatively assumed to be all new.[footnoteRef:22] Depending on the type of game/event at the event center, between 675 and 825 non-Warriors workers would be needed to staff the event center. Thus, the project would create a total of up to 3,016 new jobs.  [22:  	It is noted that a certain percentage of the day-of-game/event jobs would be expected to be relocate from existing employment at the Oracle Arena in Oakland to the proposed event center. However, because Oracle Arena would continue to serve as an event venue, and furthermore, that simultaneous events would occur at Oracle Arena and the proposed new event center, there would be a net increase in event-day employment. For purposes of a conservative analysis, all day-of-game/event jobs at the proposed event center are considered net new.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381584][bookmark: _Toc398564757][bookmark: _Toc402188558]Table 2
Project EMployment Population


			Project Component


			Existing FTE a


			New
FTE a


			Day-of-Game/Event Workers


			
Total





			Golden State Warriors Staff


			150


			105


			-- b


			255





			Event Center Non-Warriors Day-of-Game Staff


			
--


			


			
825c


			
825





			Office Staff


			--


			1,710


			--


			1,710





			Retail Staff


			--


			366


			--


			366





			Cinema Staff


			 -- 


			 10 


			 -- 


			 10 





			Subtotal FTE Employees


			150


			2,191


			


			2,341 FTE Employees





			Subtotal Day-of-Game Staff


			


			


			825


			825 Day-of Game Staff





			Total


			150


			2,191


			825


			3,166 Total Workers
(3,016 New Workers)





			NOTES:


a	FTE = full-time equivalent


b	Approximately 100 Golden State Warriors employees would work at Warriors games, however, they are accounted for in the estimate of Golden State Warriors FTE staff.


c	Non-Warriors event center staffing level for a Golden State Warriors game is assumed in this analysis; lower non-Warriors staffing levels (675 – 775 workers) at the event center are anticipated for events such as concerts, family shows, other sporting events and other rentals.


d	See text for assumptions regarding day-of-game/event workers.





SOURCE: Golden State Warriors, 2014











The estimated total 3,016 new jobs [TO BE UPDATED] created by the project would incrementally further increase the jobs/housing imbalance that was described for the Mission Bay plan area in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, similar to that discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the estimated slight increase in this offset created by the project would be accommodated by housing elsewhere in and outside the City. 


It should be noted there were 27,900 unemployed workers living in San Francisco in 2013 and 154,700 unemployed workers in the five-county region, out of a total labor force of about 487,000 and 2.35 million, respectively. The approximately 3,016 total new jobs generated by the project would represent about 0.6 percent of San Francisco’s current labor force and 0.1 percent of the labor force in the five-county region. The new jobs would represent about 10.8 percent of the unemployed labor force in San Francisco and about 1.9 percent of unemployed workers in the five-county region. These new jobs would also represent about 1.6 percent of the new jobs that are projected by ABAG to be added in San Francisco by 2040. 


Considering current unemployment levels in the City and region, and that the great majority of new jobs would not involve specialized skills, knowledge, or experience that could not be provided by individuals within the local or regional labor force, employment demand generated by project implementation is expected to be readily met by the local work force currently living in San Francisco or the five-county region. 


Given that population or employment growth that would result from operation of the proposed project is substantially less than the population and employment growth forecasted to occur in the City, and because employment generated by the project could be met by the local and regional labor force, the project impact related to direct growth inducement would be less than significant. 


Based on all these factors, project operation would not result in any new significant operational-related impacts, or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified operational impacts, to population growth. Furthermore, 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 operational-related impacts to population growth associated with the proposed project.


As discussed under Impact PH-1 regarding project construction, project operation would not involve the extension of roads or other infrastructure except to the project site itself, at a location already well served by roads and other infrastructure, including previously approved improvements to roads and infrastructure associated with overall Mission Bay plan development. Therefore the indirect impacts on population growth of project operation would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant operational-related impacts to population growth, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for this impact. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce operational-related impacts to population growth. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project operational impacts to population growth are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Impact PH-5: Operation of the proposed project would not displace existing housing units or create substantial demand for additional housing. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above under Impact PH-2, no existing housing is located at the project site, and consequently, the project would not displace any existing housing units. As discussed under Impact PH-4, it is expected that employment needs for project operations would be met by residents already living in San Francisco or the rest of the five-county region. Therefore, project implementation would not create substantial demand for additional housing, and the impact would be less than significant.


Impact PH-6: Operation of the proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (No Impact)


As described under Impact PH-3, the construction of the project would not result in a displacement of population. Given that no impact would occur, project operations would similarly have no impact related to the displacement of people. 


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on population and housing. (Less than Significant)


The geographic context for analysis of potential cumulative population and housing impacts is San Francisco. Forecasts of reasonably foreseeable future development are based on the City and County of San Francisco’s most recent Pipeline Report.[footnoteRef:23] The Pipeline Report describes the development projects that would add residential units or commercial space, applications for which have been formally submitted to the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection. Pipeline projects encompass various stages of proposed development, from applications filed to entitlements secured, building permits issued to projects under construction.[footnoteRef:24] In addition, the UCSF 2014 LRDP anticipates the addition of approximately 1.46 million gsf of new space on UCSF’s North Campus (north of 16th Street), as well as approximately 918,000 gsf on the South Campus (south of 16th Street). (UCSF projects are not included in the City’s Pipeline Report because the university is not under City jurisdiction.) [23:  	San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Pipeline Report Quarter 2, 2014, September 2014.]  [24:  	However, the Pipeline Report does not include projects undergoing preliminary Planning Department review or projections based on area plan analysis.] 



Project Construction


As discussed under Impact PH-1, project construction is expected to generate several hundred construction jobs phased over a duration of between 25 and 27 months. Because construction employment is temporary, it would not combine with past or future construction projects to contribute to a cumulative impact related to construction employment. Project construction could be occurring concurrently with a considerable amount of other construction activity within San Francisco, however. The City’s current Pipeline Report indicates that development proposals for a total of 18,482,800 square feet of commercial development and residential development totaling 50,700 units have been filed with the City, are under review, or are under construction. Some of these projects, potentially also including development pursuant to the UCSF 2014 LRDP, would be under construction at the same time as the proposed project. Despite the current robust level of construction activity in the City, however, considering the substantial job losses in the region experienced by the construction industry until recently, the construction labor force in San Francisco and the rest of the five-county region is expected to readily accommodate demand for construction labor. Therefore, the cumulative impact of project construction in combination with other concurrent construction projects within the City would be less than significant.


Project Operation


Operation of the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would add a total about 3,016 new jobs [TO BE UPDATED/CONFIRMED] at the project site, as discussed under Impact PH-4. The project would not create a residential population, and consequently would not contribute to cumulative population and related housing impacts.


ABAG provides longer-term population, housing, and employment projections for San Francisco. The current projections were prepared, with MTC, in conjunction with development of Plan Bay Area.[footnoteRef:25] Employment in San Francisco is expected to increase by 190,780 jobs between 2010 and 2040. The anticipated new commercial development discussed in the City’s pipeline report would generate approximately 43,500 net new jobs (based on an average City employee density estimates for the proposed land uses). If this development were fully built out, combined with the project’s estimated 3,016 new jobs, the cumulative employment increase would be 46,516 jobs. This would represent approximately 24 percent of employment growth estimated to occur in the City by 2040. Additional employment would be attributed to development pursuant to the UCSF 2014 LRDP—about 11,430 new jobs across all UCSF campuses. The same ABAG projections forecast that San Francisco will gain approximately 101,000 households by 2040, an increase of approximately 35 percent from the 2010 total. Given that the combined new employment would not exceed San Francisco’s currently planned employment growth for 2040, and that the City is forecast to experience a large amount of housing growth to accommodate a portion of the new employees, the cumulative increase in employment associated with the project in combination with other foreseeable nonresidential development would not result in a significant cumulative impact on the City’s population and housing resources, and the impact would be less than significant.  [25: 	ABAG and MTC, Plan Bay Area: Final Forecast of Jobs, Population and Housing, July 2013.] 



	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: d_cultural]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?
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			b)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?


			


			


			


			





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


			


			


			


			





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


			


			


			


			








[bookmark: _Toc402187892]THIS SECTION TO BE REVISED AS NEEDED AFTER RECEIPT OF COMMENTS FROM EP


[bookmark: _Toc402187893]Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The cultural resources significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Visual Quality and Urban Design section and the Initial Study Cultural Resources section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


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 adjacent to but outside of the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:26] These historic architectural resources are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29-32 site. [26:  	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 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 plan, 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, this impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29-32 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 to be present within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the 19th and early 20th centuries. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay plan 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:27] 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.  [27:  	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 29-32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187894]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 event center, 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 within or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of the proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


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


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:28] 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, 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.  [28:  	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 reduce project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis 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 29-32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, 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 the 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 construction of paved surface parking lots. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:29] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [29:  	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. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187895]Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.06)


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 OCII officer or its designated representative with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) 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 OCII officer or its designated representative and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until OCII officer or its designated representative has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


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


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative for review and approval. Once approved by OCII officer or its designated representative, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and OCII officer or its designated representative shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. OCII and the Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall each 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, although the Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 replaces and implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.06, it does not infer that there would be 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.06, as implemented through 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; Less than Significant)


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, excavation for the project would encounter only artificial fill and Holocene-aged Bay Mud, and there are no unique geologic features within the site. 


The artificial fill is not naturally occurring and therefore does not likely contain significant fossil remains. There have been no vertebrate or invertebrate fossils identified in Holocene-aged sediments throughout the Bay Area, and the only plant fossils found in sediments of this age have been at Mount Lake in the Presidio.[footnoteRef:30] While Bay Mud contains some invertebrate remains such as gastropods and bivalves, these are typically not yet fossilized, not yet extinct, and are likely to occur throughout similar deposits around the bay. Such remains are therefore not considered a significant paleontological resource, and these materials are considered to have a low paleontological potential per the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology criteria.[footnoteRef:31] [30:  	University of California Museum of Paleontology Specimens, UCMP Specimen Search, http://ucmpdb.berkeley.edu/. Accessed on September 8, 2014.]  [31:  	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. Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP), Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Nonrenewable Paleontologic Resources: Standard Guidelines, http://vertpaleo.org/The-Society/Governance-Documents/Conformable-Impact-Mitigation-Guidelines-Committee.aspx. Accessed on September 8, 2014.] 



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 the proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from 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. In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, because there is a low potential to encounter paleontological resources during construction, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.


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; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address impacts associated with potential disturbance of human remains within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, to date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site, though the possibility of such a discovery cannot be entirely discounted. 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 among descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


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


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


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


Therefore, because the project would be required to comply with the regulations described above and to implement the measures specified under those regulations, impacts related to disturbance of human remains would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-CP-1: 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 impacts related to cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Other reasonably foreseeable projects within the project vicinity with the potential to contribute to cumulative, cultural resources impacts would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary, and to identify mitigation measures for any significant impacts. Cumulative impacts on cultural resources could result if the proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity, would collectively increase the potential for significant impacts, even with implementation of project-specific mitigations.


As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. Similarly, as the proposed project would have less than significant impacts on paleontological resources as described in Impact CP-3, other projects in the vicinity would also be expected to have a less than significant impact on these resources because they are all located on similar underlying geologic units (i.e., artificial fill and Bay Mud) that have low potential for presence of paleontological resources. Therefore, the cumulative impact would also be considered less than significant.


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 measures required by regulation to address human remains and 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 M-CP-2: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources (see Impact CP-2 above)


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: e_traffic]5.	TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location, that results in substantial safety risks?


			


			


			


			





			d)	Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses?


			


			


			


			





			e)	Result in inadequate emergency access?


			


			


			


			





			f)	Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?


			


			


			


			











The SEIR will provide a summary of the transportation impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR relevant to the project site. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of transportation impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing transportation setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


With regard to the analysis of parking impacts of the proposed project, see discussion above under Aesthetics regarding Public Resources Code Section 21099. As stated above, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the identified criteria. However, because parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers, the SEIR will present a parking demand analysis for informational purposes and will consider any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the transportation analysis.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: f_noise]6.	NOISE—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


			


			


			


			





			d)	Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


			


			


			


			





			e)	For a project located within an airport land use plan area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in an area within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels?


			


			


			


			





			f)	For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


			


			


			


			





			g)	Be substantially affected by existing noise levels?


			


			


			


			











The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public airport, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, criteria E.6(e) and 6(f) are not applicable to the proposed project and are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


The SEIR will provide a summary of the noise impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR relevant to the project site. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of noise impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above related to a potentially substantial increase in severity of significant impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing noise setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: g_airquality]7.	AIR QUALITY—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?


			


			


			


			





			d)	Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


			


			


			


			





			e)	Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?


			


			


			


			











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address odor impacts associated with development of the Mission Bay plan. However, the proposed project would result in the construction and operation of urban land uses at the project site, similar to the types of uses completed or planned in the Mission Bay redevelopment area, and none of these uses would create or generate objectionable odors. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new or significant odor impacts, and significance criterion E.7(e) is not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


The SEIR will provide a summary of the air quality impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of air quality impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above related to a potentially substantial increase in severity of significant impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing air quality setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: h_ghg]8.	GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?


			


			


			


			








[bookmark: _Toc402187896]Summary of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as a distinct environmental topic. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187897]Impact Evaluation


Impacts associated with GHG emissions would be less than significant with compliance with San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG Reduction Strategy),[footnoteRef:32] as discussed below. [32:  	San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2010. The final document is available online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2627.] 



GHG emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate change. No single project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the global average temperature; instead, the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and future projects have contributed and will contribute to global climate change and its associated environmental impacts. 


The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has prepared guidelines and methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and determination of significant impacts from a proposed project’s GHG emissions. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 allows lead agencies to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions resulting from a project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as part of a larger plan for the reduction of greenhouse gases and describes the required contents of such a plan. Accordingly, San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco’s Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy in compliance with CEQA guidelines. The actions outlined in the strategy have resulted in a 14.5 percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2010 compared to 1990 levels, exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05,[footnoteRef:33] and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act.)[footnoteRef:34],[footnoteRef:35] [33:  	Executive Order S-3-05, sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million MTCO2E); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (estimated at 427 million MTCO2E); and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTCO2E).]  [34:  	San Francisco Department of Environment (DOE), San Francisco Climate Action Strategy, 2013 Update. The final document is available online at: http://www.sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/engagement_files/sfe_cc_ClimateActionStrategyUpdate2013.pdf ]  [35:  	The Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill 32 goals, among others, are to reduce GHGs in the year 2020 to 1990 levels.] 



The City’s local greenhouse gas reduction targets are more aggressive than the State and region’s 2020 GHG reduction targets and are consistent with the long-term 2050 reduction targets. Therefore, the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy is consistent with the goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. Proposed projects that are consistent with the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy would therefore be consistent with the goals of these plans, would not conflict with these plans, and would not exceed San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of significance. 


The following analysis of the proposed project’s impact on climate change focuses on the project’s contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Given the analysis is in a cumulative context, this section does not include an individual project-specific impact statement. 


Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than Significant)


Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include GHG emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect emissions include emissions from electricity providers, energy required to pump, treat, and convey water, and emissions associated with waste removal, disposal, and landfill operations. 


The proposed project would increase the activity onsite by constructing and operating the new event center and mixed use development, with associated increases in employment and visitors to the project site. Therefore, compared to the existing conditions at Blocks 29-32, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and commercial operations that result in an increase in energy use, water use and wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. 


The proposed project would be subject to and required to comply with several regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG Reduction Strategy. The regulations that are applicable to the proposed project include the Commuter Benefits Ordinance; Emergency Ride Home Program; Transportation Demand Management Program; Jobs-Housing Linkage Program; San Francisco requirements for bicycle parking; Street Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction; San Francisco Green Building requirements for fuel efficient vehicle and carpool parking, energy efficiency, water efficiency, stormwater management, construction debris recycling, light pollution reduction, enhanced refrigeration management, and low-emitting materials; San Francisco regulations addressing backup generators; and these San Francisco ordinances: Water Efficient Irrigation, Commercial Water Conservation, Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting, and Construction and Demolition Debris. [Note to Reviewers: This list needs to be double-checked with the new EP GHG checklist, as well as specific applicability of each regulation to the proposed project.] For some programs, equivalent compliance would be achieved through compliance with the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (described in Section A, Background) and the Mission Bay South Plan Area Streetscape Master Plan.[footnoteRef:36] [36:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 2006. Mission Bay South Plan Area Streetscape Master Plan. Approved October 3, 2006. Resolution No. 137-2006.] 



These regulations, as outlined in San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions, have proven effective as San Francisco’s GHG emissions have measurably reduced when compared to 1990 emissions levels, demonstrating that the City has met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan GHG reduction goals for the year 2020. The proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy.[footnoteRef:37] Other existing regulations, such as those implemented through Assembly Bill 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project’s contribution to climate change.  [37:  	Compliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse Gas Analysis. November XX, 2014. This document is on file and available for public review as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E. ] 



Therefore, the proposed project’s GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and regulations, and thus the proposed project’s contribution to GHG emissions would not be cumulatively considerable or generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have a significant impact on the environment. As such, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. No mitigation measures are necessary. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: i_wind]9.	WIND AND SHADOW—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas?


			


			


			


			











The SEIR will provide a summary of the wind and shadow impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR relevant to the project site. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of wind and shadow impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above related to a potentially substantial increase in severity of significant impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing wind and shadow setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: j_recreation]10.	RECREATION—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Physically degrade existing recreational resources?


			


			


			


			








[bookmark: _Toc402187898]Summary of Recreation Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section summarized information on existing recreational uses that were present within the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified the nearest existing public recreational facility to Blocks 29-32 as Agua Vista Park (a small landscaped area and fishing pier), located southeast of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section reported that residential and commercial development proposed within the Mission Bay plan area would generate a residential and employee demand, respectively, for parks. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated 47 acres of open space was proposed within the Mission Bay plan area, of which more than 15 acres of new, non-UCSF parks and open space have been completed. Within the Mission Bay east subarea, this included an approximate 6-acre park to be developed as a bayfront linear park east of a realigned Terry A. François Boulevard (across from Blocks 30 and 32) from 16th Street north to Mission Rock Street; and a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. François Boulevard south of 16th Street. In addition, the Mission Bay plan proposed a number of bicycle and pedestrian paths to connect parks and open spaces within the Mission Bay plan area, including a 20-foot wide setback to accommodate a pedestrian path along 16th Street (adjacent to Blocks 31 and 32) between Terry A. François Boulevard and Owens Street. The FSEIR noted that in addition to the proposed public open space, private open space would be developed within the Mission Bay plan area. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the proposed areas of commercial development within the Mission Bay plan area would be located within a recommended 900 feet distance of open space. The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that all proposed residential development within the Mission Bay plan area would be located within the recommended one-quarter mile distance of neighborhood parks for passive recreation, and would be generally within that distance for active recreation uses. The Mission Bay FSEIR added that the open space would be constructed with each phase of Mission Bay development, in the amount of at least 0.46 acres of open space for each 1.0 acre of developable area until all open space is developed. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that given the open space proposed near the development in each phase, that the provision of open space over the course of the Mission Bay plan area development build-out would be adequate. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts to recreation from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to recreation.


[bookmark: _Toc402187899]Impact Evaluation


Existing Recreational Resources and Facilities


Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or otherwise result in physical degradation of existing recreational resources. (Less than Significant)


The San Francisco General Plan Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) indicates that a half mile is commonly accepted as the distance that can be comfortably walked in 10 minutes, and this distance is what most people are willing to walk to access community uses, including recreational facilities. However a 5-minute walk is more appropriate for activities that involve small children. The ROSE identifies “high needs areas” where the City should prioritize acquisition and renovation of recreational facilities based on walking distance. According to the ROSE, all of Mission Bay is within half-a-mile of passive recreational uses, and a portion of the neighborhood is within half-a-mile of active recreational uses, such as sports fields. However, much of Mission Bay is not within a quarter mile of a playground. The ROSE indicates that the planned open spaces in Mission Bay would shorten these walking distances. 


The ROSE also identified high needs areas, based on population density, concentration children and senior citizens, household income, and areas of potential growth. Most of the Mission Bay neighborhood, including the project site, is generally identified as having a “lesser need.” Areas along the waterfront east and northeast of the project site are identified as having a lesser need or a moderate need.


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, office and retail uses, cinema, parking facilities, as well as 3.2 acres of open space areas within the approximate 11-acre project site. The increase in demand for recreational facilities generated by the project would generally be consistent with that described in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire Plan area and would be readily met by planned parks and open space areas developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, as well as by existing facilities in the project vicinity. In particular, in addition to the 3.2-acres of open space to be constructed as part of the project, future employees and visitors to the project site would have convenient access to the planned 6-acre bayfront park east of a realigned Terry A. François Boulevard (across from the project site) and a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. François Boulevard south of 16th Street. Moreover, the 3.2 acres proposed as part of the project would provide some of the planned open space in the Mission Bay area that allowed it to be classified as an area of “lesser need” in the first place. The commercial uses proposed under the project would be located within the recommended 900-foot distance of open space, pursuant to the Mission Bay Plan. Furthermore, the project would not impede residential developments under the Plan from meeting the recommended quarter-mile distance from a neighborhood-serving park. 


Therefore, the project would not substantially increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities and would not lead to physical deterioration of existing recreational resources. Project impacts on recreational resources would be less than significant, and the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than those previously identified in the FSEIR.


As described in the Mission Bay FSEIR, proposed development within the Plan area would be located within recommended distances to open space and recreational facilities, and that open space areas within the Plan area would be constructed commensurate with each phase of Mission Bay development. Since publication of the FSEIR, in general, development has evolved in the Mission Bay area consistent with this approach and no substantial changes or conditions have occurred at the project site and vicinity that would result in new or more severe impacts than those described in the FSEIR.


Therefore, impacts on existing parks and recreational facilities and on physical degradation of those resources would be less than significant.


Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities


Impact RE-2: The proposed project would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. (Less than Significant)


As described above, the proposed project would include 3.2-acres of open space, which would directly serve the project demand for recreational facilities, and would be located in proximity to planned future parks under the Mission Bay plan area. Consequently, the project would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities beyond that already included under the project and under the Mission Bay plan, and the project’s effect on new or expanded recreational facilities that might have an adverse effect on the environment would be less than significant. There have been no changes in conditions or new information available since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR that would result in new or more severe impacts than those disclosed in the FSEIR.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-RE-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative recreation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on recreational resources encompasses the recreational facilities in the Mission Bay Plan area. Based upon the analysis provided above, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact regarding substantial physical deterioration or degradation of existing recreational resources. The project could have a significant cumulative impact if the project in combination with past, present, and future projects in this area would increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or otherwise result in physical degradation of existing recreational resources. However, as a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR has addressed the cumulative impacts of overall development of the Mission Bay plan area on recreational resources, and the FSEIR identified no significant impacts to recreation from the Mission Bay plan, given that the plan includes 47 acres of public open space that has been, and will continue to be constructed in phases in tandem with development of other uses called for in the plan. Thus, based on the analysis in the FSEIR, there would be no significant adverse cumulative effects on recreational resources.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: k_utilities]11.	UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


			


			


			


			





			d)	Have sufficient water supply available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements?


			


			


			


			





			e)	Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?


			


			


			


			





			f)	Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?


			


			


			


			





			g)	Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?


			


			


			


			








[bookmark: _Toc402187900]Summary of Utilities and Service System Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Water Supply


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section discussed water supply service to the Mission Bay plan area that existed at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR. This Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the San Francisco Water Department (which has now been incorporated as part of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission [SFPUC]) supplied water to the Mission Bay plan area, and existing water consumption in the Mission Bay plan area at that time was approximately 0.097 million gallons per day (mgd). The Mission Bay FSEIR mapped water mains that existed within the Mission Bay plan area at that time, including low pressure water lines within Third Street and 16th Street adjacent to Blocks 29-32, and bisecting Blocks 29-32 from west to east. The Mission Bay FSEIR also described the City’s Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) used for firefighting, and mapped an AWSS high pressure line within Third Street adjacent to Blocks 29-32.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 mgd of water at build-out. The Mission Bay FSEIR also described proposed water line improvements within the Mission Bay plan area proposed as part of the Mission Bay plan, including new low pressure water lines within South Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site; and recycled water (referred to in the FSEIR as "reclaimed water") lines within Third Street, South Street, Terry A. François Boulevard and 16th Street adjacent to Blocks 29‑32. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that there was adequate water supply to serve the Mission Bay plan water demand, and that with the proposed water system improvements and implementation of water conservation measures proposed as part of the plan and included as Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02g, the plan effects on water supply would be less than significant. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measure M.03, which would improve and extend the high pressure auxiliary water supply system (AWSS) within the plan area, that plan effects on emergency water supply would be less than significant.


Wastewater/Stormwater Collection and Treatment


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section described existing wastewater collection and treatment services serving the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported the existing sewage generation from the Mission Bay plan area (based on the 1990 FEIR) was approximately 0.072 mgd. The Mission Bay FSEIR also mapped sewer lines that existed within the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Blocks 29-32 site was mapped as having an existing sanitary sewer line extending south and connecting to an existing combined sewer line; existing combined sewer lines were also mapped in Third Street and 16th Street adjacent to Blocks 29-32. (see Section E.15, Hydrology and Water Quality, below, for additional information on the City’s combined sewer system and treatment plant capacity).


Mission Bay Plan Impacts at Buildout. The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay plan would generate approximately 2.5 million mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow). The Mission Bay FSEIR also described major sewer upgrades that were proposed as part of the Mission Bay plan within the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the northern portion of the Blocks 29-32 (as part of the proposed Central/Bay sub-basin) would be served by proposed separate sanitary-sewer-only and storm drainage–only lines. The southern portion of Blocks 29-32 (as part of the proposed reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin) would continue to be served by the existing combined sewer system, but augmented with additional new sewer extensions (including within 16th Street east of Illinois Street adjacent to Blocks 31 and 32). (See Hydrology and Water Quality section, below, for additional detail on the proposed Mission Bay plan sewer system improvements.) The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the plan, the Mission Bay plan would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation and stormwater flows, and Mission Bay plan effects on wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Interim Impacts during Phased Development. The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section reported that infrastructure development of the proposed separated sewer system for the Central/Bay Basin would occur with each phase, but would not necessarily be immediately operational. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that as part of the Mission Bay plan and included as Mitigation Measure M.05, all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay Basin would be conveyed to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system, to ensure potential impacts to water quality during this interim period would remain less than significant.


Solid Waste


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section estimated that at the time of preparation of the FSEIR, the Mission Bay plan area generated approximately 2,700 tons of solid waste annually at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would generate approximately 19,000 tons annually, of which between 12,000 and 9,700 tons annually would be disposed annually at Altamont Landfill assuming diversion rates of between 35 percent (1996 levels) and 50 percent (AB 939-required diversion rate for Year 2000), respectively). The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the solid waste generation estimates for the Mission Bay plan were included in the landfill capacity projections for the Altamont Landfill, and concluded that the Mission Bay plan would not substantially affect the lifespan of the landfill.


[bookmark: _Toc402187901]Impact Evaluation


Water Supply


Impact UT-1: The City's water service provider would have sufficient water supply available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, and would not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. (Less than Significant) 


A water demand memorandum prepared by the sponsor for the proposed project indicates that estimated water demand for the currently proposed development at Blocks 29-32 would be 0.094 mgd [Note to Reviewers: This demand number to be updated by project sponsor prior to publication of the Initial Study. And assuming the revised number is less than or equal to the demand that was previously approved by the SFPUC for the Piers 30-32 project (0.109 mgd), then this issue can be focused out.] as adjusted for water conservation measures as required under the Green Building Requirements in Chapter 13C of the 2010 San Francisco Building Code.[footnoteRef:38] For outdoor water use, the project would be required to comply with further water conservation measures under the San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance. These requirements specify water efficiency and conservation measures for indoor and outdoor use, including establishing standards for low flow plumbing fixtures and water efficiency standards for landscape irrigation.  [38: 	BKF Engineers, 2014. Mission Bay Blocks 29-32—Water Demand Memorandum. Technical Memorandum to Clarke Miller, Strada Investment Group from Sravan Paladugu, P.E. and Jacob Nguyen, P.E. BKF No. 20136004-20, September 03, 2014.TO BE UPDATED] 



On July 9, 2013, the SFPUC approved and adopted the Water Supply Assessment for the proposed Event Center and Mixed-Use Development Project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330.[footnoteRef:39] This Water Supply Assessment was conducted for an earlier design of the proposed project at another location in San Francisco about 1.5 miles north of the current project site. The Water Supply Assessment concluded that there are adequate water supplies to serve an estimated 0.109 mgd of water demand for the project and cumulative demands during normal years, single dry years, and multiple dry years from 2015 through 2035. The Water Supply Assessment also indicated that the demand of this project is encompassed within the overall San Francisco retail water demands being used for current water supply planning. On October 2, 1014, the SFPUC issued a subsequent letter confirming that based on the previously approved Water Supply Assessment, the water demands of the proposed project as currently proposed in Mission Bay could be met with existing water supplies. [TO BE UPDATED] [39:  	SFPUC, 2013. Water Supply Assessment for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development Project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. July 1, 2013.] 



Therefore, as confirmed by the SFPUC, existing water supplies serving the City would be sufficient to meet the projected water demand of the proposed project, and the project would not trigger the need for new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. Impacts on water supply would be less than significant, and no mitigation is necessary. 


This impact determination is similar to the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which concluded that at build-out, the entire Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 mgd of water supply from the SFPUC's regional water system. The SFPUC (referred to as the San Francisco Water Department in the FSEIR) determined at the time that there were adequate water supply resources to serve the Mission Bay plan area, provided that Mission Bay water users utilize reasonable water-conserving measures, as listed in FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.02. However, currently, compliance with the Green Building Requirements in Chapter 13C of the 2010 San Francisco Building Code would override and supersede FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.02 with respect to required water efficiency and conservation measures, and therefore FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.02 no longer applies to the proposed project.


Thus, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts on water supply than previously identified in the FSEIR. 


Since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, no substantial changes have occurred or new information has become available that would result in new or more severe impacts on water supply. However, it should be noted that the SFPUC has revised its assessment of water supply reliability since 1998, as required and documented in an urban water management plan (UWMP), which is updated every 5 years in compliance with the Urban Water Management Planning Act. The UWMP describes the SFPUC's long-term plan for its water supplies to meet the existing and future demands of its customers during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The SFPUC's current 2010 UWMP was issued in 2011,[footnoteRef:40] and the 2015 UWMP will be issued in 2016. During this interim period, the SFPUC developed a 2013 Water Availability Study[footnoteRef:41] to document the SFPUC's current and projected retail water supplies[footnoteRef:42] when compared to projected retail water demands. Future water supply sources include one recycled water project on the eastside of San Francisco, which in contrast to the assumption in the FSEIR that recycled water would be available to the plan area by 2011, is still in the planning stages, but is projected to eventually serve non-potable uses such as irrigation and toilet flushing for portions of the eastside of the City including the project site. [40:  	SFPUC, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco. June 2011]  [41:  	SFPUC, 2013. Water Availability Study for the City and County of San Francisco, May 2013.]  [42:  	The SFPUC provides water supply services to both wholesale and retail customers. The City and County of San Francisco, including the Mission Bay area, is part of SFPUC's retail customers.] 



Impact UT-2: The proposed project would not require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed in Impact UT-1, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts on water supply than previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Furthermore, the SFPUC has determined in the Water Supply Assessment, that the estimated water demand for the proposed project is already encompassed within the overall San Francisco retail water demands, for which the associated regional water treatment and transmission facilities have been established. 


Water delivery within the vicinity of the project site is provided by existing water mains located along Third and South Streets. In addition, new water mains would be installed along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, for both domestic water and recycled water, during the major phase development associated with the proposed project. Furthermore, there are several existing service laterals extending from the utility mains along South Street that can presumably be used to service the project site. Additional service laterals are proposed along 16th Street and the future Terry A. François Boulevard frontage. [Note to OCII/Project Sponsor: Please clarify who would be responsible for installation of the new water mains along 16th Street and the re-aligned Terry A. François Boulevard. Is it the Master Developer? See also next paragraph below, and confirm whether it is the project sponsor or Master Developer or both who would be responsible for coordinating with the SFPUC.]


As part of the standard permit review process, the project sponsor would be required to request a hydraulic analysis of the SFPUC water distribution system to confirm that the existing and planned water distribution system is adequate to meet the project's water distribution demands, including fire suppression system pressure and flow demands. If the existing water distribution system is inadequate to meet the project's demand, the project sponsor would be responsible for the construction of required new water mains and appurtenances. The construction of the new water mains and appurtenances would require excavation, trenching, soil movement, and other activities typical of construction of development projects in San Francisco, and similar to those activities analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the various infrastructure improvements. Activities required to install new water mains, if determined to be required, would be similar to those associated with construction of the project, and these activities would not result in new or more severe environmental impacts than those previously disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This impact determination is similar to the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, although the FSEIR also included Mitigation Measure M.03 recommending that the AWSS be extended into the project area as determined by the San Francisco Fire Department and Department of Public Works. However, since publication of the FSEIR, the SFPUC's City Distribution Division currently owns and operates the AWSS (not the San Francisco Fire Department), and a number of infrastructure improvements needed to serve the project site have already been completed, including a high pressure water main along Third Street, bordering the project site. As described above, the project sponsor would be required to request a hydraulic analysis of the SFPUC water distribution system to confirm that the existing water distribution system is adequate to meet the project's fire suppression system pressure and flow demands; and if the analysis determines the system to be inadequate, the project sponsor would be responsible for the construction of required new water mains and appurtenances. Thus, FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.03 has been superseded by the completion of the high pressure water main in Third Street and does not apply to the proposed project.


Therefore, the proposed project would not require or result in the construction of new or expanded water mains that would cause significant environmental effects, and this impact would be less than significant. The proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts associated with construction of new water facilities or pipelines than previously identified in the FSEIR


Solid Waste


Impact UT-3: The proposed project would be served by landfills with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs. (Less than Significant) 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 3, the proposed project would generate approximately 2,152 tons of solid waste per year [TO BE UPDATED BASED ON REVISED SQUARE FOOTAGES].


[bookmark: _Toc400381585][bookmark: _Toc398564758][bookmark: _Toc402188559]Table 3
Estimated Annual Project-Generated Solid Waste


			Proposed Use1


			Square Footage


			Solid Waste Generation Rate2


			Solid Waste Generation (tons/yr)





			Event Center


			710,486


			1.29 tons/1000 sf-yr


			917





			Retail/Cinema


			150,000


			2.0 lb/100 sf-d


			548





			Office


			529,210


			1 lb/100 sf-d


			688





			Total


			


			


			2,152





			NOTES:


1 	See Table 1 of this Initial Study.


2	Solid waste generation factor for the event center based on rates used in the Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & Related Development EIR, 2013. Generation rates for retail/cinema and office based on rates used in the Mission Bay FSEIR, Table L.2. Retail/Cinema assumed to operate 365 days a year; Office uses assumed to operate 260 days a year.














Since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, a number of changes have occurred with respect to solid waste disposal in the City, as described below, all of which would serve to reduce the total volume of solid waste to be disposed of in a landfill. 


In 2002, the City adopted a Zero Waste Goal, which included a 75 percent landfill diversion goal citywide by 2010 and the goal of achieving zero waste to landfill by 2020, such that all discarded materials be diverted from landfills through recycling, composting or other means. The City achieved its 75 percent landfill diversion goal by 2008 through implementation of numerous programs and efforts. In 2006, the City adopted the Construction and Demolition Waste Ordinance mandating the recycling of construction and demolition debris. Effective since 2007, the City's Food Service Waste Reduction Ordinance prohibits any establishment that serves food prepared in San Francisco from using polystyrene foam containers, and requires any containers to be either recyclable or compostable. In 2009, the City adopted a Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, which requires all San Francisco residents and commercial landlords to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash, thereby minimizing solid waste disposal and maximizing recycling.


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that total solid waste generated by development under the Mission Bay plan at buildout would be approximately 19,000 tons per year for the entire plan area. However, compliance with all of the above changes in requirements for solid waste disposal since publication of the FSEIR would reduce the volume of solid waste requiring disposal in a landfill. Thus, given these changes, it would be expected that the current annual volume of solid waste would be less than what was projected in the FSEIR, thereby reducing the severity of the impact described in the FSEIR. 


In addition, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that solid waste generated by development under the Mission Bay plan at buildout could be accommodated by the Altamont Landfill. However, the City's contract with the Altamont Landfill, which is based on volume of material disposed of, is anticipated to expire in 2015. 


The City is currently conducting solid waste planning efforts and participating in the environmental review process for a potential future landfill contract to a Recology subsidiary for shipment of solid waste by truck and rail to the Recology Ostrom Road Landfill in Yuba County. This facility currently can accept 3,000 tons per day. It has an expected closure date of 2066 with a total design capacity of more than 41 million cubic yards. The City is also conducting environmental review of a short-range plan to haul solid waste to the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County. The Recology Hay Road Landfill is permitted to accept up to 2,400 tons per day of solid waste and has capacity to accommodate solid waste until approximately 2050. 


Despite these change in circumstances relative to disposal of solid waste generated by the Mission Bay plan at buildout, the proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Compliance with the multiple City ordinances requiring reduction in solid waste for landfill disposal as well as the ongoing commitment of the City to secure a long-term landfill contract at an alternate location from the Altamont Landfill would ensure that the project would be served by landfills with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs. Furthermore, the project would be designed to achieve a LEED Gold certification, which may be achieved through commitment to specific waste-reduction measures. These actions would reduce the volume of long-term waste generated by the proposed project. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Impact UT-4: The proposed project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. (Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address compliance with solid waste regulations. However, as discussed below, potential impacts associated with this issue would be less than significant. 


The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 required municipalities to adopt an integrated waste management plan to divert 75 percent of waste by 2010. The City of San Francisco achieved a 77-percent landfill diversion rate for 2008, exceeding the plan’s goal by two years. Under Senate Bill 1016, the City’s per resident disposal target rate is 6.6 pounds per person per day (PPD), and its per employee disposal target rate is 10.6 PPD. Both of these targeted disposal rates were met, with San Francisco generating about 2.9 pounds/resident/day and about 4.4 pounds/per employee/per day.


San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06 requires a minimum of 65 percent of all construction and demolition debris to be recycled and diverted from landfills. Furthermore, the project would be required to comply with City Ordinance 100-09, the Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, which requires everyone in San Francisco to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash. The Altamont and Recology Ostrom and Hay Road Landfills are required to meet federal, state and local solid waste regulations. The proposed project would be required to adhere to these regulations. Implementation of the proposed project would not impede the City from meeting solid waste regulations, and the impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-UT-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative utilities and service systems impacts. (Less than Significant)


The geographic contexts for impacts to utilities and service systems are the service areas for the applicable service providers. The proposed project, when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development, would increase demand for water and solid waste disposal services of these providers. 


Water Supply. As described in Impact UT-1, the SFPUC has adopted a Urban Water Management Plan (2010) that addresses the future water supply needs of its entire service area, as well as a 2013 Water Availability Study that addresses the future water supply for its retail customers, primarily the City and County of San Francisco. As stated above, the SFPUC has indicated that the water supply service to the proposed development at the site has already been incorporated into its water supply planning when considering the existing and future water demands for its entire service area. Therefore, the project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on water supply.


Solid Waste. As stated above, the City and County of San Francisco intends to achieve zero waste to landfill by 2020. Increased waste generation from the project and cumulative development would be partially offset by existing San Francisco ordinances and policies regarding waste reduction. Therefore, the increased generation of solid waste from these developments would not exceed permitted landfill capacity.


As such, the proposed project would not contribute to significant cumulative impacts on water supply and solid waste utilities and service systems.


[bookmark: _Toc402187902]Issues to be analyzed in the SEIR


The impact evaluation above explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on water supply and solid waste utilities and service systems—with respect to criteria E.11 (b), (d), (f), and (g), and no further analysis is required on these subjects. However, with respect to criteria E.11(a), (b), (c), and (e) as they pertain to wastewater facilities, additional evaluation of the proposed project is necessary for both project and cumulative impacts related to wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment. In concert with the further analysis of hydrology and water quality issues, the SEIR will include a detailed analysis of:


· The potential for wastewater and/or stormwater generated by the project to result in exceedances of wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB


· The potential for wastewater and/or stormwater generated by the project to require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage facilities, the construction of which could cause environmental effects. This analysis will also discuss the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.05 regarding stormwater management.


· The potential for the project to result in a determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project demand for wastewater treatment.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: l_publicservices]12.	PUBLIC SERVICES— Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services such as schools, parks, or other services?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services such as fire protection or police protection?


			


			


			


			











Issues related to parks, which is referred to in criterion E.12 (a), are addressed above in Section E.10, Recreation.


[bookmark: _Toc402187903]Summary of Public Services Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Fire and Police Protection


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section characterized existing fire and police protection services serving the Mission Bay plan area and surrounding area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted that there were no San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) fire stations operating within the Mission Bay plan area at that time, however, the plan area was served by up to six surrounding fire stations. The Mission Bay FSEIR also reported that the Mission Bay South area was located within the San Francisco Police Department’s Bayview District, whose police station was located over 2½ miles south of the plan area.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. 


The Mission Bay plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.06a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.06b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the new police station proposed under the Mission Bay plan would increase community involvement and lower crime rates in the Mission Bay plan area and ensure impacts to police protection services would be less than significant. Potential impacts associated with the construction and operation of the new police/fire station itself were included in the overall analysis of the Mission Bay plan in the FSEIR. 


Public Schools


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section described existing San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) school services, and noted that there were no public schools operating in the Mission Bay plan area at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section indicated the Mission Bay plan residential population would increase the demand on the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that at full build-out, the Mission Bay plan residential uses would create approximately 1,615 school-age children residing in the Mission Bay plan area, including approximately 730 students of elementary school age, and approximately 75 percent of these students would be expected to attend public schools. 


The Mission Bay plan included the transfer of land within the plan area for a new500-student elementary school to the SFUSD prior to issuance of building permits for the Mission Bay plan residential units. On this basis, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan impacts to public schools would be less than significant. Potential impacts associated with the construction and operation of the new school were included in the overall analysis of the Mission Bay plan in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined the proposed school site within the Mission Bay plan area would not be large enough to house a middle school or high school, or all of the potential new elementary school students, and consequently, that additional classroom space would need to be developed by SFUSD outside of the Mission Bay plan area, most likely for all grade levels. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded it was too speculative to identify impacts from construction of additional school facilities, although any new facilities that would be proposed by SFUSD would be subject to appropriate environmental review for site-specific physical environmental impacts.


Other Public Services


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section and Initial Study determined that Mission Bay plan effect on public health services, childcare services, library services, street maintenance services, and emergency medical services would be less than significant, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not require any mitigation measures for these topics. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187904]Impact Evaluation


Schools and Other Services


Impact PS-1: The proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for schools or other services. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project does not include any residential uses, and therefore would not increase the demand for schools. Thus, the project would have no effect on public schools. Similarly, because the project does not include any residential uses, the project's effect on demand on other services (such as public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical) would be within the assumptions analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire plan area. The project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on schools or other services than those previously identified in the FSEIR. Further, no substantial changes or conditions have occurred at the project site and vicinity that would result in new or more severe impacts than those described in the FSEIR.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-PS-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on schools or other services. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on schools and other services encompasses the Mission Bay plan area. As a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR has addressed the cumulative impacts of overall development of the Mission Bay plan area on schools and other services, and the FSEIR identified no significant impacts from the Mission Bay plan. Thus, based on the analysis in the FSEIR, there would be no significant adverse cumulative effects on schools and other services.


[bookmark: _Toc402187905]Issues to be Addressed in the SEIR


Further discussion of potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services associated with construction and operation of the event center and associated development at the project site will be included in the SEIR, including the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.06a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.06b (Provide New Engine Company). Although construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third Street and Mission Rock was completed in the summer of 2014, and satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures, the SEIR will provide a project-specific analysis of the impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services and adequacy of these mitigation measures to reduce project impacts to less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: m_biology]13.	BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?


			


			


			


			





			d)	Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?


			


			


			


			





			e)	Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?


			


			


			


			





			f)	Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?


			


			


			


			











There are no applicable adopted habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans, or other approved habitat conservation plans that apply to the project site. Therefore, criterion E.13(f) does not apply to the proposed project, and this topic is not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


[bookmark: _Toc402187906]Summary of Biological Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The biological resources significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Initial Study Biology section and the China Basin Channel Vegetation and Wildlife section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Biology section evaluated biological resource conditions present in the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study reported that the upland portion of Mission Bay South was mostly disturbed and sparsely vegetated, and did not contain substantial numbers of mature or scenic trees. Vegetative mapping of the Mission Bay plan area included in the Mission Bay FSEIR indicates Blocks 29-32 did not contain any notable vegetative habitat. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study determined no state-listed threatened, endangered or rare plants, or rare, threatened or endangered animal species were known to occur in the upland portion of the Mission Bay plan area, as confirmed by biological field surveys. Consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant project impacts to upland plant and wildlife in the Mission Bay plan area, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to these resources.


Although not within the Blocks 29-32 vicinity, the Mission Bay FSEIR also analyzed potential impacts to aquatic and wetland habitats of China Basin Channel. The Mission Bay FSEIR China Basin Channel Vegetation and Wildlife section determined that significant impacts resulting from disturbance and removal of salt marsh wetland habitat [by?] would be mitigated to a less than significant level through preparation and implementation of a salt marsh habitat mitigation plan in accordance with the Section 404 permit process of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In addition, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that significant impacts to herring reproduction from turbidity in the water of the Channel or Bay would be mitigated to a less than significant level by avoiding construction activities affecting turbidity during the herring spawning season, and, at other times, use of shallow-draft tugboats and barges with enforced speed limits and implementing a plan for minimizing turbidity during removal of existing piles.


Please see also, Hydrology and Water Quality, below, for discussion of potential Mission Bay plan effects on aquatic biota from treated wastewater and stormwater discharge, and sediment; and Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for a discussion of potential Mission Bay plan effects on aquatic biota from the presence of chemicals in construction dust.


[bookmark: _Toc402187907]Impact Evaluation


Special Status Species


Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any special status species. (Less than Significant)


A qualified biologist conducted a site reconnaissance on August 28, 2014. The reconnaissance visit consisted of a pedestrian survey within the project site’s boundary and visual observations of the adjacent environments to identify suitable habitat or supportive communities for special-status[footnoteRef:43] plant and wildlife species. General habitat conditions were noted and incidental species observations were recorded. Prior to the reconnaissance survey, a review of database queries was conducted for special-status species occurrences documented in the regional project vicinity (i.e. San Francisco County, San Francisco North and San Francisco South 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey quadrangles) including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW[footnoteRef:44]) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Lists compiled of sensitive plant and animal species from these databases document 34 sensitive plant species and 41 animal species within the regional vicinity of the project site. Of these 75 special-status species, none were determined to have a moderate or high potential to occur on the proposed project site due to the lack of suitable habitat or supportive vegetation communities which these species require for sustained use (see Appendix A of this Initial Study).  [43: 	The term “special-status” species includes those species that are listed and receive specific protection defined in federal or state endangered species legislation, as well as species not formally listed as Threatened or Endangered, but designated as “Rare” or “Sensitive” on the basis of adopted policies and expertise of state resource agencies or organizations, or local agencies such as counties, cities, and special districts. A principal source for this designation is the California “Special Animals List”.]  [44: 	The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) changed its name on January 1, 2013 to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). In this document, references to literature published by CDFW prior to Jan. 1, 2013 are cited as ‘CDFG, [year]’. The agency is otherwise referred to by its new name, CDFW.”] 



The project site is located in a dense urban setting and currently does not contain desirable habitat that could support sensitive species. The project site currently contains two paved parking lots in the north and west portions of the site, and the remainder of the site consists of an undeveloped ruderal lot largely covered in gravel and surrounded by chain link fencing. Vegetation within the ruderal lot is sparse and dominated by non-native annual grasses and opportunistic weedy species which thrive in such ruderal environments and include, foxtail brome (Bromus madritensis), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft brome (Bromus hordeaceus), Italian rye grass (Festuca perennis), rattail sixweeks grass (Festuca myuros), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), pampas grass (Cortaderia jubata), bristly ox tongue (Helminthotheca echioides), black mustard (Brassica nigra), stinkwort (Dittrichia graveolens), white sweetclover (Melilotus albus), cut leaf plantain (Plantago coronopus), and cheeseweed (Malva parviflora). Native prostate coyote bush (Baccharis pilularis) was also prevalent throughout the site. Birds commonly found in such areas with limited habitat value are seed-eating and include non-native species such as English sparrow (Passer domesticus) and European starling (Sturnus vulgaris) as well as birds native to the area, including house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), lesser goldfinch (Spinus psaltria), Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), and rock pigeon (Columba livia). Evidence of Canada goose (Branta canadensis) is present on the site.


As discussed in the Section A, Project Description, on the project site, immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B, is a depression (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by excavation and backfill associated with prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. Site reconnaissance revealed the deepest part of the excavation within this area contains standing water with a mixture of ruderal vegetation described above, and wetland plants, including alkali bullrush (Bolboschoenus maritimus), brass buttons (Cotula coronopifolia), fat-hen (Atriplex prostrata), and saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), present around its perimeter. The standing water appears to be of low quality as evidenced by large areas of floating algal plant mats though still supportive of common wildlife as evidenced by a snowy egret (Egretta thula) hunting at the water’s edge and a black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans) sallying insects from a vegetative perch. These features are discussed in further detail under Impact BI-3. 


Based on the data above and similar to the conclusions of the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire plan area, the proposed project would not affect special status species due to the lack of suitable habitat, as summarized in Appendix A. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Thus, the project would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to special-status species.


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site contained several buildings and facilities and was noted as lacking any notable vegetative habitat, with no state-listed threatened, endangered or rare plants, or rare, threatened or endangered animal species known to occur in the upland portion of the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site. Subsequent to that time, the project site has been subject to building removal, grading, excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and utilities on portions of the site. Other than the creation of the depression as a result of remediation actions, no other changes in the site since the preparation of the FSEIR have altered the characteristics of the site in relation to biological habitat. These changes in conditions on the project site have not altered the fact that the site provides no suitable habitat for any sensitive or special-status species due to the sparse and ruderal nature of onsite vegetation, as well as the site’s location in a densely urbanized environment. as confirmed through the reconnaissance survey and database review of special-status species occurrences within the vicinity of the project site. In addition, there have been no substantial changes with respect to circumstances under which the project would be undertaken, nor has any new information become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.


On the basis 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 special status species. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts to special-status species. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts to special-status species are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Sensitive Natural Communities


Impact BI-2: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations. (No Impact)


As described in Impact BI-1, above, the project site currently does not contain riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, which is consistent with the description in the Mission Bay FSEIR of no notable vegetative habitat in the project area. Thus, the project would have no impact on any riparian or other sensitive natural community. No changes in conditions at the project site or any new information has become available that would result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project with respect to sensitive natural communities.


Wetlands


Impact BI-3: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or navigable waters as defined in Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. (Less than Significant)


As described above in Impact BI-3, the deeper excavation and surrounding shallow depressions within the project site are features that exhibit the hydrology and vegetation characteristics of wetlands. Hydric soil is presumed present due to the year-round inundation and presence of obligate wetland plants. The deeper excavation is at a sufficient depth to intersect groundwater and a review of aerial imagery reveals water within the deeper excavation year round, while the shallow depressions appear to be seasonally wetted.[footnoteRef:45] Vegetation composition within the deeper excavation differ from the upland, ruderal portions of the site and include several species that commonly occur in wetlands such as alkali bulrush, brass buttons, and fat-hen. Vegetation within the shallow depressions included a combination of saltgrass and Bermuda grass which can be found in both upland and wetland communities.  [45:  	Google aerial imagery.] 



The jurisdictional status of the deeper excavation and surrounding shallow depressions has not been determined. This topic was addressed in a technical report prepared by the sponsor’s biological consultant[footnoteRef:46], which discussed the origin of these features and how they conform to criteria for jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act. The report concluded that the noted features may be exempt from regulatory jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act due to their creation incidental to construction activities[footnoteRef:47], even if they meet some technical criteria for jurisdictional wetlands. Specifically, the report states that the deeper excavation and shallow depressions within the project site may fall under the following exemption:  [46:  	WRA, 2014. Construction Related Depressions at Golden State Warriors Mission Bay Site, San Rafael, CA. Prepared for Golden State Warriors, October 1. ]  [47:  	The report discusses that under Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Order R2-2005-0028, a portion of the project site underwent construction activities associated with the remediation of hazardous materials. The report describes that following excavation of the portion of the project site subject to remediation activities in 2005 and 2006, groundwater monitoring was required by the RWQCB between 2007 and 2013 to ensure the affected area met applicable standards for remediation. The report notes that partial backfilling of the excavated area occurred during the period of groundwater monitoring of the project site, however, a proposal to develop an office building with partial basement on the project site (that would have necessitated re-excavation of backfill materials from the excavation area), and unfavorable economic conditions, halted further backfilling of the excavated area. Based on post-remediation groundwater monitoring, RWQCB issued Order No. R2-2014-0022 attaining site closure.] 



“Water-filled depressions created in dry land incidental to construction activity and pits excavated in dry land for the purpose of obtaining fill, sand, or gravel unless and until the construction or excavation operation is abandoned and the resulting body of water meets the definition of waters of the United States.”[footnoteRef:48] [48: 	Preamble to the CWA Regulations (33 CFR Parts 320 through 330), published in the Federal Register on November 13, 1986 (51 Fed. Reg. 41206):] 



Alternatively, because the excavation meets the geographic definition of wetlands (i.e., ponded and support wetlands plants), and because the apparent hydrological connection to groundwater and possibly to San Francisco Bay could be interpreted as a significant nexus with the Traditional Navigable Waters of the Bay, the excavation feature could be determined to be waters of the U.S. and waters of the state. Isolated, seasonally ponded areas, even if artificially created, could also be determined to be waters of the state under the San Francisco RWQCB’s Basin Plan as they can provide beneficial cover or foraging habitat for wildlife.[footnoteRef:49] [49: 	California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 2013. Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the San Francisco Bay Basin. Oakland, CA.] 



Irrespective of jurisdictional status, elimination of the onsite depression features as a result of project implementation would not be considered a significant or adverse impact on biological resources. The overall value of Blocks 29-32 to support or sustain wildlife is limited due to the sparse and ruderal nature of onsite vegetation, as well as the site’s location in a densely urbanized environment. While several avian species were observed foraging and hunting onsite, these species are common to San Francisco and would continue to be supported by vegetation communities and water features found in the project vicinity. In addition, the project would include landscaping and open space which would offer similar benefits of foraging and cover habitat to urban-adapted wildlife. 


In the event that regulatory agencies determine that one or more of these features are jurisdictional, as part of the permitting process they would require mitigation to achieve “no net loss” of the function and values of the features. To achieve this performance standard, the following mitigation options could be implemented as compensation for project-related impacts to jurisdictional waters: 


· Purchase of appropriate amount of credits at an approved wetlands mitigation bank;


· Payment into an approved in-lieu fee program to preserve or restore wetlands in the same watershed; or


· Provision of off-site mitigation.


The discussion above is consistent with the conclusions of the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire plan area. The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on identified federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, or navigable waters as defined in Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, or beneficial uses of wetlands according to the Basin Plan. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Thus, the project would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to wetlands.


Wildlife


Impact BI-4: The proposed project could interfere substantially with the movement of native resident or migratory wildlife species resident or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address the issue of migratory wildlife species. However, as discussed below, potential impacts associated with this issue would be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of standard mitigation measures. 


Breeding Birds. Migratory and resident birds which breed locally in San Francisco have the potential to nest in shrub vegetation observed within the project site. While overall habitat is of marginal quality due to its urban context and disturbed soils, the composition of non-native vegetation can be attractive to seed eating birds, and the presence of native coyote bush, alkali bulrush and non-native pampas grass can provide cover and nesting substrate for smaller passerine species. Migratory birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and native resident nongame birds and their nests are protected from take under the California Fish and Game Code. Breeding birds which may nest within the project site could be adversely affected by project construction. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, would avoid disrupting or destroying active nests which could occur within the proposed project site during bird breeding season, and would reduce this impact to less than significant.


Avian Collisions with Buildings and Night Lighting. The project site is located within the Pacific Flyway along the western shoreline of San Francisco Bay. The waters of the Bay provide valuable stopover habitat for migratory birds. Open space, even in highly urbanized areas, creates potential bird habitat, and open space such as the open Bay in proximity to the proposed new buildings may increase the risk of bird collisions over that posed by existing structures, particularly from large amounts of reflective or artificially lighted surfaces. Many bird collisions are induced by artificial night lighting. The tendency of birds to move towards lights at night when migrating, and their reluctance to leave the sphere of light influence for hours or days once encountered, has been well documented.[footnoteRef:50] Development of the proposed project would increase the amount of light and glare generated at the project site and vicinity, including from building facades, internal night lighting sources visible through windows of building exteriors, new streetlights and pedestrian lights within and adjacent to the site, nighttime lighting of building exteriors and signs, potential video screens, and headlights from project-generated traffic.  [50: 	Gauthreaux, S.A., Belser, C.G., 2006, Effects of Artificial Night Lighting on Migrating Birds, In: Rich, C. and Longcore, T., Ecological Consequences of Night Lighting, Island Press, Covelo, CA, pp. 67–93.] 



Similar to the conclusion reached for the Bay Bridge Lighting project,[footnoteRef:51] due to the surrounding urban setting, the proposed project is not expected to appreciably increase the overall amount of lighting along the San Francisco waterfront as a whole (considering existing nighttime lighting conditions within Mission Bay, at AT&T Park and other shoreline locations). In addition, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. Nevertheless, given the preliminary nature of the project development, it cannot be concluded at this time that the proposed project building and associated lighting design would not have the potential to negatively affect birds. [51: 	H.T. Harvey and Associates. 2012. Final Assessment of the Potential Impacts of the Bay Bridge Lighting Project on Birds and Fish (HTH #3305-01). Letter report to Meryka Plumer, David J. Powers & Associates, Inc., 5 April, 2012.] 



The San Francisco Planning Department adopted Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings in 2011, adding Planning Code Section 139.[footnoteRef:52] These standards guide the use and types of glass and façade treatments, wind generators and grates, and lighting treatments. The standards include requirements for bird-safe glazing and lighting in structures or at sites that represent a hazard to birds. While development within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, is not subject to the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings or Planning Code Section 139, given the preliminary nature of the project design, and the remaining potential for the proposed building and/or lighting design to result in potential bird hazards, implementation of the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings and Planning Code Section 139 for the proposed project is formalized as a mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b, Bird Safe Building Practices).  [State whether Planning Code Section 139 would apply if the project were not within the Mission Bay Plan area; specifically, is the project site within 300 feet of the bay?  If not, then Planning Code section 139 would not apply even if the project were outside Mission Bay.] [52: 	San Francisco Planning Department, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, available: http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/
publications_reports/bird_safe_bldgs/Standards%20for%20Bird%20Safe%20Buildings%20-%2011-30-11.pdf., 2011.] 



With implementation Mitigation Measures M-BI-4a, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, and M‑BI-4b, Bird Safe Building Practices, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts on resident or migratory bird species than those identified in the FSEIR. 


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a: Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds


To the extent practicable, vegetation removal and grading of the site in advance of new site construction shall be performed between September 1 and January 31 in order to avoid breeding and nesting season for birds. If these activities cannot be performed during this period, a preconstruction survey of onsite vegetation for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. 


In coordination with the OCII or its designated representative, pre-construction surveys of onsite vegetation shall be performed during bird breeding season (February 1 – August 31) no more than 14 days prior to vegetation removal, grading, or initiation of construction in order to locate any active passerine nests within 250 feet of the project site and any active raptor nests within 500 feet of the project site. Surveys shall be performed in accessible areas within 500 feet of the project site and include suitable habitat within line of sight as access is available. If active nests are found on either the project site or within the 500-foot survey buffer surrounding the project site, no-work buffer zones shall be established around the nests. Buffer distances will consider physical and visual barriers between the active nest and project activities, existing noise sources and disturbance, as well as sensitivity of the bird species to disturbance. Modification of standard buffer distances, 250 feet for active passerine nests and 500 feet for active raptor nests, will be determined by a qualified biologist in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). No vegetation removal or ground-disturbing activities including grading or new construction shall occur within a buffer zone until young have fledged or the nest is otherwise abandoned as determined by the qualified biologist. 


If construction work during the nesting season stops for 14 days or more and then resumes, then nesting bird surveys shall be repeated, to ensure that no new birds have begun nesting in the area.


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b: Bird Safe Building Practices


The project sponsor shall design and implement the project consistent with the San Francisco Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings and Planning Code Section 139. 


Biological Resources Polices or Ordinances


Impact BI-5: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. (Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential conflicts or compliance with local policies or ordinance protection biological resources. However, as discussed below, potential impacts associated with this issue would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Therefore, there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the FSEIR. 


The City’s Urban Forestry Ordinance protects San Francisco’s street trees, significant trees and landmark trees regardless of species. There are no mature trees within the project site, including landmark trees, significant trees, or street trees. Although the Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address this issue, this impact would be less than significant because no tree removal is proposed as part of the project. Furthermore, the project would not preclude the ability of the City to plant trees in a sidewalk or public right-of-way along the project site perimeter, and the project would not conflict with this ordinance. There are no other applicable local policies or ordinances that apply to this site.


Thus, the project would not conflict with applicable local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-BI-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on biological resources. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on biological resources encompasses the species occurrences, habitats, and sensitive natural communities within the regional vicinity of the project site, including the portion of the Pacific Flyway along the City's Bay shoreline. Cumulative impacts are considered in the context of past, present and reasonably foreseeable project in this area—such as those listed above under Approach to Analysis—that could contribute to impacts on biological resources. 


As described above in Impacts BI-1, BI-2, BI-3, and BI-4, the project site currently consists of either paved or undeveloped ruderal areas, with one notable depressed area containing some standing water, and overall habitat supportive of sensitive wildlife and plants is of marginal quality. With the exception of birds, the project, like other projects within the City's urbanized waterfront area, would have little or no potential to affect sensitive plants or wildlife, and therefore would not contribute to cumulative impacts on biological resources in the project area.


The proposed project could potentially result in adverse effects on various bird species through disruption of nests, collisions with buildings, or disorientation from night lighting. These impacts, in combination with other projects along the San Francisco waterfront, could potentially result in cumulative impacts to birds. However, other projects in San Francisco would be subject to the same environmental review requirements to provide mitigation for birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Department of Fish and Game Code. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BI-4a, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, and M-BI-4b, Bird Safe Building Practices, would not only reduce the project's impacts to less than significant, it would also reduce the project's contribution to any cumulative impact to less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: n_geology]14.	GEOLOGY AND SOILS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:


			


			


			


			





			i)	Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.)


			


			


			


			





			ii)	Strong seismic ground shaking?


			


			


			


			





			iii)	Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?


			


			


			


			





			iv)	Landslides?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?


			


			


			


			





			d)	Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18‑1‑B of the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or property?


			


			


			


			





			e)	Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?


			


			


			


			





			f)	Change substantially the topography or any unique geologic or physical features of the site?


			


			


			


			











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address having soils capable of supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste disposal systems. However, the proposed event center and other proposed developments would connect to the combined sewer system, and would not use septic tanks or other on-site land disposal systems for sanitary sewage. Therefore, criterion E.14(e) is not applicable to the proposed project.


[bookmark: _Toc402187908]Summary of Geology and Soils Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The geology and soils significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Seismicity section and the Initial Study Geology/Topography section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity setting section characterized existing soil and geologic conditions in the Mission Bay plan area, and discussed existing seismic and geologic hazards. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the Mission Bay plan area is underlain by artificial fill, silty clay (Bay Mud), sandy alluvium, and stiff marine Old Bay Clay that overly the Franciscan bedrock located at depth of 30 to 130 feet below sea level. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted the Mission Bay plan area is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, but is within a Seismic Hazards Zone for liquefaction as defined in the City’s Community Safety Element.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impacts section indicates the Mission Bay plan area is susceptible to earthquake-related groundshaking that would be strong enough to damage buildings and infrastructure, and could cause associated ground failure, such as liquefaction, all of which pose risks of injury or loss of life to people in or near the affected structure. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted that the San Francisco Building Code would require seismically-resistant construction in the Mission Bay plan area to reduce risks to people and structures during earthquakes. The Building Code requires that all new development in the Mission Bay plan area be preceded by special site-specific investigations to determine the type and degree of hazards present, and include site-specific modeling to accurately estimate seismic forces that could act on a structure. In accordance with the Building Code, the resultant measures must be incorporated into the plans and specifications for a building to ensure an appropriate engineering design that would ameliorate the identified seismic hazards. To address the potential for liquefaction-related damage, the Mission Bay FSEIR noted that the major structures within the Mission Bay plan area would be constructed on foundations supported by piles driven into competent geologic materials such as dense sands, stiff clays, or bedrock. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that compliance with the Building Code and construction of pile-supported structures would reduce seismic hazards to an acceptable level.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impacts section also notes that concrete piles are commonly used to penetrate the artificial fill and Bay Mud and that a sulfate-resistant mix of cement would be used to protect the concrete and reinforcing steel from the corrosive effects of the fill and young Bay Mud. To ensure compliance with this, the FSEIR includes Mitigation Measure H.07 requiring testing of the soil for sulfate and chloride content. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Geology/Topography section reported that there are no known unique geologic features in the Mission Bay plan area. The FSEIR Initial Study estimated that up to 300,000 cubic yards of fill would be added to the Mission Bay plan area over the course of construction; this included the proposed addition of between 1 and 1.5 feet of new fill in low spots east of Third Street. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study determined that this additional fill would cause no substantial change in the largely flat character of the site’s topography. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded the Mission Bay plan’s effect on changes in topography and unique geologic features would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Geology/Topography section concluded that the potential for settlement when a new structure is constructed is high because of the irregular nature of the artificial fill used to create the underlying land and the compressibility of the underlying Bay Mud. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported the alluvium, Old Bay Clay, and Franciscan Bedrock underlying these units are more competent and suitable for foundation support. The Initial Study concluded that utilizing foundations with piles supported in these materials would ameliorate the effects of settlement once the structure is constructed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187909]Impact Evaluation


Earthquake and Landslide Hazards


Impact GE‐1: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, seismically-induced ground failure, or landslides. (Less than Significant)


The preliminary geotechnical evaluation for the project[footnoteRef:53] identified similar geologic materials to those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, including artificial fill, young Bay Mud, dense sands of the Colma Formation, and Old Bay Clay that overly the Franciscan Bedrock encountered at a depth of 32 to 130 feet beneath the project site. As analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, no active faults cross the project site so the potential for fault rupture is low. The structures proposed under the project would be subject to strong groundshaking in the event of an earthquake on one of the regional faults, and the site is also located in a liquefaction potential zone identified by the California Department of Conservation under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990. However, as determined in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be less than significant with implementation of a site-specific geotechnical investigation and seismic analysis, and incorporation of the recommendations in these studies into the building design as required by the California and San Francisco Building Codes. The proposed structures would be supported on piles driven into competent materials beneath the artificial fill and young Bay Mud. [53:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.] 



Potential hazards associated with lateral spreading and seismically-induced settlement in the event of a major earthquake were not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, for the proposed project, these effects would also be addressed through implementation of site-specific geotechnical studies and adherence to the California and San Francisco Building Codes. On the basis of the preliminary geotechnical evaluation for the project,[footnoteRef:54] recommended measures for addressing these effects include improving the soil to resist liquefaction and lateral spreading as well as use of flexible utility connections, utility hangers, and hinged slabs to address differential settlement. The Mission Bay FSEIR also did not discuss the potential for earthquake-induced landslides. However, the project site is relatively flat and is not located in a landslide-potential zone identified by the California Department of Conservation under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990.[footnoteRef:55] Therefore, there is no project impact related to earthquake-induced landslides.  [54:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.]  [55:  	California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. State of California Seismic Hazard Zones, City and County of San Francisco, Official Map, November 17, 2000.] 



As indicated by the project-specific geotechnical evaluation, no substantial changes have occurred nor has new information become available that would result in new or more severe project impacts related to seismic hazards including fault rupture, seismic groundshaking, seismically induced ground failures, or landslides. No new or different mitigation measures or alternatives would be required to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.


Erosion or Loss of Top Soil


Impact GE‐2: The project would not result in substantial erosion or loss of top soil. (Topic Partially Analyzed Previously; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed erosion impacts relevant to the project site but not impacts related to loss of top soil. However, both impacts would be less than significant, as described below.


Erosion


Soil movement for foundation excavation could create the potential for wind- and water-borne soil erosion during construction site. However, the project site is relatively flat; therefore, substantial erosion and loss of soil would not be expected to occur during site preparation and construction.


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed erosion impacts in the Hydrology and Water Quality section under construction activity pollutants. As discussed below in Section E.15, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Initial Study (Impact HY-1), project construction would be required to comply with the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ (Construction General Stormwater Permit). This permit, adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board in 2009 subsequent to publication of the FSEIR, requires implementation of erosion and sedimentation controls for construction activities associated with ground disturbance. Once the project is constructed, the entire project site would be covered with structures, paved areas, or landscaping and the potential for erosion would be low. Therefore, impacts related to soil erosion during and after construction would be less than significant. 


The project would not result in new or more severe significant impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. No new or different mitigation would be required. 


Loss of Top Soil


Top soil is a fertile soil horizon that typically contains a seed base. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address loss of top soil. However, the project site was previously built out with commercial and industrial uses which have since been removed, and the site has been subject to subsequent grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities. Prior development and other ground disturbance would have involved removal of any top soil on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact related to loss of top soil. 


Settlement


Impact GE-3: The project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the project. (Topic Partially Analyzed Previously; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed settlement issues related to differential settlement of the underlying geologic materials that are relevant to the project site, but it did not address impacts related to settlement associated with excavation or dewatering. However, these impacts would all be less than significant, as described below.


Differential Settlement


Similar to the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Geology/Topography section, the proposed project could result in settlement once the project is constructed due to differential settlement of the artificial fill and compressibility of the Bay Mud. However, as part of the project and similar to the discussion in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the proposed event center and other proposed buildings and structures would be constructed with a foundation using piles supported in dense sands of the Colma Formation or in bedrock of the Franciscan Complex. The project would be designed in accordance with the recommendations of the site-specific geotechnical investigation that would be required under the California and San Francisco Building Codes. Furthermore, no substantial changes have occurred at the project site or new information become available that would result in new or more severe impacts related to settlement. On the basis 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 related to settlement, and no new mitigation measures or alternatives are required to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.


Settlement due to Excavation or Dewatering


Construction of the proposed project could also induce ground settlement as a result of excavation for construction of subsurface parking, construction dewatering, and heave during installation of piles. Following completion of construction, permanent, long-term dewatering would not be required. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address settlement as a result of these activities. Therefore, these potential settlement effects are described below, followed by San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (DBI) established procedures which would ensure that unstable conditions do not result from project construction.


Excavation. Construction of proposed subsurface facilities, including but not limited to, below-grade event center features and underground parking, could require excavation to depths of 8 to 25 feet [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED] below ground surface, and isolated deeper excavation could be required at the building cores. During excavation, artificial fill and Bay Mud would be removed and the surrounding soils could become unstable, potentially causing settlement of adjacent structures, including buildings, sidewalks, streets, and utilities. However, the project would be required to comply with the California and San Francisco Building Codes' specifications for shoring, such as conventional soldier pile and lagging, a deep soil mixed cutoff wall,[footnoteRef:56] or rigid and water‐tight internally braced secant walling.[footnoteRef:57] Implementation of these required measures would prevent this soil from becoming unstable. [56:  	A deep mixed soil cutoff wall is constructed by advancing augers or a cutting tool and pumping cement through the tips of the auger or cutting tool during drilling. The cement is mixed with the soil in place, forming a solidified column or panel of soil and cement that provides stability to the excavation sidewall and restricts groundwater inflow to the excavation.]  [57:  	A secant wall, in simplified form, is built by drilling a series of holes and filling them with concrete, resulting in a continuous series of concrete cylinders that form a water-tight barrier that retains soil behind it.] 



Further, the DBI would require a monitoring program utilizing an inclinometer to monitor for movement at the face of the excavation. The monitoring program would include a baseline survey and frequent surveying of the excavation as construction progresses to evaluate the effects of construction and ensure that the soil does not become unstable. DBI would review the final building plans and determine if an excavation monitoring plan would be required.


Construction Dewatering. Groundwater at the project site is relatively shallow (encountered at a depth of about 6½ feet to 7 feet below ground surface). Therefore, the proposed 25-foot excavation depth would extend approximately 18 feet [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED] beneath the groundwater table, and there is the potential for substantial water inflow into the excavation during construction, which would requiring dewatering to maintain dry construction conditions. Dewatering could potentially result in settlement of adjacent structures, including buildings, sidewalks, streets, and utilities. Although a water tight shoring system such as a deep soil mixed cutoff wall or secant walling could be used during excavation for structures, dewatering of excavations for installation of utilities and compaction of soil could be required. To address the potential for settlement as a result of excavation dewatering, DBI could require a site-specific dewatering plan to identify necessary measures to minimize the risk of settlement. DBI would review the final building plans and determine if a dewatering plan would be required.


Discharge of any groundwater removed during construction dewatering would also be subject to requirements of the City’s Sewer Use Ordinance (Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code; added by Ordinance No. 19-92, amended by Ordinance No. 116-97), as supplemented by Department of Public Works Order No. 158170, requiring a permit from the Wastewater Enterprise Collection System Division of the SFPUC. A permit may be issued only if an effective pretreatment system is maintained and operated. The permit for discharge would specify water quality standards and may require the project sponsor to install and maintain meters to measure the volume of the discharge to the combined sewer system. 


In addition, if the subsequent project‐specific geotechnical investigation determines that dewatering wells would likely be needed to draw the groundwater down below the planned depths of excavation, any dewatering wells would be subject to the requirements of the City’s Soil Boring and Well Regulation Ordinance (Article 12B of the Health Code; added by Ordinance No. 113‐05), requiring a project sponsor to obtain a permit from the Department of Public Health prior to constructing a dewatering well. A permit may be issued only if the project sponsors use construction practices that would prevent the contamination or pollution of groundwater during the construction or modification of the well or soil boring.


Heave as a Result of Pile Driving. The proposed event center and other proposed buildings and structures would be supported by foundations using piles. The piles may be drilled or driven into place, and the appropriate installation method would be determined on the basis of the site-specific geotechnical investigation implemented in accordance with the California and San Francisco Building Codes. In addition, noise and vibration concerns could limit the use of driven piles. 


If driven piles are used, pile driving during project construction may cause the ground to heave up to several inches, and the heave could adversely affect adjacent structures. To address this, the DBI may require a preconstruction survey and monitoring during pile driving. DBI would review the final building plans and determine if a preconstruction survey and subsequent monitoring would be required to address the potential for heave.


DBI Requirements. DBI would require a site‐specific geotechnical report for the project prior to issuing a building permit, and would review the report to ensure that the potential settlement effects of excavation, pile driving, and dewatering are appropriately addressed in accordance with Section 1704.15 of the San Francisco Building Code. DBI would also require that the report include a determination as to whether a lateral movement and settlement survey should be done to monitor any movement or settlement of surrounding buildings and adjacent streets during construction. If a monitoring survey were recommended, DBI would require that a Special Inspector be retained by the project sponsor to perform this monitoring. Groundwater observation wells could be required to monitor potential settlement and subsidence during dewatering.


If, in the judgment of the Special Inspector, unacceptable movement were to occur during construction, corrective actions would be used to halt this settlement. Groundwater recharge could be used to halt settlement due to dewatering. Further, DBI would review the final building plans and determine if additional site‐specific reports would be required.


With implementation of the recommendations provided in project‐specific detailed geotechnical study, subject to review and approval by DBI, and monitoring by a DBI Special Inspector (if required), impacts related to the potential for settlement and subsidence due to construction on soil that is unstable, or could become unstable as a result of such construction, would be less than significant.


Problematic Soils


Impact GE‐4: The project would not create substantial risks to life or property as a result of location on expansive soils or other problematic soils. (Topic Partially Analyzed Previously; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed issues related to corrosive soils, but it did not address impacts related to expansive soils. However, these impacts would all be less than significant, as described below.


Corrosive Soils


The event center and other proposed buildings and structures would be constructed with foundations supported on concrete piles driven into competent geologic materials beneath the artificial fill and young Bay Mud. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR stated that a sulfate-resistant mix of cement would be used to protect the concrete and reinforcing steel from the corrosive effects of the fill and young Bay Mud. To ensure compliance with this, the Mission Bay FSEIR includes Mitigation Measure H.07 requiring testing of the soil for sulfate and chloride content.


However, the site-specific geotechnical investigation conducted in accordance with the California and San Francisco Building Codes would address the potential for corrosion of the concrete piles where they are in contact with the artificial fill and young Bay Mud, and would include specifications for the concrete to ensure that the piles would not be adversely affected by corrosion.


Therefore, this impact is adequately addressed by the existing building code and implementation of Mitigation Measure H.07 of the Mission Bay FSEIR is no longer necessary to reduce impacts related to corrosive soil to a less-than-significant level.


Expansive Soils


Expansive soils are typically very fine grained with a high to very high percentage of clay. They are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume change (i.e., to shrink and swell) due to variations in soil moisture content which typically result from factors such as rainfall, landscape irrigation, utility leakage, and roof drainage. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address the effects of expansive soil on newly constructed structures. However, the presence of expansive soils is not an issue at the project site because the artificial fill beneath the site is sandy and would not be expansive, and because the young Bay Mud beneath the site is generally below the groundwater table, and thus is permanently saturated. Further, any backfill materials used for the project would have a low expansion potential in accordance with the recommendations of the geotechnical report for the project, completed in accordance with the California and San Francisco Building Codes. Therefore, impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant.


Topography or Unique Geologic Features


Impact GE-5: The project would not substantially change the topography or any unique geologic or physical feature of the project site. (Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study reported that there are no unique geologic features in the Mission Bay plan area and that the addition of limited amounts of new fill in low spots east of Third Street would not result in a substantial change in topography. Similarly, the project site is generally flat and there are no unique topographic, geologic, or physical features within the site. Construction of the proposed project would not involve the placement of fill and would not alter the topography of the site. No changes have occurred at the project site or new information has become available that would affect this impact. Therefore, the project would not result in any new impacts or increase the severity of previously identified impacts related to alteration of topography or damage to unique geologic features and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C‐GE‐1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to geologic hazards. (Less than Significant)


Geologic impacts are usually restricted to the immediate vicinity, and potential geologic impacts resulting from the proposed project that could contribute to a cumulative impact are limited to seismic effects and the potential for creation of an unstable geologic unit. Seismic effects could occur in the project vicinity, including the south of Market area. Therefore, this area is considered the geographic scope for seismic effects. The creation of unstable geologic units is a local effect; therefore, the geographic scope for this cumulative impact is the project area and immediate vicinity. This analysis is based on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in this area, including those listed above in Section D, Approach to Analysis.


Seismic Safety. Several cumulative projects would contribute to an increase in the number of persons potentially exposed to seismic risks in the south of Market area, which could result in a potential cumulative impact. However, as noted in Impact GE-1, the project site is not subject to fault rupture because there are no known earthquake faults that cross the site or vicinity. The proposed project and any development within the Mission Bay area would be subject to very strong groundshaking and could experience liquefaction effects in the event of an earthquake on a nearby fault. However, the project and any new buildings would be constructed in accordance with the most current building code requirements for seismic safety, providing for increased life-safety protection of residents and workers. These requirements would reduce potential cumulative impacts to a less-than-significant level, and the proposed project’s compliance with these requirements would ensure that it would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to seismic safety.


Unstable Geologic Unit. As discussed in Impact GE-3, implementation of the proposed project could result in ground settlement from excavation for construction of the below-ground parking, construction dewatering, and pile driving. Any nearby project that could contribute to cumulative impacts related to an unstable geologic unit in the immediate vicinity would be required to implement the DBI procedures described above, including preparation of a detailed geotechnical report and site-specific reports as needed to address the potential settlement and subsidence impacts of excavation and dewatering; implementation of a lateral movement and settlement survey to monitor any movement or settlement of surrounding buildings and adjacent streets during construction and monitoring by a Special Inspector, if needed; conducting a pre-construction survey and monitoring during pile driving; and implementation of corrective actions, as necessary. With implementation of these requirements under the proposed project and under any nearby projects, cumulative impacts related to ground settlement would be less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: o_hydro]15.	HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion of siltation on- or off-site?


			


			


			


			





			d)	Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?


			


			


			


			





			e)	Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?


			


			


			


			





			f)	Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?


			


			


			


			





			g)	Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood hazard delineation map?


			


			


			


			





			h)	Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows?


			


			


			


			





			i)	Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?


			


			


			


			





			j)	Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


			


			


			


			











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts of the Mission Bay plan related to placing housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. However, the project would not include any housing or residential uses. Therefore, criterion E.15(g) does not apply to the proposed project. In addition, the project site is not located in the vicinity of a levee or dam, so criterion E.15(i) with respect to failure of a levee or dam is not applicable to this project. Similarly, the project site is not located on or near slopes that could be subject to mudflow, so criterion E.15(j) with respect to mudflow is not applicable to this project. Thus, these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.
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The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed potential effect on hydrology and water quality in the Hydrology and Water Quality, Community Services and Utilities, Initial Study Water, and Seismicity sections. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality setting section characterized existing drainage patterns and municipal sewer treatment facilities serving the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan area was located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage was collected, then conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek. At that time, the Mission Bay plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site were located in the Bay sub-basin which drained directly to the Bay, and the balance of Blocks 29-32 site was located within the Mariposa sub-basin portion of the Bayside drainage basin. Stormwater collected in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa pump station, and from there, to the SEWPCP. Stormwater occurring within the Bay sub-basin at that time drained directly to the Bay, and not the combined sewer system. 


As reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the annual average dry weather flows at the SEWPCP at that time were estimated at 67 mgd. During wet weather, the SEWPCP could treat up to 150 mgd to a secondary level, and an additional 100 mgd to a primary level.[footnoteRef:58] In addition, up to an additional 150 mgd of wet weather flows received primary treatment at the North Point Water Pollution Control Plant, increasing total wet weather treatment capacity for the Bayside drainage basin to 400 mgd. As also reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, if rainfall exceeded the total capacity of the SEWPCP, the North Point facility, and storage/transport facilities, then excess flows are directed to sewer discharge structures located along the City’s bayside. These flows receive flow-through treatment (similar to primary treatment) and are discharged to the Bay under the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  [58:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation.] 



Mission Bay Plan Area Drainage Plan


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality impacts section described the proposed Mission Bay plan’s drainage plan, which proposed a new separate storm sewer system for a portion of the Mission Bay plan area. Under the Mission Bay plan, stormwater within the Bay sub-basin (which included the eastern portion of Blocks 29-32 under 1998 conditions) would drain into new infrastructure and no longer directly to the Bay. The Mission Bay plan proposed a reconfigured Central/Bay sub-basin (that would include the northern portion of the Blocks 29-32 site) that would be served by separate sewer and storm drain systems. The sanitary-only sewers from the Central/Bay sub-basin would connect to the existing combined sewer system for treatment at the SEWCP. The separate storm drainage system proposed within the Central/Bay sub-basin would divert an initial portion of the stormwater flow (approximately 80 percent of the average annual flow) to the City’s combined system for treatment. Stormwater volumes greater than the initial flows and up to a 5-year storm would be discharged directly to four new stormwater outfalls (two to China Basin Channel and two to the Bay). Volumes greater than a 5-year event would pond or flow overland. The Mission Bay plan also proposed a reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin (that would include the southern portion Blocks 29-32), and would be served by the City’s existing combined sewer system.


Project Operational Effects on Water Quality 


The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Mission Bay plan would contribute pollutants to the Bay through 1) the discharge to municipal wastewater effluent from the SEWPCP, 2) the discharge of treated combined sewer overflows (CSOs) (these events are now referred to as combined sewer discharges or CSDs), and 3) the discharge of untreated stormwater, as described below. 


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Municipal Wastewater Effluent


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the Mission Bay plan would generate municipal wastewater and increase the total effluent from the SEWPCP by about 3 percent, and result in an approximate 3 percent increase in the pollutant loading to the Bay from municipal wastewater effluent. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the quality of municipal wastewater from the Mission Bay plan area would not differ substantially from the quality of other City wastewater flowing to the SEWPCP, and would not 
materially change the concentrations of pollutants in the effluent. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the effluent increases would be well within the City’s treatment plant capacity, and would not cause a violation of the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements regarding its discharge from the SEWPCP. The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the plan pollutant concentrations were within water quality screening values, including Water Quality Objectives adopted by the RWQCB. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects of municipal wastewater effluent on water quality would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Combined Sewer Discharges


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the Mission Bay plan would increase the average annual volume of CSDs (formerly referred to as combined sewer overflows, or CSOs) by approximately 0.2 percent, and increase the duration of each overflow event by a few minutes. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan would not change the concentrations of pollutants in the treated CSDs. In addition, this slight increase in CSD volumes and duration would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for the CSDs, and thus, would not adversely affect existing near-shore aquatic biota or water-contact recreation in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects of CSDs on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Direct Stormwater Discharge


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan would increase the volume of stormwater directly discharged to the Bay by approximately 2 percent and would also change the concentration of pollutants in the stormwater discharge due to the intensification of land uses proposed in the Mission Bay plan area. However, the FSEIR concluded that any potential increase in pollutants would be very small relative to those associated with municipal wastewater and treated CSDs. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that this increase in volumes and change in pollutant concentrations would not adversely affect existing aquatic biota in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects of direct stormwater discharge on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Sediment Quality


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the RWQCB identified China Basin Channel and Islais Creek as candidate toxic hot spots for sediment quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the Mission Bay plan would slightly decrease volumes of CSDs to China Basin Channel, however would increase flows elsewhere, most notably to Islais Creek. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that increased volumes of CSDs to Islais Creek with the Mission Bay plan would cause a corresponding increase in sediment deposition at that location. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the plan would not, however, measurably change the physical or chemical composition of the sediment layer, nor affect any determination by the RWQCB to designate China Basin Channel or Islais Creek as toxic hot spots. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects on sediment quality in Islais Creek and China Basin Channel would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Contribution to Cumulative Effects


The FSEIR reported that there were no significant cumulative impacts identified from the estimated increased volume and pollutant load of treated municipal wastewater effluent, treated CSDs, and direct stormwater discharges, because there would not be substantial degradation in water quality of the Bay or near-shore waters, no toxic effect on aquatic biota, and no substantial change sediment quality or beneficial uses.


However, the FSEIR determined that due to the lack of conclusive evidence refuting a causal relationship between treated CSDs, stormwater discharges, and sediment quality, the Mission Bay plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on near-shore waters of the Bay from multiple sources of CSDs and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel. The FSEIR concluded that the estimated plan contribution (0.2 percent) to the potential cumulative increase (11 percent) in Bayside CSD volumes, and the contribution of plan-related stormwater discharges to possible cumulative impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures K.03 and K.04 regarding CSD volumes and alternative treatment technologies.


Mission Bay Phased Development Effects on Water Quality from Stormwater


The Mission Bay FSEIR discussed U.S. EPA Phase II stormwater regulations that had been proposed but not finalized at the time of preparation of the FSEIR. These proposed regulations would require the City to develop and implement a stormwater management program to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable and protect water quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the lack of adopted regulatory requirements for a stormwater management program that addressed Mission Bay stormwater quality, and a failure to implement other BMPs to minimize stormwater pollution, could potentially conflict with the intent of the proposed stormwater permit requirements and result in a significant impact.


Mitigation Measure M.05 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (see Utilities and Services section in this Initial Study, above) required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay Basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. Mitigation Measure K.05 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section identified implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. The FSEIR also identified Mitigation Measure K.02 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section that required mandatory participation in the City’s existing Water Pollution Prevention Program. 


Mission Bay Plan Construction Effects on Water Quality


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section reported that construction activities would cause ground disturbance that would result in the potential for erosion, and potential for construction sedimentation and other pollutants in China Basin Channel and the Bay. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that construction activities proposed under the plan would be required to comply with the NPDES General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, as administered by the RWQCB, which requires preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The Mission Bay FSEIR also identified a number of best management practices (BMPs) that should be incorporated into the SWPPP as part of the plan, and included implementation of these BMPs as Mitigation Measures Mitigation Measures K.01a through K.01i. Regarding discharges of groundwater produced during construction-related dewatering, the FSEIR concluded that water quality effects related to these discharges would not be significant because the discharge would need to comply with the requirements of the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. Based on these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that construction-related impacts to water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Flooding


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Water section summarized relevant information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR regarding the issue of potential flooding. The 1990 Mission Bay FEIR indicated the existing elevation of the Mission Bay plan area ranged from approximately +6.0 to -2.0 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD).[footnoteRef:59] Groundwater in the Mission Bay plan area was reported at 3.5 to 9 feet below ground surface, and contiguous with the mean sea level in the adjacent Bay. As referenced in the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study, the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR determined that proposed structures or roadways in Mission Bay placed at elevations at or below ‑2.0 feet SFD, after settling on the site, could be subject to tidal flooding during a 100-year flood event, and that if sea level were to rise, groundwater levels in Mission Bay could rise similarly.  [59:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study included Mitigation Measures K.06a through K.06f, adapted from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR that required structures in the Mission Bay area to be designed and located in a way to protect low-lying shoreline areas from the dangers of tidal flooding, including consideration of a rise in relative sea level. The mitigation specified that to address effects of sea level rise, specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses must be conducted by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of ‑1.0 foot SFD. Potential measures identified by the mitigation included setback from the water’s edge, installation of seawalls, dikes and/or berms during construction of infrastructure; reducing the amount of excavation for utilities or basements; and use of fill to raise the grade of public open spaces. With implementation of these mitigation measures, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that plan effects related to flooding and sea level rise would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Groundwater Depletion and Recharge


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Water section determined that the Mission Bay plan would have a less than significant impact on depletion of groundwater resources and groundwater recharge, primarily because the plan does not propose to extract groundwater. The FSEIR Initial Study indicated that the Mission Bay plan would supply non-potable water uses by either recycled water, groundwater, or potentially a blend of imported groundwater and recycled water. However, the effects of groundwater extraction for this purpose were analyzed in a separate environmental review document for the recycled water project, which determined that the recycled water project would not adversely affect groundwater resources or groundwater recharge. 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study also determined that groundwater dewatering during construction would be subject to approval either by the City for discharge to the sewer system or at an off-site disposal facility. Therefore, impacts on groundwater depletion and recharge were determined to be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects Related to Tsunami and Seiche


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impact section estimated that based on evaluations conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the plan area would be subject to as much as 4.7 feet of wave run-up during the 100-year tsunami event, and 7.8 feet of wave run-up during the 500-year tsunami event. Based on this, the maximum flooding level would be -1 feet SFD for the 100-year event and 2 feet SFD for the 500-year event. The FSEIR stated that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers model estimated the height of "worst case" flooding during extreme high tide crest conditions, which occur about 30 times each year, and last for less than 2 hours each time and the likelihood of a 100-year tsunami occurring within that window is less than one hundredth of one percent. Thus, even during these rare events, only the lowest portions of the plan area would be inundated as a result of a tsunami. Given the fact that the likelihood of such events is less than one hundredth of one percent, the FSEIR determined that impacts would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc402187911]Impact Evaluation


Water Quality


Impact HY‐1: The project would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality with respect to construction activities, construction dewatering and long‐term dewatering. (Less than Significant)


The project would not result in water quality impacts as a result of construction‐related stormwater discharges, construction‐related dewatering, or long‐term groundwater dewatering because these discharges would be required to be managed in accordance with existing San Francisco regulations, described below.


Water Quality Effects of Construction Activities


During construction, stormwater from the project site would drain to a separate storm drainage system that includes existing storm drain lines located along South Street, Third Street, and 16th Street (which have been built subsequent to the FSEIR consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan). As described above for the Mission Bay FSEIR, stormwater discharges during construction would require NPDES coverage under the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, as administered by the RWQCB. At the time the FSEIR was prepared, this general permit required preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP), but did not include specific BMPs to be implemented to avoid water quality effects associated with construction-related stormwater discharges. To address this, the Mission Bay FSEIR also identified a number of best management practices (BMPs) that should be incorporated into the SWPPP as part of the plan, and included as Mitigation Measures K.01a through K.01i. 


However, the State Water Resources Control Board subsequently adopted the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009‐0009‐DWQ (Construction General Stormwater Permit) in 2009 and this permit supersedes the permit in effect at the time of FSEIR publication. Construction activities subject to this permit include ground disturbance such as clearing, grading, and excavating, as well as soil stockpiling. Under the Construction General Stormwater Permit, construction projects are characterized by the level of risk to water quality. This is determined using a combination of the sediment risk of the project and the receiving water quality risk. Projects can be characterized as Level 1, Level 2, or Level 3, and the minimum Best Management Practices (BMPs) and monitoring that must be implemented during construction are based on the risk level. The BMPs are designed to prevent pollutants from coming in contact with stormwater and to keep all products of erosion and stormwater pollutants from moving offsite into receiving waters. They are specified in a SWPPP that must be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) and submitted to the San Francisco RWQCB before construction begins.


For construction activities characterized as Level 1, the Construction General Stormwater Permit specifies minimum BMPs to be implemented that address good housekeeping practices (including those for managing hazardous materials used during construction, non‐stormwater management, erosion and sediment control, and run‐on and runoff control. A qualified professional must inspect the required BMPs weekly when there is no rain and daily during a qualifying rainstorm. For construction activities characterized as Level 2 and 3, the minimum requirements identified for Level 1 apply, as well as some more stringent requirements. For instance, erosion controls must be implemented in conjunction with sediment controls in active construction areas, and linear sediment controls must be used along slopes. In addition, a QSD must prepare a rain event action plan for Level 2 and 3 construction activities. This plan would identify the designated site stormwater manager, the provider of erosion and sediment controls, and the stormwater sampling agent, as well as the trades active at the site during all construction phases. The plan would include suggested actions for each construction phase.


Compliance with the current General Construction NPDES Permit would ensure that construction-related stormwater discharges would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with implementation of regulatory requirements and FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.01a through K.01i. would be superseded by the specified regulatory requirements. No new mitigation measures are required, and the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts on water quality from construction activities than were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Water Quality Effects of Groundwater Dewatering


As noted in the Geology and Soils section of this Initial Study, the groundwater level at the project site is about 6½ feet to 7 feet below ground surface. Given that the estimated depth of excavation on the site would be up to 25 feet [TO BE UPDATED/CONFIRMED] deep, construction-related groundwater dewatering would likely be required. However, the project would be designed such that permanent dewatering would not be required. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study concluded that water quality impacts associated with discharge of groundwater during construction-related dewatering would be less than significant with implementation of the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. This ordinance is found in Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined sewer system. In accordance with Article 4.1 and Order No. 158170, the discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain contaminants related to past site activities, as discussed in, the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of this Initial Study, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the groundwater would be treated as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge. 


With discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with regulatory requirements, water quality impacts related to a violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater produced during construction-related dewatering would be less than significant. 


Although the FSEIR did not address water quality impacts associated with discharge of groundwater produced during long-term dewatering once the development projects were constructed, these discharges, if necessary under the proposed project, would be subject to the same regulatory requirements. Therefore, the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts on water quality from dewatering activities than previously identified in the FSEIR.


Groundwater


Impact HY‐2: The project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the Initial Study for the Mission Bay FSEIR stated that non-potable water supply for development projects within the plan area would use recycled water that would potentially be a blend of imported groundwater and recycled water. As stated in the Initial Study for the Mission Bay FSEIR, the effects of groundwater extraction for this purpose were analyzed in a separate environmental review document for the recycled water project which determined that the recycled water project would not adversely affect groundwater resources or groundwater recharge. However, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) has not yet constructed the planned recycled water system for the eastside of the City, and currently, does not intend to blend groundwater with recycled water. Although the project would be required to install dual plumbing for use of recycled water in accordance with the Recycled Water Ordinance found in Article 22 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the project would not use recycled water until it becomes available.


Further, implementation of the project would not result in depletion of groundwater resources because, other than potential pumping of groundwater during dewatering, the project would not involve the use or extraction of groundwater. Rather, potable water for the project would be provided by the SFPUC regional water system. If and when a supply of recycled water becomes available through the Eastside Recycled Water Project,[footnoteRef:60] the project would also use recycled water for non‐potable uses. Although groundwater dewatering could be required during construction and operation of the project, this dewatering would not deplete groundwater resources because the Downtown San Francisco Groundwater Basin is not used as a drinking water supply and there are no plans for development of this basin for groundwater production.  [60: 	The SFPUC plans to provide 2 million gallons per day of high quality recycled water to the customers in the east side of the City through the Eastside Recycled Water Project for non‐potable uses such as irrigation and toilet flushing. This project is still in the planning stages, and the implementation date is uncertain.] 



Project implementation would not interfere with groundwater recharge because although the project would replace the great majority of the currently unpaved portions of the site with impervious surfaces, the new impervious surfaces comprise a negligible portion of the total area of the Downtown Groundwater basin. Impacts related to depletion of groundwater resources and interference with groundwater recharge would be less than significant because the project would not include groundwater pumping other than for dewatering, the Downtown San Francisco Groundwater Basin is not used as a potable water supply, there are no plans for development of the basin for groundwater production, and there would be only a minor increase in impervious surfaces. Therefore, the project's impacts on groundwater supplies and recharge would be less than significant, and the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts from those previously identified in the FSEIR.


Drainage Patterns


Impact HY‐3: The project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on‐ or off‐site, and the project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff that would result in flooding on- or off-site. (Less than Significant)


The project site does not include any existing streams or water courses that could be altered or diverted. Therefore, the project would have no impact related to alteration of drainage patterns by altering the course of a stream in a manner that would cause erosion or flooding on or off‐site.


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, drainage at the project site was directed either to the combined sewer system in the Central sub-basin or Mariposa sub-basin or directly to the Bay. Since that time, a separate storm drainage system has been constructed along South Street, Third Street, and 16th Street, as part of implementation of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, so that portions of the site previously draining directly to the Bay now drain to a separate storm drain system. The remainder of the site continues to drain to the combined sewer system. 


Under the proposed project, some of the stormwater would continue to be routed to both the separate storm sewer system and the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system. Construction of the on-site project components would be required to comply with applicable stormwater design guidelines for the combined sewer system and separate storm sewer systems, which would ensure that no substantial erosion or siltation on-or off-site would occur. 


Currently, the project site is comprised of open ground and paved areas. Once constructed, the project would change the quantity of stormwater runoff from the site. However, in accordance with the Stormwater Design Guidelines, stormwater controls would be designed to treat 90 percent of the annual stormwater runoff to the separate storm sewer system and the project sponsor would be required to reduce the quantity and rate of runoff to the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system by 25 percent. Compliance with these design guidelines would ensure that no on- or off-site flooding would occur. Although flows to the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer could potentially exceed the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station, this impact will be discussed in the Utilities and Services section of the SEIR.


Therefore, neither alteration of existing drainage patterns at the project site nor changes in stormwater runoff volumes would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on‐ or off‐site, and this impact would be less than significant. The project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts related to alteration of drainage patterns from those previously identified in the FSEIR, and no new mitigation measures would be required.


Flooding


Impact HY‐4: The project would not expose people, housing, or structures, to substantial risk of loss due to existing flooding risks and would not redirect or impede flood flows. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that structures and roadways placed at elevations at or below -2.0 feet SFD could be subject to tidal flooding during a 100-year flood event and specified mitigation measures to address flooding issues. Elevations at the project site range from approximately -1 foot SFD to +3 feet SFD,[footnoteRef:61] therefore the project site would not be subject to tidal flooding during a 100-year flood event. In addition, since publication of the FSEIR, the CCSF published interim flood maps in 2008 that show 100-year flooding zones within the City and County of San Francisco and the project site is not located within an identified 100-year flood zone.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.]  [62:  	City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Interim Floodplain Map, Northeast, Final Draft. July, 2008.] 



Also subsequent to publication of the FSEIR in 1998, the SFPUC has specifically identified potential flooding hazards related to the depth of sewer lines relative to properties they serve. The SFPUC identified a potential flood zone south of Market Street but the proposed project is not within this zone.[footnoteRef:63] However, the proposed project site is within an area located on fill, and the SFPUC notes that subsidence in areas located on fill or Bay Mud could subside to a point where the sewers do not drain freely during a storm (and sometimes during dry weather), and the resulting sewer backups could result in localized flooding. Accordingly, the project sponsor would be referred to the SFPUC at the beginning of the building permit process to determine whether the project would result in ground level flooding during storms. If so, the applicant would be required to comply with SFPUC requirements for projects in flood‐prone zones as part of the permit approval process. These measures could include providing a pump station for the sewage flow, raising the elevation of entryways, providing special sidewalk construction, and constructing deep gutters, among others. [63:  	San Francisco Planning Department, Planning Director Bulletin No. 4, Review of Project Identified in Areas Prone to Flooding.] 



Therefore, impacts associated with exposure of people or structures to substantial risk of loss due to existing flooding risks and impedance of flood flows would be less than significant. Because the project would result in less than significant impacts related to flooding based on current flood hazard mapping by the CCSF and would be subject to SFPUC requirements for projects in flood zones that could result from sewer backups as part of the permit approval process (if needed), the project would result in less severe flooding impacts than those analyzed in the FSEIR. Therefore, compliance with SFPUC requirements for project in flood zones would obviate the need for Mitigation Measures K.06a through K.06f to mitigate existing flooding hazards, and these measure previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would not be necessary to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. As stated below, potential future flood risks due to projected sea level rise and the applicability of these mitigation measures related to flooding as a result of sea level rise will be addressed in the SEIR.


Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami


Impact HY‐5: The project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the FSEIR estimated that the maximum flooding level in the Mission Bay plan area would be -1 feet SFD for the 100-year tsunami event and 2 feet SFD for the 500-year tsunami event. In addition, based on the state’s official tsunami inundation maps published subsequent to publication of the FSEIR, the eastern portion of the project site is within a tsunami inundation zone.[footnoteRef:64]Based on modeling provided in the Tsunami Response Annex of the CCSF Emergency Response Plan, the potential tsunami and seiche run-up at the project site would be approximately 6 feet.[footnoteRef:65] [64: 	California Emergency Management Agency, California Geological Survey, University of Southern California. Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, San Francisco North Quadrangle/San Francisco South Quadrangle (SF Bay). June 15, 2009.]  [65: 	City and County of San Francisco, Emergency Response Plan, an Element of the CCSF Emergency Management Program, Tsunami Response Annex, March 2011, http://www.sfdem.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/DEM/PlansReports/
TsunamiAnnex-2008.pdf, accessed on September 10, 2014.] 



Although extremely rare, a tsunami or seiche could damage the proposed structures. Visitors and staff of the event center and other uses could also be endangered. However, as described below, the project includes many design features that would provide a buffer between the Bay shoreline and the proposed project and also raise most occupied portions of the arena and mixed use development above the inundation depth. Further, San Francisco has a well-established Tsunami Warning System that would be activated and would protect people from harm, as also discussed below. 


Structures. The proposed event center and other proposed structures would be constructed to current building standards. Although some damage to the structures could occur, the improvements constructed under the proposed project would be resilient to tsunamis or seiches. Therefore, impacts related to damage to structures from inundation by seiche and tsunami are considered less than significant and would not be a new significant impact or substantially more severe than impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


People. The proposed project would increase the number of people at Blocks 29-32, and would therefore expose more people to tsunami or seiche hazards than under existing conditions. However, the project would include many design features [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED] that would provide a buffer between the Bay shoreline and the proposed project and also raise most occupied portions of the event center and mixed use development above the inundation depth. Proposed design features would include:


· Providing a setback between the arena entry and the eastern property boundary with the 1,250 square-foot plaza area.


· Raising pedestrian access and outdoor areas to an elevation of 10 feet, including the main plaza, pedestrian path at the plaza, Bayfront Overlook, Bayfront Terrace, and Market Hall/Food Hall.


· Locating the base of the main arena entry and all office and retail entries at an elevation of 10 feet and providing access to the upper floors of the Market Hall/Food Hall from the elevated pedestrian path.


· Locating the base of the secondary arena entry at 26 feet and accessible from the elevated pedestrian path or stairs from the southeast plaza.


In the event that an earthquake occurred that would be capable of producing a seiche or tsunami that could affect San Francisco, the National Warning System would also provide warning to the City. The San Francisco outdoor warning system (sirens and loudspeakers, tested each Tuesday at 12:00 noon) would then be initiated which would sound an alarm alerting the public to tune into local TV, cable TV, or radio stations, which would carry instructions for appropriate actions to be taken as part of the Emergency Alert System. Police would also canvas the neighborhoods sounding sirens and bullhorns, as well as knocking on doors as needed, to provide emergency instructions. Evacuation centers would be set up if required. The advance warning system would allow for evacuation of people prior to a seiche or tsunami and would provide a high level of protection to public safety. 


Therefore, impacts related to exposure of people to risk from inundation by seiche and tsunami are considered less than significant. This would not be a new or more significant impact than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C‐HY‐1: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to construction activities, dewatering, groundwater supplies, drainage pattern, flooding, seiche or tsunami. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on water quality encompasses central San Francisco Bay and the Downtown Groundwater Basin. The geographic scope of effects on drainage and flooding consists of Bayside Drainage Basin. Impacts related to inundation by tsunami could occur along the entire San Francisco Waterfront; therefore the geographical scope for this impact includes the entire waterfront. This analysis is based on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in this area, including those listed above in Section D, Approach to Analysis.


As discussed in Impacts HY‐1 and HY-2, implementation of appropriate regulatory requirements would ensure that the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related to erosion and discharges of groundwater during dewatering. Other projects that could potentially contribute to a cumulative impact would be subject to the same or similar regulatory requirements including the Construction General NPDES permit and Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code as supplemented by DPW Order No. 158170 (including implementation of an erosion control plan). Implementation of these requirements under each individual project would ensure that all discharges comply with regulatory standards and would not result in a violation of water quality standards. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to these topics would be less than significant.


As discussed in Impacts HY‐3 and HY-4, project elements affecting drainage and flooding issues at the project site would be subject to compliance with established guidelines for the separate storm drainage system and/or the combined sewer system, which would reduce these impacts to less than significant. Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects within the Bayside Drainage Basin would also be subject to these regulations. Therefore, based on the City's established regulations and guidelines for the separate and combined sewer system, which are designed to serve the City as a whole, cumulative impacts would also be less than significant.


As discussed in Impact HY-5, a tsunami or seiche could damage the proposed structures and visitors and staff of the event center and other uses could also be endangered. However, the proposed project includes many design features [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED]that would provide a buffer between the Bay shoreline and the proposed project and also raise most occupied portions of the arena and mixed use development above the inundation depth. San Francisco also has a well-established Tsunami Warning System that would be activated and would protect people from harm and the new structures would be constructed in accordance with the current building code which would make them resilient to damage by tsunamis. Because other projects would be built to current building codes, and the Tsunami Warning System would also protect other people in the project vicinity from harm due to tsunamis, cumulative impacts related to inundation by tsunami or seiche would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc402187912]Issues to be Analyzed in the SEIR


The impact evaluation above explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to criteria E.15 (b), (c), (d), (f), (g), (h), or (j), and no further analysis is required on these subjects. However, with respect to criteria E.15(a), (e) and (i), additional evaluation of the proposed project is necessary for both direct and cumulative impacts related to certain aspects of these criteria. The SEIR will include a detailed analysis of:


· The potential for changes in stormwater runoff from the site and wastewater discharged to the combined sewer to affect the frequency or duration of combined sewer discharges. This analysis will also discuss the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.02, K.05, and M.05, which all pertain to stormwater management measures.


· The potential for changes in runoff patterns due to the proposed project and to cumulative development to affect the capacity of the combined sewer system. This analysis will also discuss the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.03 and K.04, which pertain to cumulative impacts on the combined sewer system.


· The potential for the project to expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss or injury due to future flooding from sea level rise and the applicability of Mitigation Measure K.06.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: p_hazmat]16.	HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?


			


			


			


			





			d)	Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?


			


			


			


			





			e)	For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


			


			


			


			





			f)	For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


			


			


			


			





			g)	Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?


			


			


			


			





			h)	Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires?


			


			


			


			











The project site is not located within ¼ mile of an existing or proposed school. Therefore, criterion E.16(c) is not applicable to the proposed project. Similarly, the project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, criteria E.16(e) and E.16(f) are also not applicable. Thus, these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


[bookmark: _Toc402187913]Summary of Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed issues of hazards and hazardous materials in multiple sections: Health and Safety which addressed the proposed use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials during operation of the Mission Bay plan and emergency response; Contaminated Soil and Groundwater, which addressed issues related to potential soil and groundwater contamination in the Mission Bay plan area; Seismicity, which addressed issues related to emergency access and response; and Community Services and Utilities, which addressed public safety risks. Relevant information on hazards and hazardous materials from these sections is summarized below.


Mission Bay Plan Hazardous Materials Use, Waste Generation and Risk of Upset


Mission Bay Plan Hazardous Materials Use


The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section indicated that businesses within the Commercial Industrial, Commercial Industrial/Retail and UCSF portions of the Mission Bay plan area would use substantial quantities of hazardous materials. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that legal and regulatory requirements applicable to hazardous materials operations would require businesses to meet a range of health and safety laws and regulations, and that the implementation of these legally required health and safety measures would adequately address typical health and safety issues related to use and disposal of hazardous materials. 


However, the FSEIR acknowledged laws and regulations do not address certain health and safety concerns related to the use of biohazardous materials that could be used by some of the businesses such as UCSF and surrounding businesses that would engage in research and development activities complimentary to UCSF activities. To address the lack of enforceable guidelines as it relates to aerosol transmission of biohazardous materials, the FSEIR identified Mitigation Measures I.01, I.02, and I.03 requiring implementation of appropriate guidelines, filtration of exhausts for Biosafety Level 3 laboratories or equivalent measures to avoid substantial health risks to individuals in the vicinity of the exhaust, and restrictions on the types biohazardous materials that could be used by businesses in the plan area. The FSEIR concluded that with implementation of this mitigation, potential health related to handling of biohazardous materials would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Risk of Upset / Accidents


The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section described potential safety concerns related to possible hazardous materials accidents and concluded that most accident risks would be adequately addressed by implementing required health and safety plans, providing emergency response training, and providing emergency response services. The Mission Bay FSEIR also stated that releases of highly toxic materials subject to the federal and state Accidental Release Programs could present more of a risk. However, existing regulations require the implementation of appropriate operational measures in accordance with required Risk Management Plans to reduce the possibility and consequences of potential accidents that could pose potential risks to neighboring residents, schools, or other off-site receptors (this is a plan required under state and federal regulations to specify operating and emergency response procedures to prevent a release of highly toxic materials, and is different from the risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01, and discussed below). The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that implementation of Risk Management Plans required under the Accidental Release Programs for the use of these toxic materials and compliance with school siting criteria outlined in the California Health and Safety Code, Education Code, and California Code of Regulations would ensure the impacts of accidents involving highly toxic materials would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Contaminated Soil and Groundwater


Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater setting section described historic and current land uses in the Mission Bay plan area. The FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan area was filled beginning in 1859 and continuing for approximately 50 years, with the fill consisting primarily of earthquake rubble, municipal garbage, and rock and soil from other locations in the City. The FSEIR reported that uses previously and/or presently on Blocks 29-32 at that time included a range of commercial and industrial uses including, but not limited to, crude oil storage, offices, railroad tracks, trucking-related activities, maintenance and repair facilities, junk yard, stock corral, sand and gravel mixing, and open space. The Mission Bay FSEIR also reported that existing uses at the time of preparation of the FSEIR included a gravel plant, bus company facility, equipment rental, storage yard, railroad tracks, auto body shop, warehouse and parking.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater setting section also summarized the results of soil and groundwater studies conducted in Mission Bay, including a comprehensive investigation conducted by ENVIRON in 1997 of the entire Mission Bay plan area. The 1997 investigation detected chemicals of various types and concentrations in the soil and groundwater throughout the Mission Bay plan area. The 1997 investigation identified petroleum hydrocarbons in soil, groundwater, and floating on groundwater (called “petroleum free product”) in the vicinity of Illinois and 16th Streets (including within Blocks 31 and 32), and attributed the free product to former petroleum bulk storage, pipelines and transfer facilities in the vicinity. The FSEIR determined that concentrations of contaminants in soil or groundwater in the Mission Bay plan area, with the exception of the identified petroleum free product area, did not present a human health or ecological risk under existing conditions. The FSEIR reported that potential effects on near-shore and aquatic organisms associated with the free product were being investigated and if necessary would be remediated by the oil companies responsible for the contamination. 


Mission Bay Plan Development (Construction) Effects


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater impact section reported that the proposed development of the Mission Bay plan area could result in potential exposure of workers and the public (including residents, employees and visitors) in the Mission Bay plan area to chemicals in soil and groundwater that could be released during construction. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that vacant sites within the Mission Bay plan area could be a source of exposed soils during part or most of the approximately 20-year development period. In addition, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated construction activities within the Mission Bay plan area that would involve the disturbance of contaminated soil or groundwater would affect increasingly greater number of persons during the later phases of development. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR discussed various types of construction activities, including excavation, grading, trenching, soil movement/transport, pile installation, building demolition and removal of underground storage tanks that would potentially expose workers and the public to contaminated soils, dust, soil gases and other hazards. The Mission Bay FSEIR also noted the potential for construction dust-related effects on the aquatic and terrestrial environment. In addition, the FSEIR indicated that construction activities that would have the potential to affect groundwater, including pile driving activities (to potentially contaminate deeper groundwater zones), trenching activities (to result in potential horizontal migration of contaminants in groundwater and soil vapor), and construction dewatering (to potentially influence localized groundwater gradients and spread contaminated groundwater, particularly in and near the area discussed above that was identified with the petroleum free product on the groundwater). 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater section included Mitigation Measures J.01a through J.01k requiring preparation of a Risk Management Plan or Plans (RMP) incorporating specific measures that would provide for the management of risks associated with exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater and would be protective of human health and the aquatic environment. The Mission Bay FSEIR specified that the human health standard to be applied to the Mission Bay plan, as approved by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), would be a cumulative cancer risk of 10 in 1 million and a Hazard Index of 1 for non-cancer risks. Mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR specified minimum parameters to be included in the RMP for the addressing contaminated soils and groundwater prior to and during construction of individual development projects. The mitigation also provided measures for enforcement of the RMP. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that implementation of the RMP under the regulatory oversight, jurisdiction, and responsibility of the RWQCB would ensure any effects associated with contaminated soils and groundwater would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Contaminated Soil and Groundwater — Long-Term Occupancy (Post Development) Effects


The 1997 ENVIRON investigation summarized in the Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater impact section included a quantitative human health and ecological risk assessment to evaluate potential effects on human and aquatic populations upon plan completion. The risk evaluation showed that the potential risks posed by residual contaminants would remain after plan completion would be below applicable human health and aquatic ecological risk criteria. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that currently exposed soils would be covered by proposed buildings, pavement, or with open space areas using approved fill materials, that would create a protective barrier, or cap, between residual contaminants in soil and human or ecological populations and required establishment and maintenance of this cap as mitigation. Additional mitigation addressed the re-use of soil and prohibited the use of shallow groundwater for domestic, industrial, or irrigation purposes unless found acceptable using established risk assessment methodology.


The FSEIR also noted that deed restrictions required for each property within the Mission Bay plan area would place limits on future uses within Mission Bay consistent with the provisions of the RMP, and accordingly, property owners would be required to comply with applicable provisions of the RMP. These proposed RMP measures were included as Mitigation Measures J.01l through J.01o in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The FSEIR also provided Mitigation Measure J.02 requiring the RMP to include a process for investigating sites proposed for school or child-care center uses within the Mission Bay plan area to ensure these facilities would be properly sited. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the implementation of the RMP would ensure any potential post-development effects on human and aquatic populations would remain less than significant.


Mission Bay Emergency Response


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impacts section discussed impacts related to exposure of the concentrated population within the Mission Bay plan area to seismic hazards. Although the Mission Bay FSEIR noted that new fire station proposed at that time in Mission Bay South would improve emergency response to the area, the FSEIR also indicated potential difficulties in providing emergency access to the Mission Bay South plan area in the event of a major earthquake. This was determined to be a potentially significant impact. The FSEIR concluded that impacts associated with emergency access in the event of a major earthquake would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures H.01, H.02, H.03b, and H.05 requiring the project sponsor to store heavy construction equipment capable of negotiating roads damaged by an earthquake, coordinate emergency response plans with the City, and prepare a project-specific emergency response plan, and construct a new fire station.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section also described the potential for a catastrophic event (e.g., an earthquake) to result in accidents involving hazardous materials and causing fires or explosions, requiring emergency response. The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section determined that with mitigation identified in the FSEIR Seismicity section requiring preparation and implementation of comprehensive emergency preparedness and emergency response plan for the entire Mission Bay plan area, potential impacts to the public from hazardous materials accidents during a catastrophic event would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Interim/Temporary Stormwater Collection Facility Safety Risks 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section reported that interim detention basins would be created within the Mission Bay plan area to allow for temporary surface storage of rainwater associated with interim uses within Mission Bay (e.g., paved parking areas). The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that construction of fencing around any interim detention basins, included as part of the Mission Bay plan and specified in Mitigation Measure M.04 would prevent potential safety impacts associated with humans entering the detention basins.


[bookmark: _Toc402187914]Impact Evaluation


Risk of Upset


Impact HZ‐1: The project could create a significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or result in a substantial risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Transport, Use, and Disposal of Hazardous Materials


During operation, the proposed event center and other development would use common types of hazardous materials, such as cleaners, disinfectants, and chemical agents required to maintain the sanitation of the public use areas as well as the commercial bathrooms and food preparation areas. These commercial products are labeled to inform users of potential risks and to instruct them in appropriate handling procedures. In addition, the project anticipates installing on-site generators to provide a source of electricity in the event of an outage. These generators would require diesel for operation. Operations may also result in the production of minor amounts of hazardous waste associated with maintenance and cleaning that would require offsite disposition such as disposal or recycling. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section concluded that legally required health and safety measures would adequately address most common health and safety issues related to the use, disposal, and accidental release of common hazardous materials. In San Francisco, the specific regulatory requirements are specified in Articles 21 and 22 of the San Francisco Health Code which provide for the safe handling of hazardous materials and waste in the City. These articles are implemented by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), which also implements the requirements of state and federal hazardous materials regulations. In accordance with Article 21, any facility that handles hazardous materials in excess of specified quantities would be required to obtain a Certificate of Registration from the DPH and to implement a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) that includes inventories, a program for reducing the use of hazardous materials and generation of hazardous wastes, site layouts, a program and implementation plan for training all new employees and annual training for all employees, and emergency response procedures and plans. The proposed event center and individual site uses may also elect to participate in the San Francisco Green Business Program which would promote a reduction in the use of hazardous materials. Article 22 authorizes the DPH to implement the state hazardous waste regulations, including authority to conduct inspections and document compliance. Similarly, the transport of hazardous materials and wastes would be subject to the legal requirements discussed above and in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


As discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, use of highly toxic materials, referred to as regulated substances, would be subject to the federal and state Accidental Release Programs. None of the materials anticipated to be used at the arena and other developments would be classified as regulated substances under these programs. However, in the event that regulated substances could be needed for use at the event center (such as refrigerants or other chemicals to support the ice rink), a Risk Management Plan, specifying operational strategies to prevent a release and emergency procedures to be address a release should one occur, would be required in accordance with the California Accidental Release Program as implemented through Article 21A of the San Francisco Health Code as discussed in the FSEIR (this is different than the risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials in soil and groundwater discussed below in Impact HZ-2). In addition, none of the materials used would be classified as radioactive, and regulations pertaining to the management of these materials would not apply. 


At this time, it is not known specifically what uses might occupy the proposed office development, and the possibility of uses that would handle biohazardous materials cannot be precluded. Thus, as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, in the event that there could be future activities that handle biohazardous materials, implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measures I.01, I.02, and I.03 would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant.


As also discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the generation of household hazardous wastes from residential uses implemented under the Mission Bay Plan would be less than significant with implementation of appropriate City programs. However, this impact would not apply to the proposed project because it does not include any residential uses.


Implementation of the requirements of Articles 21, 21a and 22 also include implementation of emergency response procedures which would specify methods to prevent a release of hazardous materials, and control a release if one were to occur; this would ensure that impacts related to risk of upset involving a release of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 


Given that the project would be required to implement all measures in compliance with all applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations, operation of the project would not result in any new significant impacts, or increase the severity of previously identified impacts related to the routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials during operation. No new or different mitigation measures are required. With implementation of measures specified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, impacts associated with the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or associated with risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1a. Guidelines for Handling Biohazardous Materials


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.01. Require businesses that handle biohazardous materials and do not receive federal funding to certify that they follow the guidelines published by the National Research Council and the United States Department of Health and Human Services Public Health Service, National Institutes of Health, and Centers for Disease Control, as set forth in Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories, Guidelines for Research Involving Recombinant DNA Molecules (NIH Guidelines), and Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, or their successors, as applicable.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.02. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they use high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters or substantially equivalent devices on all exhaust from Biosafety Level 3 laboratories unless they demonstrate that exhaust from their Biosafety Level 3 laboratories would not pose substantial health or safety hazards to the public or the environment. Require such businesses to certify that they inspect or monitor the filters regularly to ensure proper functioning.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.03. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they do not handle or use biohazardous materials requiring Biosafety Level 4 containment (i.e., dangerous or exotic materials that pose high risks of life-threatening diseases or aerosol-transmitted infections, or unknown risks of transmission) in the Project Area.


Safety Hazards Associated with Stormwater Detention Basins


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section reported that interim detention basins constructed within the Mission Bay plan area to allow for temporary surface storage of rainwater associated with interim uses would present a safety hazard. The FSEIR included mitigation requiring construction of fencing around any interim detention basins. However, there would be no interim stormwater detention ponds constructed on the site under the proposed project. Therefore this impact would not be applicable to the proposed project, and the project would not result in any new or more sever impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Mitigation Measure M.04 does not apply to the project, and no new or different mitigation measures are required.


Risk of Upset Involving Exposure to Naturally Occurring Asbestos


Naturally occurring asbestos was identified as a Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) in 1986 by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and is present in many parts of California. It is commonly associated with serpentine[footnoteRef:66] and ultramafic[footnoteRef:67] rock types such as Franciscan Complex mélange. Chrysotile (a form of asbestos from the serpentine mineral group) and amphibole asbestos (including crocidolite) are naturally occurring asbestos minerals that may present a human health hazard, if they become airborne. [66:  	Serpentinite is a rock consisting of one or more serpentine minerals formed when ultramafic rocks have been metamorphosed (ultramafic rocks are formed in high-temperature environments well below the surface of the earth), and is commonly associated with ultramafic rock along faults such as the San Andreas fault. Serpentinite commonly contains chrysotile, an asbestiform variety of the serpentine minerals. Amphibole asbestos is also found in some forms of Franciscan Complex bedrock such as blueschist.]  [67:  	Ultramafic rocks are one type of igneous rock (formed at high temperatures well below the surface of the earth) that is rich in iron and magnesium.] 



The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address impacts associated with exposure to naturally occurring asbestos during construction of development projects under the Mission Bay Plan. However, the preliminary geotechnical evaluation completed for the project notes that the artificial fill at the site contains cobble and boulder sized pieces of serpentinite.[footnoteRef:68] Therefore, if naturally occurring asbestos is present in the serpentinite within the artificial fill to be excavated, the workers and the public could be exposed to naturally occurring asbestos during excavation activities. [68:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2014. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28.] 



In 2001, the CARB adopted the Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure (Asbestos ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations in areas of serpentine and other ultramafic rocks (17 CCR Section 93105), which became effective in July 2002. The ATCM protects public health and the environment by requiring the use of best available dust mitigation measures to prevent off-site migration of asbestos-containing dust from road construction and maintenance activities, construction and grading operations, and quarrying and surface mining operations in areas of ultramafic rock, serpentine, or asbestos. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) implements the regulation.


For construction activities that would disturb more than 1 acre of land such as the proposed project, construction contractors are required to prepare an asbestos dust mitigation plan specifying measures that will be taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property boundary during construction. The asbestos dust mitigation plan must be submitted to and approved by the BAAQMD prior to the beginning of construction, and the site operator must ensure the implementation of all specified dust mitigation measures throughout the construction project. In addition, the BAAQMD may require air monitoring for off-site migration of asbestos dust during construction activities and may change the plan on the basis of the air monitoring results. Title 17 CCR Section 93105(h)(9) defines asbestos containing material as any material that has an asbestos content of 0.25 percent or greater. 


While there is a well-established regulatory framework for managing naturally occurring asbestos during construction, this impact would be potentially significant because no sampling has been conducted to establish the asbestos content in the fill materials that would be excavated during construction. This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b, identified in this Initial Study, requiring the project sponsor to implement a geologic investigation to assess the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials. This mitigation also requires the project sponsor to implement the requirements of the asbestos ATCM, including implementation of a Dust Mitigation Plan for naturally-occurring asbestos, if the investigation determines that the asbestos content of the fill is 0.25 percent or greater. Implementation of this measure would ensure that if naturally occurring asbestos is present, no visible dust crosses the project boundaries, and could also require air monitoring to demonstrate compliance with this criterion if deemed necessary by the BAAQMD. Rock containing naturally occurring asbestos that would be disposed of off-site would not be considered a hazardous waste under California regulations.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  	Department of Toxic Substances Control, 2000. Letter to Jon A. Morgan, Director, Environmental Management Department, County of El Dorado. Naturally Occurring Asbestos. January 20.] 



Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b: Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos


The project sponsor shall conduct a geologic investigation in accordance with the guidelines of the California Geologic Survey[footnoteRef:70] to determine the naturally occurring asbestos content of fill materials to be excavated at the project site. If the investigation determines that the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials is 0.25 percent or greater, the project sponsor or its construction contractor shall submit the appropriate notification forms and prepare an asbestos dust mitigation plan in accordance with the Asbestos ATCM. The plan shall specify measures that will be taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property boundary during construction. The plan must specify the following measures: [70:  	California Geologic Survey, 2002. Guidelines for Geologic Investigations of Naturally Occurring Asbestos in California. Special Publication 124.] 



· Prevent and control visible track‑out from the property


· Ensure adequate wetting or covering of active storage piles


· Control disturbed surface areas and storage piles that would remain inactive for 7 days


· Control traffic on on-site unpaved roads, parking lots, and staging areas, including a maximum vehicle speed of 15 miles per hour


· Control earthmoving activities


· Control offsite transport of dust emissions that contain naturally-occurring asbestos-containing materials


· Stabilize disturbed areas following construction


The asbestos dust mitigation plan shall be submitted to and approved by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) prior to the beginning of construction, and the site operator must ensure the implementation of all specified dust mitigation measures throughout the construction project. In addition, if required by the BAAQMD, the project sponsor or a qualified third party consultant shall conduct air monitoring for offsite migration of asbestos dust during construction activities and shall modify the dust mitigation plan on the basis of the air monitoring results if necessary.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b, above, would reduce impacts associated with potential exposure to naturally occurring asbestos during construction to less than significant.


Contaminated Soil and Groundwater


Impact HZ‐2: The project would be located on a site identified on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Excavation could also require the handling of potentially contaminated soil and groundwater, potentially exposing workers and the public to hazardous materials, or resulting in a release into the environment during construction. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater setting section states that Blocks 29-32 were historically used for a variety of industrial and commercial uses. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment[footnoteRef:71] conducted in support of the proposed project also notes specific former uses on the site (between 1902 and 2010) included bulk fuel storage and distribution; railroad operations; a machine shop; boiler house; steel mill; well casing manufacturer; warehousing, shipping and receiving operations for a variety of products; fruit cannery, junk yards, vehicle parking and maintenance facilities and a ready-mix concrete facility.  [71:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2014. Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Site X, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California. April 11.] 



As summarized in the Mission Bay FSEIR, a 1997 investigation conducted to evaluate soil and groundwater quality throughout the Mission Bay plan area identified petroleum hydrocarbons in soil, groundwater, and floating on groundwater (petroleum free product) in the vicinity of Illinois and 16th Streets (including within Blocks 31 and 32), and attributed the free product to former petroleum bulk storage as well as pipelines and transfer facilities in the vicinity. This area is collectively referred to as the Pier 64 area. As summarized in the FSEIR, the concentrations of contaminants in soil or groundwater in the Mission Bay plan area, with the exception of the identified petroleum free product area, did not present a human health or ecological risk under existing conditions.


Actions Completed Since Publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR


Risk Management Plan. Subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, a RMP was prepared and approved by the RWQCB in 1999 to address risk management measures to be implemented prior to development, during development (during construction), after development of specific parcels within the Mission Bay plan area.[footnoteRef:72] All risk management measures in the RMP are deemed to be protective of human health and the environment under the conditions specific to each phase of development. [72:  	Environ Corporation, 1999. Risk Management Plan, Mission Bay Area, San Francisco, California. May 11.] 



Measures to be implemented prior to development are intended to manage risks associated with exposed soil before a site is developed and are protective of populations at and adjacent to the undeveloped parcel. Measures to be implemented during development are intended to manage risks during construction and are protective of construction site workers and the surrounding public. They include dust control measures, soil management protocols, stormwater pollution plan requirements, worker health and safety planning requirements, contingency requirements in the event that previously unidentified underground structures or contamination are identified, protocols for dewatering activities, and a framework for complying with the requirements of Article 20 of the San Francisco Health Code, commonly referred to a the Maher Ordinance (note that this ordinance was subsequently revised in 2013, and is now codified in Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code). Several of the measures apply specifically to the free product area where the project site is located; these measures are intended to control the release and migration of free product during project construction.


Risk management measures to be implemented after development are intended to manage risks to site occupants and ensure that they would have no contact with site soils and groundwater as well as risks to maintenance and utility workers that may contact soil left in place during their normal work activities. They include covering of exposed areas; limiting future residential development within the Mission Bay plan area to preclude single family homes with private front or back yards; restricting the future use of groundwater for domestic, industrial, or irrigation purposes; providing protocols for future subsurface activities; and implementing a long-term groundwater monitoring program.


In addition, the RMP specifies the process to ensure regulatory oversight of development activities within the Mission Bay plan area. Owners must specifically notify the RWQCB in advance of initiating construction and must also submit a dust monitoring notification to the RWQCB and DPH. In addition, the owner must document compliance with specified measures to the RWQCB and must also notify the RWQCB of any unanticipated structures or contamination encountered during construction, as well as any unanticipated environmental conditions not covered by the RMP. The owner must also submit quarterly reports to the RWQCB during construction and a completion letter once construction is complete.


As stated in the RMP, completion of this RMP satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01 and provides guidelines for implementing Mitigation Measure J.02, described above. The requirements of the RMP are enforced through an environmental covenant recorded against each parcel in the Mission Bay plan area. The environmental covenant requires compliance with the RMP and runs with the property, binding future site owners to also comply with the requirements of the RMP.


Site Investigations and Remediation, and Regulatory Actions. As summarized in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment completed for the project, the RWQCB adopted Order No. R2-2005-0028 in 2005 which established cleanup requirements for the Pier 64 area. The order divided the Pier 64 area into six operable units; portions of the Blocks 29-32 are located within the “North Terminal Operable Unit.” The site has been subject to several site investigations, underground tank removals, and remedial actions to address contaminants in the soil and groundwater prior to and pursuant to this order. As reported in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, the underground storage tank removals and remedial actions completed include:


Removal of a 13,500 gallon diesel underground storage tank from Block 31 in 1987 and a 1,000 gallon gasoline underground storage tank from Block 32 in 1997. These underground storage tanks were located with the area of the free petroleum product plume and free product in this area was removed during the remediation conducted in 2005 (discussed below);


Removal of a 4,000 gallon diesel underground storage tank, a 10,000 gallon underground tank, and a 5,000 gallon gasoline underground storage tank in 1995. These tanks were located in portions of Blocks 29 and 31 that are outside of the North Terminal Operable Unit. Localized soil and groundwater affected by petroleum hydrocarbons were addressed at the time of tank removal. These tanks were removed under the oversight and authority of the DPH Local Oversight Program and RWQCB, and case closure was granted in February 1995.


The Phase I soil remediation conducted in 2001 which included the removal of approximately 14,020 tons of visibly stained soil to a depth of approximately 2 feet below the groundwater table (a total depth of approximately 9 feet below ground surface) as well as petroleum pipelines encountered during excavation. During this remediation, free petroleum product accumulated on the groundwater surface was removed from the excavated area, and the excavation was backfilled.


The Phase II remediation conducted in 2005 which included demolition of the existing site structures and removal of approximately 90,000 tons of soil containing petroleum hydrocarbons from the North Terminal Operable Unit and adjacent areas. This excavation also extended to approximately two feet below the groundwater table, or nine feet below ground surface. During this remediation, free petroleum product accumulated on the groundwater surface was removed from the excavated area, and the excavation was backfilled. The revised RMP (described below) indicates that the site was not returned to original grade at this time, but that it would be the property owner's responsibility. 


On December 22, 2006, the RWQCB issued a no further action letter stating that no further soil remediation was required. With completion of the above activities, and based on the results of a groundwater monitoring program required by the RWQCB, twenty groundwater monitoring wells installed in the Pier 64 area as part of the groundwater monitoring program were properly abandoned in June, 2013. 


A Revised Risk Management Plan (RRMP) was prepared in 2006 in accordance with Order R2-2005-028 to reflect remedial actions conducted within the Pier 64 area in 2001 and 2005.[footnoteRef:73] The RRMP determined that based on completion of the above described remedial actions, the risk management measures required prior to development no longer applied to the North Terminal Operable Unit where the proposed project is located. All of the RMP risk management measures applicable during development and after development would still apply, with the exception of those measures specific to development in the free product area (because the previous remediations in the North Terminal Operable Unit successfully removed from product within this area).  [73:  	BBL Environmental Services, Inc., 2006. Revised Risk Management Plan, Former Petroleum Terminals and Related Pipelines Located at Pier 64 and Vicinity, City and County of San Francisco, California. August.] 



As stated in the RRMP, Catellus (the then owner of the North Terminal Operable Unit) and the City and County of San Francisco each recorded a Covenant and Environmental Restriction (deed restriction) on the property that, among other things, required property owners to comply with the terms of the Mission Bay RMP. Because this Covenant and Environmental Restriction will run with the property as discussed in the RMP, future site owners (including the project sponsor) will be subject to the requirements of the RMP. In 2014, the RWQCB issued order R2-2014-022 rescinding Order R2-2005-2008 because the above-described remediations and groundwater monitoring satisfied the requirements of that order. Order R2-2014-022 states that any residual contamination in the Pier 64 area poses acceptable risks to human health and the environment and can be effectively managed using the existing Mission Bay RMP.


While the completion of remedial actions described above would be considered substantial changes that have occurred at the project site, implementation of these actions has effectively removed free petroleum products in the Pier 64 area and reduced risks to human health and the environment in this area compared to conditions described in the FSEIR. With implementation of the Mission Bay RMP, prepared in accordance with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01, human health and environmental health risks would be remain within acceptable levels, and the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts relative to the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Preparation of the Mission Bay RMP satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01; therefore this mitigation does not apply to the proposed project. In addition, compliance with the RMP as required by the deed restriction would ensure that human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project would be within acceptable levels and no new or different mitigation would be required.


As stated above, the RWQCB has determined that the Mission Bay RMP, completed in accordance with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01, adequately addresses human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project. Therefore, Mitigation Measure J.01, already implemented, adequately addresses impacts associated with contaminated soil and groundwater. Compliance with the RMP, as required by the deed restriction, would ensure that human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project would be within acceptable levels and no new or different mitigation would be required. Furthermore, in the event that child care facilities were to occur under the proposed project, implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.02 would reduce this impact to less than significant.


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2: RMP Provisions for Child Care Facilities


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.02. Carry out a site-specific risk evaluation for each site in a non-residential area proposed to be used for a public school or child care facility; submit to RWQCB for review and approval. If cancer risks exceed 1 x 10-5 and/or noncancer risk exceeds a Hazard Index of 1, carry out remediation designed to reduce risks to meet these standards or select another site that is shown to meet these standards.


Emergency Response


Impact HZ‐3: The project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would increase the number of employees and visitors in the Mission Bay South area. There would be an additional 2,341 [TO BE UPDATED] new full-time equivalent (FTE) employees associated with the team operations and event center management, retail, cinema, and office uses, and additional 825 [TO BE UPDATED] day-of-game staff during a game/event at the event center. Depending on the game/event up to 18,500 [TO BE UPDATED] patrons could be attendance at the event center, and there would be additional visitors associated with the retail and cinema uses. The project employees and visitors could contribute to congestion if an emergency evacuation of the Mission Bay plan area were required. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impact section concluded that with implementation of mitigation requiring the project sponsor to store heavy construction equipment capable of negotiating roads damaged by an earthquake, coordinate emergency response plans with the City, prepare a project-specific emergency response plan, and construct a new fire station, impacts associated with emergency access in the event of a major earthquake would be less than significant.


Section 12.202(e)(1) of the San Francisco Fire Code currently requires that all owners of high-rise buildings (taller than 75 feet), such as the event center and office buildings, “shall establish or cause to be established procedures to be followed in case of fire or other emergencies. All such procedures shall be reviewed and approved by the chief of division.” Additionally, project construction would have to conform to the provisions of the Building Code and Fire Code, which require additional life-safety protections for high-rise buildings and the final building plans for the new facilities would be reviewed by the San Francisco Fire Department (as well as DBI) to ensure conformance with the applicable provisions, including development of an emergency procedure manual and an exit drill plan. This regulatory requirement fulfills the intent of Mitigation Measure H.03b.


Although not “adopted” by legislative action, the City has a published Emergency Response Plan dated 2009 and prepared by the Department of Emergency Management as part of the City’s Emergency Management Program.[footnoteRef:74] This plan includes plans for hazard mitigation and disaster preparedness and recovery, and identifies hazards to which San Francisco is particularly susceptible such as earthquake, hurricane, tsunami, flood, winter storm, and act of terrorism, including use of chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and explosive weapons. The Emergency Response Plan complies with several relevant state and federal directives for emergency planning, including the California Standardized Emergency Management System and the Incident Command System. The Plan includes sections on operations, including management and procedures; staffing, operations, and logistics regarding the City’s emergency operations center; and mutual aid involving other agencies. The Emergency Response Plan assigns responsibilities for disaster planning, operations (including fire and rescue, law enforcement, human services, infrastructure, transportation, communications, and community support), and logistics, as well as finance and administration, to City agencies and departments. The Emergency Response Plan also identifies volunteer agencies, such as the American Red Cross, that are integral to disaster response efforts. [74: 	San Francisco Department of Emergency Management, City and County of San Francisco Emergency Response Plan, December 2009. Available at: http://www.sfdem.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=1154. Reviewed September 9, 2011.] 



The Emergency Response Plan contains 16 “annexes” (similar to appendices), consistent with a federally established framework, that cover topics including firefighting, public works and engineering, mass casualty care, and earthquakes, among numerous others. The Earthquake Annex, in particular, sets forth planning assumptions for a series of earthquakes of varying magnitudes on different faults, and sets forth procedures for assessment of damage and injuries, and operational response and strategies in the event of a major earthquake.


Implementation of the project would increase the number of on-site employees and also the number of visitors that would be subject to a potential disaster, including a major earthquake or any of the other hazards identified in the Emergency Response Plan. However, in the event of such a disaster, implementation of the San Francisco Emergency Response Plan, prepared in 2008 (subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR) would ensure that adequate city resources are available for response. Implementation of the site-specific emergency response plan required under the Fire Code, and life safety requirements of the Building and Fire Codes as described above would ensure that the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of the City’s Emergency Response Plan, nor would it necessarily interfere with emergency evacuation planning. Preparation of the Emergency Response Plan, and implementation of these regulatory requirements fulfill the intent of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures H.01 and H.02, therefore these measures do not apply to the proposed project. 


In addition, the project site is located adjacent to Third Street, a primary evacuation route identified in the Emergency Response Plan. In addition, Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a designated Tsunami Evacuation Route. Project construction could interfere with implementation of the Emergency Response Plan if construction activities restricted access for emergency response vehicles or evacuating vehicles. However, any construction activities that could restrict access would be of a temporary nature. The Construction Management Plan required as part of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Transportation Advisory Staff Committee would address localized construction effects (such as increased traffic and the need for coordination with emergency response providers) prior to construction. The plan would include measures to minimize construction‐related disruptions and would be reviewed by the multi‐agency Transportation Advisory Staff Committee. Due to the short duration of disruption and required coordination and review of the project’s construction management plan, construction would not likely interfere with the Emergency Response Plan. Issues related to long-term emergency access will be discussed in the SEIR under the Transportation section.


Although not discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project would be constructed in a developed area of San Francisco, which lacks an “urban-wildland interface” and where fire, medical, and police services are available and provided. The street grid provides ample access for emergency responders and egress for event attendees and workers, and the proposed project would neither directly nor indirectly alter that situation. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly result in the additional exposure of persons to fire risk. 


Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third Street and Mission Rock was completed in the summer of 2014, and satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure H.05. Therefore, this mitigation measure is no longer applicable to the proposed project.


As discussed above, implementation of the city’s Emergency Response Plan, the site-specific emergency response plan required under the Fire Code, and life safety requirements of the Building and Fire Codes would ensure that the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of the City’s Emergency Response Plan, nor would it necessarily interfere with emergency evacuation. These regulatory requirements fulfill the requirements of mitigation specified in the Mission Bay FSEIR for this impact, and no additional mitigation is required.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C‐HZ‐1: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials. (Less than Significant)


Hazardous materials impacts related to implementation of the proposed project could result from use of hazardous materials (Impact HZ-1), excavation within materials containing naturally occurring asbestos (Impact HZ-1), and conducting construction activities within potentially contaminated soil and groundwater and subsequent use of the site (Impact HZ-2). These impacts would be primarily restricted to the project site and immediate vicinity; therefore, the geographic scope for cumulative impacts related to hazards includes the project site and immediate vicinity.


As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts with respect to hazards or hazardous materials that could not be mitigated to a less‐than‐significant level. All cumulative development in San Francisco would be subject to the same regulatory framework as would the project for the transport use, and storage of hazardous materials (Impact HZ-1) and compliance with these existing regulations would serve to minimize any cumulative impacts. 


The project could result in exposure to naturally occurring asbestos during construction (Impact HZ-1), and cumulative projects in the area could also encounter these materials potentially resulting in a significant cumulative impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M‑HZ-1a requiring a geologic investigation, and compliance with the Asbestos ATCM would ensure that the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact is less than significant with mitigation. 


With implementation of the RMP for the entire Mission Bay Plan area, cumulative impacts related to soil and groundwater contamination would be less than significant as discussed in Impact HZ-2. Similarly, other projects within the Plan area would be required to investigate and, as necessary, abate soil and groundwater contamination on a project‐by‐project basis in accordance with Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to soil and groundwater contamination would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effort to address cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal impacts related to large quantity hazardous waste generators would require additional commitment of federal, State, and other local agencies. Therefore, efforts to offset the plan contribution to cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal effects may not be successful, resulting in a residual impact that may be significant and unavoidable. However, as discussed in impact HZ-1, the project would only generate small quantities of hazardous wastes associated with maintenance and cleaning. Therefore, the project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to this cumulative impact, such that there would be no new or substantially more severe impact than what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Issues related to long term emergency access will be discussed in the SEIR under the Transportation section.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR
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			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects
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			a)	Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?


			


			


			


			





			b)	Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Encourage activities which result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner?


			


			


			


			











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts of the Mission Bay plan on mineral resources. However, the project site at Blocks 29-32 does not contain any known mineral resources delineated in the San Francisco General Plan or any other land use plans and does not include mineral resources that are of value to the region and the residents of the state.[footnoteRef:75] Therefore, criteria E.17(a) and E.17(b) do not apply to the proposed project, and these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.  [75:  	California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 1996. Update of Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials in the South San Francisco Bay Production-Consumption Zone, Open File Report 96-03.] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187915]Summary of Energy Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Energy/Natural Resources section estimated that existing operational energy consumption within Mission Bay in 1998 was approximately 160 billion Btu[footnoteRef:76] annually for electricity and natural gas sources, and approximately 420 billion Btu annually for transportation sources. [76:  	Electric energy is usually measured in kilowatt hours (kWh), and natural gas in million cubic feet (MMcf). Both may be converted to British thermal units (Btu); 1 Btu is the quantity of heat necessary to raise the temperature of 1 pound of water 1 degree Fahrenheit.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study estimated that at buildout, operational energy consumption from the Mission Bay plan would be about 2,109 billion Btu annually for electricity and natural gas sources, and 3,212 billion Btu annually for transportation sources. However, impacts associated with this increase in energy use were considered less than significant because compliance with Title 24 Energy Conservation Standards would ensure that electricity and natural gas would not be used in a wasteful manner. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Energy/Natural Resources section estimated that construction of projects under the Mission Bay plan would consume approximately 20,645 billion Btu. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts to energy resources from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to energy resources.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 million gallons per day (mgd) of water at build-out. The FSEIR specified water conservation measures, proposed as part of the plan and included as Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02f that would ensure that the effects of plan implementation on water supply would remain less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc402187916]Impact Evaluation


Energy and Water Use


Impact ME‐1: The project would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner. (Less than Significant)


Construction Energy


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Energy/Natural Resources section estimated that the construction of development projects under the Mission Bay Plan would use approximately 20,645 billion Btu of energy. Construction of the event center and other proposed developments would also require the use of fuel, energy, and water. The FSEIR did not estimate energy consumption specific to the development of proposed on Blocks 29-32 or the amount of water that would be used during construction. However, the amount of these resources used for construction of the proposed project would be typical of a normal construction project in San Francisco, and energy consumption would be expected to be commensurate with the percentage of development at this site relative to total development under the Plan. Therefore, as indicated in the FSEIR, the use of these resources during construction would not be wasteful, and impacts related to the use of energy resources during construction would be less than significant. No new mitigation would be required.


Operational Energy and Water Resources


Fuels. As stated above, the Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that at full build out of the Mission Bay plan, fuel usage for transportation would be 3,212 billion Btu, approximately 8 times greater than the use of fuels at the time of FSEIR publication. The amount of fuel use attributable to development on Blocks 29-32 was not specifically calculated in the FSEIR.


The project could contribute to the estimated increase in the use of transportation fuels by introducing new event attendees, employees, and site visitors to the project site. However, as described in the Project Description, the event center and other proposed developments will be served by multiple public transportation opportunities; Terry A. François Boulevard would be realigned and reconfigured to include a two-way bicycle route; the project would include a bicycle valet and bicycle parking and incorporate alternative transportation facilities. With these features, the event attendees, employees, and site visitors would be encouraged to use public transportation or use alternative transportation methods. Should one travel in a personal vehicle, the use of low emission and fuel efficient vehicles would be encouraged by providing designated parking spots in the parking garage in accordance with Section 5.103.1.10 of the San Francisco Green Building Code. Therefore, the project would not result in the wasteful use of transportation fuels and this impact would be less than significant. No new mitigation is necessary.


Energy. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not estimate energy consumption specific to the development proposed on Blocks 29-32, but concluded that compliance with Title 24 Energy Conservation Standards would ensure that the area-wide 13 fold increase in energy use at full build out in the Mission Bay plan area would not result in a wasteful use of energy. 


The proposed event center and other proposed developments would require the use of energy for purposes such as lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation, food storage and preparation, and equipment operation. Subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, San Francisco adopted its own green building code, implementing the California Green Building Code and California Building Energy Efficiency Standards, with amendments. Accordingly, the design of the buildings would need to meet or exceed the energy efficiency requirements of the 2013 San Francisco Green Building Code which, at a minimum, would require compliance with the 2013 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards. In accordance with the San Francisco Green Building Code, the project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Gold standards, including provision of either some on-site renewable energy or purchase of green energy credits. Alternatively, the project could exceed the energy efficiency requirements specified in the 2013 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards by 10 percent. In addition, in accordance with the San Francisco Green Building Code, the project sponsor would be required to commission the building’s energy systems and components to verify that they meet the energy code requirements.


As described in the Project Description, the project would use a campus approach for LEED certification. This approach treats the entire site as a shared campus, allowing several LEED credits to be pre-approved under a campus site application and then referenced by each individual or group of buildings located on the site. The arena would pursue LEED for New Construction certification as an individual building, while the mixed-use development would pursue LEED for Core and Shell certification as a group project. Some examples of energy conservation measures that could be addressed in the building designs include sustainable building envelope strategies; shading; plug load reduction such as occupancy and daylight sensors; VAV demand control ventilation systems; water-cooled chillers, variable speed pumps, and airside/waterside economizers.


No new mitigation measures or alternatives are required because, as for the Mission Bay FSEIR, compliance with Title 24 regulations and now the San Francisco Green Building Code would ensure that the proposed project would not use energy in a wasteful manner.


Water. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 million gallons per day (mgd) of water at build-out and specified water conservation measures, proposed as part of the plan and included as mitigation, that would ensure that the effects of plan implementation on water supply would remain less than significant. Implementation of these measures would also ensure that water used under Mission Bay plan would not be used in a wasteful manner.


The proposed project would require the indoor use of water for toilet flushing and other sanitary needs, food preparation, and other indoor activities. However, the project would be required to comply with the water conservation measures specified in the 2013 California Green Building Code. Further, in accordance with the 2013 San Francisco Green Building Code, the project sponsor would be required to incorporate plumbing fixtures and fixture fittings to reduce the amount of potable water used by 30 percent. If and when a supply of recycled water becomes available through the Eastside Recycled Water Project[footnoteRef:77] the project would also use recycled water for non‐potable uses. [77: 	The SFPUC plans to provide 2 million gallons per day of high quality recycled water to the customers in the east side of the City through the Eastside Recycled Water Project for non‐potable uses such as irrigation and toilet flushing. This project is still in the planning stages, and the implementation date is uncertain.] 



For outdoor water use (landscape irrigation), the project sponsor would be required to use climate-appropriate plants and submit the required landscape documentation to the SFPUC in accordance with the San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance and the San Francisco Green Landscaping Ordinance. Installation of weather- or soil moisture-based irrigation controllers that would automatically adjust irrigation in response to changes in plants’ needs as weather conditions change would also be required. 


Compliance with the above standards would ensure that water is not used wastefully during operation of the event center and other proposed developments, and would in effect implement FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02f. Therefore, impacts related to wasteful use of water would be less than significant and FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02f are no longer required for the proposed project. No new mitigation measures are required. 


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-ME-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on energy resources. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would use fuel, energy, and water. Although other projects in the region would also use these resources, cumulative impacts would be less than significant because all of the regional projects, including the proposed project, would be required to comply with the California Green Building Standards Code and Building Energy Efficiency Standards at a minimum. Furthermore, many of the regional projects would also be subject to local green building requirements such as those of the City and County of San Francisco, which must be as stringent as the state requirements and are often more stringent. These building codes encourage sustainable construction and operational practices related to planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency, and conservation. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to wasteful use of fuel, energy, and water resources would be less than significant.
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			[bookmark: r_agriculture]18. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
—Would the project





			a)	Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 
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			b)	Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?


			


			


			


			





			c)	Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526)?


			


			


			


			





			d)	Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?


			


			


			


			





			e)	Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use?


			


			


			


			











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts of the Mission Bay plan on agriculture and forest resources. However, the project site at Blocks 29-32 does not contain any prime farmland, unique farmland, farmland of statewide importance, forest, or timberlands; does not support agricultural or timber uses; is not zoned for agricultural or timber uses; and is not under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, none of the agriculture and forest resources significance criteria are not applicable to the proposed project, and these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


	


F. [bookmark: _Toc402187917]
MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES


This section lists the mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study. Implementation of these measures would mitigate significant project environmental impacts, and/or considerable project contribution to cumulative environmental impacts such that all corresponding impacts would be reduced to less than significant. The listed mitigation measures include those measures originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR that are applicable to the proposed project, as well as certain new mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study to reduce potential impacts to less than significant. Mitigation measures are numbered to correspond to the Initial Study impact number, with a cross reference to the impact numbering system from the Mission Bay FSEIR where appropriate.


It should also be noted that certain mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR are no longer applicable to the proposed project, as described in Section E above; those measures are not listed in this section. For those topics and impact areas to be analyzed in the SEIR, additional mitigation measures will be identified in the SEIR as needed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187918]Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.06)


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 OCII officer or its designated representative with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) 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 OCII officer or its designated representative and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until OCII officer or its designated representative has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


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


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative for review and approval. Once approved by OCII officer or its designated representative, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and OCII officer or its designated representative shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. OCII and the Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall each 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a: Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds


To the extent practicable, vegetation removal and grading of the site in advance of new site construction shall be performed between September 1 and January 31 in order to avoid breeding and nesting season for birds. If these activities cannot be performed during this period, a preconstruction survey of onsite vegetation for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified biologist.


In coordination with the OCII or its designated representative, pre-construction surveys of onsite vegetation shall be performed during bird breeding season (February 1 – August 31) no more than 14 days prior to vegetation removal, grading, or initiation of construction in order to locate any active passerine nests within 250 feet of the project site and any active raptor nests within 500 feet of the project site. Surveys shall be performed in accessible areas within 500 feet of the project site and include suitable habitat within line of sight as access is available. If active nests are found on either the project site or within the 500-foot survey buffer surrounding the project site, no-work buffer zones shall be established around the nests. Buffer distances will consider physical and visual barriers between the active nest and project activities, existing noise sources and disturbance, as well as sensitivity of the bird species to disturbance. Modification of standard buffer distances, 250 feet for active passerine nests and 500 feet for active raptor nests, will be determined by a qualified biologist in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). No vegetation removal or ground-disturbing activities including grading or new construction shall occur within a buffer zone until young have fledged or the nest is otherwise abandoned as determined by the qualified biologist.


If construction work during the nesting season stops for 14 days or more and then resumes, then nesting bird surveys shall be repeated, to ensure that no new birds have begun nesting in the area.


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b: Bird Safe Building Practices


The project sponsor shall design and implement the project consistent with the San Francisco Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings and Planning Code Section 139.


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1a. Guidelines for Handling Biohazardous Materials


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.01. Require businesses that handle biohazardous materials and do not receive federal funding to certify that they follow the guidelines published by the National Research Council and the United States Department of Health and Human Services Public Health Service, National Institutes of Health, and Centers for Disease Control, as set forth in Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories, Guidelines for Research Involving Recombinant DNA Molecules (NIH Guidelines), and Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, or their successors, as applicable.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.02. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they use high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters or substantially equivalent devices on all exhaust from Biosafety Level 3 laboratories unless they demonstrate that exhaust from their Biosafety Level 3 laboratories would not pose substantial health or safety hazards to the public or the environment. Require such businesses to certify that they inspect or monitor the filters regularly to ensure proper functioning.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.03. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they do not handle or use biohazardous materials requiring Biosafety Level 4 containment (i.e., dangerous or exotic materials that pose high risks of life-threatening diseases or aerosol-transmitted infections, or unknown risks of transmission) in the Project Area.


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b: Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos


The project sponsor shall conduct a geologic investigation in accordance with the guidelines of the California Geologic Survey[footnoteRef:78] to determine the naturally occurring asbestos content of fill materials to be excavated at the project site. If the investigation determines that the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials is 0.25 percent or greater, the project sponsor or its construction contractor shall submit the appropriate notification forms and prepare an asbestos dust mitigation plan in accordance with the Asbestos ATCM. The plan shall specify measures that will be taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property boundary during construction. The plan must specify the following measures: [78:  	California Geologic Survey, 2002. Guidelines for Geologic Investigations of Naturally Occurring Asbestos in California. Special Publication 124.] 



· Prevent and control visible track‑out from the property


· Ensure adequate wetting or covering of active storage piles


· Control disturbed surface areas and storage piles that would remain inactive for 7 days


· Control traffic on on-site unpaved roads, parking lots, and staging areas, including a maximum vehicle speed of 15 miles per hour


· Control earthmoving activities


· Control offsite transport of dust emissions that contain naturally-occurring asbestos-containing materials


· Stabilize disturbed areas following construction


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2: RMP Provisions for Child Care Facilities


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.02. Carry out a site-specific risk evaluation for each site in a non-residential area proposed to be used for a public school or child care facility; submit to RWQCB for review and approval. If cancer risks exceed 1 x 10-5 and/or noncancer risk exceeds a Hazard Index of 1, carry out remediation designed to reduce risks to meet these standards or select another site that is shown to meet these standards.





	


G. [bookmark: _Toc402187919]
DETERMINATION


On the basis of this Initial Study:


			


			I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.





			


			I find that although the proposed project could have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 





			


			I find that the proposed project MAY have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.





			


			I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially new or substantially more severe significant impact” or “potentially new or substantially more severe significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. A SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 





			


			I find that although the proposed project could have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental documentation is required. 























							___________________________________


Tiffany Bohee


Executive Director


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 


DATE_______________			
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SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State 
Status


			Calif. Rare Plant Rank


			Habitat Description / 
Blooming Period


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Species Listed or Proposed for Listing





			Presidio Manzanita
Arctostaphylos montana ssp. ravenii


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Open, rocky, serpentine slopes in chaparral, coastal scrub, and coastal prairie.


February – March


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Marsh sandwort
Arenaria paludicola


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Freshwater or brackish marshes and swamps.


May – August


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Presidio clarkia
Clarkia franciscana


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Serpentine outcrops in coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grassland.


May – July


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Beach layia
Layia carnosa


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Sand dunes.


March – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco lessingia 
Lessingia germanorum


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Coastal scrub, sandy soils free of competing species.


July – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			White rayed pentachaeta 
Pentachaeta bellidiflora


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Open, dry, rocky slopes and grassy areas, usually on serpentine.


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Marin western flax
Hesperolinon congestum


			FT


			CT


			1B.1


			Chaparral and grassland, usually on serpentine barrens.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			California seablite
Suaeda californica


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal Salt Marsh, wetland-riaprian


July - October


			Low. Documented occurrences south of the proposed project at Pier 94 and India Basin. Suitable habitat not present within the project site.





			Franciscan manzanita
Arctostaphylos franciscana


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Open, rocky, serpentine outcrops in chaparral.


February – April 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present. This species was believed to be extinct in the wild (although still extant through cultivation), but was rediscovered in Presidio National Park in late 2009.





			Robust spineflower
Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Sandy or gravelly coastal dunes, coastal scrub, cismontane woodland and maritime chaparral.


April – September 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Showy ranchería clover
Trifolium amoenum





			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Valley grassland, wetland riparian


April - June


			Low. No suitable habitat present. No local records documented in San Francisco.











			[bookmark: _Toc400381586][bookmark: _Toc402188560]TABLE 1 (Continued)
SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State 
Status


			Calif. Rare Plant Rank


			Habitat Description / 
Blooming Period


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Species Listed or Proposed for Listing (cont.)





			San Bruno Mountain manzanita
Arctostaphylos imbricada


			--


			CE


			1B.1


			Chaparral and coastal scrub, usually on sandstone outcrops.


February – May 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Pacific manzanita
Arctostaphylos pacifica


			--


			CE


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub and chaparral.


February – April


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys diffusus


			--


			CE


			1B.1


			Coastal prairie, and valley and foothill grasslands.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern





			Adobe sanicle
Sanicula maritima


			--


			Rare


			1B.1


			Moist clay or ultramafic soil in chaparral, coastal prairie, meadows, seeps, and valley and foothill grassland.


February – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Hairless popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys glaber


			--


			--


			1A


			Coastal salt marshes and alkaline meadows.


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			coast lilly
Lilium maritimum


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal Prairie, mixed evergreen forest, northern coastal scrub, closed-cone pine forest, north coastal coniferous forest, wetland-riparian


May – August


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Northern curly-leaved mondarella
Mondarella sinuata ssp. Nigrescens


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal strand, chaparral


May - July


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Blue coast gilia
Gilia capitata spp. chamissonis


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal dunes and scrub.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Extant population is present within the Presidio of San Francisco.





			Kellogg’s horkelia
Horkelia cuneata ssp. sericea


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal scrub, dunes, and openings of closed-cone coniferous forests.


February – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Rose leptosiphon
Leptosiphon rosaceus


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal bluff scrub.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Fragrant fritillary 
Fritillaria liliacea


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On clay, often serpentine derived soils in coastal scrub, grassland, and coastal prairie.


February – April 


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Extant population located at Twin Peaks.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Bent-flowered fiddleneck
Amsinckia lunaris


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal bluff scrub, cismontane woodland, and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Montara manzanita
Arctostaphylos montaraensis


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Slopes and ridges in chaparral and coastal scrub.


January – March 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.	





			Alkali milk-vetch
Astragualus tener var. tener


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Alkali flats, flooded grassland, playas and vernal pools.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species presumed extirpated in San Francisco.





			Pappose tarplant
Centromadia parryi ssp. parryi


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Chaparral, coastal prairie, meadows, seeps, coastal salt marshes and swamps, and vernally mesic, often alkaline, valley and foothill grasslands.


May – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Franciscan thistle
Cirsium andrewsii


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal bluff scrub, coastal prairie, coastal mesic scrub, and broadleaf upland forest; sometimes on serpentine.


March – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco Bay spineflower
Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub, dunes and grassland.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Point Reyes bird’s-beak
Chloropyron maritimum ssp. palustre


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal salt marshes and swamps.


June – October 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Compact cobwebby thistle
Cirsium occidentale var. 
compactum


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub, grassland, and dunes.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Round-headed Chinese-houses
Collinsia corymbosa


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal dunes and coastal prairie.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species has not been seen in San Francisco for more than 100 years.





			San Francisco collinsia
Collinsia multicolor


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On humus-covered soil derived from mudstone in closed-cone coniferous forest, coastal scrub. 


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Dark-eyed gilia
Gilia millefoliata


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal dunes.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species potentially extirpated in San Francisco.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Diablo helianthella
Helianthella castanea


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On rocky soils in broadleaf upland forest, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, riparian woodland, and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			White seaside tarplant
Hemizonia congesta ssp. congesta


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Grassy valleys and hills, often on fallow fields in coastal scrub.


April – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Short-leaved evax
Hesperevax sparsiflora var. brevifolia


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Sandy bluffs and flats in coastal scrub and coastal dunes.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Arcuate bush mallow 
Malacothamnus arcuatus


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Gravelly alluvium in chaparral and cismontane woodland.


April – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Marsh microseris
Microseris paludosa


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Closed-cone coniferous forest, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grassland.


August – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Choris’s popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Mesic sites in chaparral, coastal scrub, and coastal prairie.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco campion 
Silene verecunda ssp. verecunda


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Mudstone, shale, or serpentine substrates in coastal scrub, coastal prairie, chaparral and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Santa Cruz microseris
Stebbinsoseris decipiens


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On sandstone, shale or serpentine derived seaward facing slopes in broadleaf upland forest, closed-cone coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal prairie, and coastal scrub.


April – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Coastal triquetrella
Triquetrella californica


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On shaded soil, rocks sand or gravel in dry or moist conditions or in coastal bluff and coastal scrub.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco owl’s clover
Triphysaria floribunda


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Grasslands.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Bristly sedge
Carex comosa


			--


			--


			2B.1


			Lake margins, marshes, swamps, coastal prairie, and valley and foothill grasslands.


May – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Oregon polemonium
Polemonium carneum


			--


			--


			2B.2


			Coastal prairie, coastal scrub, lower montane coniferous forest.


April – September


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco gumplant
Grindelia hirsutula var. maritima


			--


			--


			3.2


			On sandy or serpentine slopes of sea bluffs in coastal scrub, or valley and foothill grasslands.


June – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			


NOTES:


	The “Potential for Effect” category is defined as follows:


	High = Species is expected to occur and habitat meets species requirements. 


	Moderate = Habitat is only marginally suitable or is suitable but not within species geographic range.


	Low = Habitat does not meet species requirements as currently understood in the scientific community.





STATUS CODES:


Federal:


FE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FSC	=	NOAA Fisheries designated “species of concern”


FPD	=	Proposed delisted


FD	=	Delisted





State:


CE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the California Endangered Species Act


CT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the California Endangered Species Act


CSC	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “species of special concern”


CFP	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “fully protected” 


SC	= California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “candidate threatened” 


WL	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “watch list”


3503.5	=	Eggs, Nests, and Nestlings Protected under section 3503.5 of the California Department of Fish and Game Code


*	=	California special animal





California Rare Plant Rank:


List 1A	=	Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere 


List 1B	=	Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere


List 2A	=	Plants presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere


List 2B	=	Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere


List 3	=	Plants about which we need more information--a review list


List 4	=	Plants of limited distribution--a watch list





SOURCE: USFWS (2014), CDFW (2014), CNPS (2014).
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TABLE 2
SPECIAL-STATUS ANIMAL SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32


			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State Status


			Habitat Description


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Invertebrates





			San Bruno elfin butterfly
Callophrys mossii bayensis


			FE


			--


			Coastal scrub on rocky outcrops with broadleaf stonecrop (Sedum spathulifolium)


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Three known populations at San Bruno Mountain, Montara, and Pacifica.





			Bay checkerspot butterfly
Euphydryas editha bayensis


			FT


			--


			Serpentine grasslands.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Mission blue butterfly
Plebejus icarioides missionensis


			FE


			--


			Grassland with Lupinus albifrons, L. Formosa, and L. varicolor.


			Low. Closest suitable habitat present at Twin Peaks. Species unlikely to occur at the project site.





			Callippe silverspot butterfly
Speyeria callippe callippe


			FE


			--


			Found in native grasslands with Viola pedunculata as larval food plant.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Monarch butterfly
Danaus plexippus


			--


			*


			Eucalyptus groves (wintering sites).


			Low. No suitable habitat present though may occur on a transient basis. Several records of this species wintering in eucalyptus groves within San Francisco including Golden Gate Park, the Presidion, Fort Mason, and Telegraph Hill. 





			Tomales isopod
Caecuditea tomalensis


			--


			--


			Still-to slow-moving water in vegetated ponds, preferably spring-fed.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Reptiles and Amphibians





			Western pond turtle 
Emys marmorata


			--


			CSC


			Ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation ditches with aquatic vegetation. Requires basking sites and suitable upland habitat for egg-laying. Nest sites most often characterized as having gentle slopes (<15%) with little vegetation or sandy banks.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco garter snake
Thamnophis sirtalis 
tetrataenia


			FE


			SE


			Densely vegetated ponds near open hillsides with abundant small mammal burrows.


			Absent. Species is considered likely extirpated from San Francisco.





			California red-legged frog 
Rana draytonii


			FT


			CSC


			Freshwater ponds and slow streams with emergent vegetation for egg attachment.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Birds





			California clapper rail
Rallus longirostris obsoletus


			FE


			CE


			Salt marsh wetlands along the San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Bank swallow 
Riparia riparia (nesting)


			--


			CT


			Vertical banks and cliffs with sandy soil, near water. Nests in holes dug in cliffs and river banks.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. 





			Yellow warbler 
Dendroica petechia brewsteri


			--


			CSC


			Nests in dense riparian cover and montane chaparral. Breeding distribution includes the coast ranges and western slopes of the Sierra Nevada. Rare to uncommon in lowland areas.


			Low. No suitable riparian habitat present.











			[bookmark: _Toc395853002][bookmark: _Toc395853715][bookmark: _Toc400381588][bookmark: _Toc402188562]TABLE 2 (Continued)
SPECIAL-STATUS ANIMAL SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State Status


			Habitat Description


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Birds (cont.)





			California black rail
Laterallus jamaicensis
coturniculus


			--


			CT


			Salt and brackish marshes; also in freshwater marshes at low elevations.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. 





			Salt marsh common yellowthroat
Geothlypis trichas sinuous


			--


			CSC


			Forages in various marsh, riparian and upland habitats. Nests on or near the ground in concealed locations.


			Low. No suitable riparian habitat present.





			Alameda song sparrow
Melospiza melodia pusillula


			--


			CSC


			Salt marshes of eastern and south San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Pablo song sparrow
Melospiza melodia samuelis


			--


			CSC


			Salt marshes of eastern and north San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Peregrine falcon
Falco peregrinus


			FD


			FP


			Woodlands, coastal habitats, riparian areas, coastal and inland waters, human made structures that may be used as nest or temporary perch sites.


			Low. May forage over the project area though proposed project site does not provide nesting habitat.





			Double-crested cormorant
Phalacrocorax auritus


			--


			WL, 3503.5


			Coastal areas and inland lakes in fresh, saline, and estuarine waters.


			Low. No suitable nesting habitat present at the proposed project site though colonies are known to nest on the Bay Bridge. Species may occur in adjacent Bay waters or over the project site on a transient basis.





			Cooper’s hawk 
Accipiter cooperii


			--


			3503.5


			Nests in riparian areas and oak woodlands, forages at woodland edges. 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Sharp-shinned hawk 
Accipiter striatus


			--


			3503.5


			Nests in riparian areas and oak woodlands, forages in open areas


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Great horned owl
 Bubo virginianus


			--


			3503.5


			Riparian, coniferous, chaparral and desert habitats.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Red-tailed hawk
 Buteo jamaicensis


			--


			3503.5


			Found in nearly all habitats and elevations.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. May occur over the project on a transient basis.





			Red-shouldered hawk
Buteo lineatus


			--


			3503.5


			Riparian woodlands with swamps and emergent wetlands.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			American kestrel
Falco sparverius


			--


			3503.5


			Frequents generally open grasslands, pastures, and fields; primarily a cavity nester.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. May occur over the project on a transient basis.





			Osprey
Pandion haliaetus


			--


			3503.5


			Habitat varies greatly and usually includes adequate supply of accessible fish, shallow waters, open and elevated nest sites (10-60 feet in height), and artificial structures such as towers. Builds large platform stick nests near or in open waters such as lakes, estuaries, bays, reservoirs, and within the surf zone. 


			Low. No suitable habitat is present. May forage in adjacent waters. Project site does not provide suitable nesting habitat.





			Birds (cont.)





			Great blue heron
Ardea herodias


			--


			3503.5


			Shallow estuaries and fresh and saline emergent wetlands.


			Low. May forage in standing water of the onsite basin. 





			American goldfinch
Carduelis tristis


			--


			3503.5


			Cismontane foothills; riparian and cropland habitats.


			Present. Suitable habitat is present.





			Barn swallow
Hirundo rustica


			--


			3503.5


			Open areas from coastal grassland and shrubland to mixed coniferous forests.


			Moderate. Suitable habitat is present.





			Mammals





			Western red bat 
Lasiurus blossevillii


			--


			CSC


			Roosts primarily in trees, 2-40 feet above ground, from sea level up through mixed conifer forests. Prefers habitat edges and mosaics with trees that are protected from above and open below with open areas for foraging.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			Pallid bat 
Antrozous pallidus


			--


			CSC


			Prefers caves, crevices, hollow trees, or buildings in areas adjacent to open space for foraging. Associated with lower elevations in California.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			Townsend’s big-eared bat 
Corynorhinus townsendii


			--


			CSC
SC


			Throughout California in a wide variety of habitats. Most common in mesic sites. Roosts in the open, hanging from walls and ceilings of rocky areas with caves or tunnels. Roosting sites limited. Extremely sensitive to human disturbance.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			American badger
Taxidea taxus


			--


			CSC


			Open grasslands with loose, friable soils.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.	





			Point Reyes jumping mouse
Zapus trinotatus orarius


			--


			CSC


			Upland areas of bunch grass in marshes in Point Reyes.


			Low. Project site is south of the known range for this species.





			NOTES:


	The “Potential for Effect” category is defined as follows:


	High = Species is expected to occur and habitat meets species requirements. 


	Moderate = Habitat is only marginally suitable or is suitable but not within species geographic range.


	Low = Habitat does not meet species requirements as currently understood in the scientific community.





			STATUS CODES:


Federal:


FE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FSC	=	NOAA Fisheries designated “species of concern”


FPD	=	Proposed delisted


FD	=	Delisted


State:


CE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the California Endangered Species Act


CT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the California Endangered Species Act


CSC	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “species of special concern”


CFP =	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “fully protected” 


SC = California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “candidate threatened” 


WL	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “watch list”


3503.5	=	Eggs, Nests, and Nestlings Protected under section 3503.5 of the California Department of Fish and Game Code


*	=	California special animal


SOURCE: USFWS (2014), CDFW (2014), CNPS (2014). 
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[bookmark: _Toc402187709][bookmark: _Toc402187872]NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


Date:		November XX, 2014


Case No.:


OCII:	ER 2014-919-97 [OCII: This number is based on the original SFRA number on the 1998 FSEIR. Please confirm if this is acceptable.]


Planning Dept.:	2014.1441E


Project Title:	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


BPA Nos.:	Not Applicable


Zoning:	MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height Zone 5


Block/Lot:	Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Blocks Size:	Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres 


Project Sponsor:	GSW Arena LLC
David Kelly
(510) 986-8154
dkelly@warriors.com


Lead Agency:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)


Staff Contact:	Catherine Reilly, OCII – (415) 749-2516


		catherine.reilly@sfgov.org 





PROJECT DESCRIPTION


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.


FINDING


This project may have a significant effect on the environment and a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15063 (Initial Study), 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and for the reasons documented in the Environmental Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is attached. 


PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS


The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) will hold a PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING on Wednesday, December [2? or 3? – OCII: Please confirm], 2014 at 6:00 p.m. [OCII: Please confirm time] at _________________[OCII: Please confirm location]. The purpose of this meeting is to receive oral comments to assist the OCII in reviewing the scope and content of the environmental impact analysis and information to be contained in the SEIR for the project. To request a language interpreter or to accommodate persons with disabilities at the scoping meeting, please contact the staff contact listed above at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting. Written comments will also be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on December [XX], 2014. Written comments should be sent to OCII c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, or by email to ______.warriors@sfgov.org [EP: Please provide email address that has been set up by EP]. 


If you work for a responsible State agency, we need to know the views of your agency regarding the scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use the SEIR when considering a permit or other approval for this project. Please include the name of a contact person in your agency.


Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the OCII Commission, OCII or the Planning Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the OCII or Planning Department’s website or in other public documents.
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INITIAL STUDY
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A. [bookmark: _Toc402187873]PROJECT DESCRIPTION


[bookmark: _Toc402187874]A.1	Overview


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to these documents.


The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of the related environmental review documents. 


[bookmark: _Toc400381598][bookmark: _Toc398564699][bookmark: _Toc402188541]
Figure 1	Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay


[bookmark: _Toc400381599][bookmark: _Toc398564700][bookmark: _Toc402188542]
Figure 2	Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay



This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.


[bookmark: _Toc402187875]A.2	Background


Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:2] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. [2:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay FSEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97.] 



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).[footnoteRef:4] The Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. [4:  	Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively.] 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.[footnoteRef:5] As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design  [5:  	North and South OPAs, Attachment L.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381600][bookmark: _Toc398564701][bookmark: _Toc402188543]
Figure 3	Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), respectively.[footnoteRef:6] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the South Plan on November 2, 1998.[footnoteRef:7] The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated June 4, 2013.  [6:  	Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively.]  [7:  	Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381601][bookmark: _Toc398564702]The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows:


· The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots.


· The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall.


· The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and required setbacks.


· The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.


· The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Range Development Plan.


· The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses.


· The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1.


· The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law. 


South Plan Area Development Controls


The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans. 


The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that apply to the project site include:


· Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as required to be implemented by the developer of the project site;


· All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ;


· Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the development.


Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 


In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.” 


The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character).


The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for Development.


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32


The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. 


Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet.


Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street.


[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, including design, operations and construction characteristics, including any associated edits, reflect Version 1.0 of the project, and will be revised when we receive new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0]


[bookmark: _Toc402187876]A.3	Project Characteristics


Proposed Facilities


Development Plan Overview 


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights.[footnoteRef:8] Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  [8:  	For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Under Section 102.12, building heights are generally measured from the height of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property. EXPLAIN HOW BUILDING HEIGHTS ARE MEASURED IN THE INITIAL STUDY/HOW THIS DIFFERS FROM SECTION 102.12.] 



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food 



[bookmark: _Toc402188544]Figure 4	Project Site Plan
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Table 1
summary of proposed Project Facilities at project site	Comment by Chris Kern: Please include only Total GSF in revised table.


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seats





			Cinema Seating Capacity


			420 seats





			Size 


			Total GSFa


			Adjusted GSFb


			Leasable SFc





			Event Centerd


Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacee


Cinema Space


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			710,486


20,000


509,210


111,000


39,000


 342,475


1,732,171 GSF


			486,686


20,000


458,289


99,900


35,100


 _--_ 


1,099,975 GSF


(1,094,980 Final Adjusted)f


			-- 


19,000


435,375


94,905


33,345


 _--_ 


582,625 GSF





			Heightg,h/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings



Retail Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (10 stories) total [90-foot (5-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above 


39 feet (in northeast corner) + within ground floor of office and retail buildings





			Parking/Loading Spaces


			Blocks 29-32:


612 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by Third Street Plaza)


12 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:


132 parking stalls





			Vehicular Access 


			Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a 	Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


b	Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” below. 


c	Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor).


d	The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented separate from square footage of the other event center uses.


e	Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,000 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,500 quick-service restaurant, and 55,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


f	The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


g	Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. 


h	 Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014






service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 stories (160 feet tall); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5‑story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  	Under the Major Phase application for the proposed project, the project sponsor is requesting an option that would consist of a combination of a cinema and office uses as an alternative to all office uses. This Initial Study assumes the cinema would be part of the proposed project because cinema uses are a more intensive land use than office and would result in the more conservative (worst-case) impact assessment.] 



Two levels of enclosed on-site parking (one below grade, and one at street level) providing 612 parking spaces would be located below the office buildings and plaza areas. (See also Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8feet above the sidewalk Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.[footnoteRef:10] These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  [10:  	It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD.] 



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. A total of twelve truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office, cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings would on South Street and 16th Street and from the main plaza, and additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks would be constructed adjacent to the project site.


Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed. 


Infrastructure Improvements


The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


Off-Site Parking Facilities


As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to provide additional parking to serve the project.


Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:11] This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. [11:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park


As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and ‑ on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer. 


Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


Proposed Operations and Employment


Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new operational components at Blocks 29-32.


Event Center Programming


Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland.


As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 825 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:12] would be required at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  [12: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following:


· Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons.


· Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year.] 



· Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  	The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees.] 



· Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times. 


· Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone Convention Center. 


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 825, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office, Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for office, retail and cinema uses.)


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink.


Golden State Warriors Operations


The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office, Retail and Cinema Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,845 FTE employees. The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 341 FTE employees, and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE employees. 


Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness.


As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. 


In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed during evenings and weekends.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month period, and be completed in late fall 2017 Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000 cubic yards of soils on-site would be excavated and removed from the site.


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could occur on weekends and/or outside of these hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.


B. [bookmark: _Toc402187877]PROJECT SETTING


[bookmark: _Toc402187878]B.1	Mission Bay


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187879]B.2	Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South 


[bookmark: _Toc400381608][bookmark: _Toc398564708][bookmark: _Toc402188545]
Figure 5	Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity



Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between approximately ‑1 feet foot to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:15], roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:16] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [15:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [16:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187880]B.3	Surrounding Uses


The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site.


16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and Mariposa Street.


Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed as a Tsunami Evacuation Route. 


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc402187881]B.4	Approvals Required


Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for each building and private open spaces


· Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M allocation 


· Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable


· Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway striping


· San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets


· Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application.


· San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems.


C. [bookmark: _Toc402187882]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|


			|_|











The SEIR will discuss the project's compatibility with existing zoning and plans.


D. [bookmark: tra.ped.24.4][bookmark: urb.ndv.3.3][bookmark: _Toc402187883]SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND APPROACH TO ANALYSIS


[bookmark: _Toc402187884]D.1	Summary of Environmental Effects


The proposed project could potentially result in either new significant environmental effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as noted by the environmental factor(s) checked below. The resource areas checked below indicate topic areas to be discussed in detail in the SEIR, but all resource areas are addressed in this Initial Study. This section describes the approach to analysis for this Initial Study, and Section E, presents a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor and the associated impact assessment.





			|_|


			Land Use


			|X|


			Air Quality


			|X|


			Biological Resources





			|_|


			Aesthetics


			|X|


			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			|_|


			Geology and Soils





			|_|


			Population and Housing


			|X|


			Wind and Shadow


			|X|


			Hydrology and Water Quality





			|_|


			Cultural and Paleo. Resources


			|_|


			Recreation


			|_|


			Hazards/Hazardous Materials





			|X|


			Transportation and Circulation


			|X|


			Utilities and Service Systems


			|_|


			Mineral/Energy Resources





			|X|


			Noise


			|X|


			Public Services


			|_|


			Agricultural and Forest Resources








[bookmark: _Toc398564505]


[bookmark: _Toc402187885]D.2	Approach to Analysis


The following approach to analysis is used in this Initial Study to determine which topics require no additional environmental analysis beyond what is presented in the Mission Bay FSEIR and this Initial Study and which topics require more detailed analysis in the SEIR. With the exception of Aesthetics and parking, the evaluation of environmental impacts is based on potential effects of the proposed project compared to existing (2014) conditions using the significance criteria listed in the San Francisco Planning Department’s Initial Study Checklist Significance criteria that do not apply to the proposed project, if any, are first identified, and neither the Initial Study nor the SEIR provide further discussion of those criteria; for example, since the project is not located within an airport land use plan, none of those criteria apply to this project. Environmental review of Aesthetics and Parking impacts are considered pursuant to CEQA Section 21099(d) as discussed in the Aesthetics and Transportation sections of this Initial Study.


Project Impacts


For those topics determined in this Initial Study to be focused out from further analysis in the SEIR, this analysis first summarizes how these topics were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it related to Blocks 29-32, including identifying any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR and conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. Second, the Initial Study analyzes the impacts of the proposed project to determine: (1) if the proposed project, circumstances under which the project is undertaken, or new information(which could not have been ascertained at the time of the preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR) would lead to new or more severe significant environmental effects from what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR; (2) if newly feasible or different mitigation measures or alternatives are available that would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project; and (3) if the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and/or newly added mitigation measures would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. The impact evaluation presents the significance determination for each impact and includes the detailed description of all mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project, whether it is the same as that specified in the Mission Bay FSEIR or an updated mitigation measure.


For those topics to be analyzed in detail in the SEIR, this Initial Study provides the checklist response identifying the potential for new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, the summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and the detailed analysis of the proposed project are deferred for discussion in the SEIR.


For the purposes of this Initial Study, the checklist questions in Appendix G have been modified to reflect the fact that the proposed project is a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program and that this analysis is being tiered from the certified Mission Bay FSEIR as a program EIR, consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15168(c). The four revised checklist questions used in this Initial Study are described below.


1. Would the project result in potentially significant effects not identified in the prior EIR? This question examines whether or not the proposed project would result in new significant or potentially significant environmental effects that were not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This could include significant effects that are due to:


· Project-specific features of the proposed event center and mixed-use development. 


· Substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project would be undertaken, such as real estate development trends in the surrounding area or major projects that were previously unanticipated.


· New information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was certified, such as newly available information related to climate change or sea level rise. 


If the analysis identifies a new significant or potentially significant impact, this Initial Study then determines if either previously identified mitigation measures or newly identified mitigation measures would reduce the impact to less than significant. In this event, the mitigation measures are presented in this Initial Study and no further analysis is required. On the other hand, if a new significant or potentially significant impact is identified and/or further analysis is necessary to determine if mitigation measures are available to reduce the impacts to less than significant, then this issue will be addressed in further detail in the SEIR.


2. Would the project result in a potentially substantial increase in severity of a significant impact identified in the prior EIR? This question examines whether or not the proposed project would result in substantially more severe environmental effects than what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This increase in severity of a significant effect could be due to:


· Project-specific features of the proposed event center and mixed-use development. 


· Substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project would be undertaken, such as real estate development trends in the surrounding area or major projects that were previously unanticipated.


· New information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was certified, such as newly available information related to climate change or sea level rise.


If the project would result in an increase in severity of a previously identified significant impact, this Initial Study then determines if either previously identified mitigation measures or newly identified mitigation measures would reduce the more severe impact to less than significant. In this event, the mitigation measures are presented in this Initial Study and no further analysis is required. On the other hand, if a more severe significant impact is identified and/or further analysis is necessary to determine if mitigation measures are available to reduce the impacts to less than significant, then this issue will be addressed in further detail in the SEIR.


3. Does the project sponsor decline to adopt a feasible mitigation measure or alternative? This question addresses the case in which the Initial Study identifies a new significant impact or a substantial increase in severity of a significant impact but the project sponsor has declined to adopt a feasible mitigation measure or alternative. In the event of such cases, if any, the issue will be addressed in further detail in the SEIR.


4. Would the project result in no new or more severe significant effects? This question addresses several possible scenarios for certain topics which the Initial Study provides the complete analysis and no further analysis is necessary in the SEIR. These scenarios include the following:


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant impact, and the proposed project would result in the same significant impact. In addition, the same mitigation measure identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. In this case, the previous mitigation measure as applicable to the proposed project is presented in this Initial Study. 


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant impact and the proposed project would result in the same significant impact. However, a new or revised mitigation measure is recommended to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, and this new measure would replace the previously identified mitigation measure. In this case, only the new mitigation measure is presented in this Initial Study, and the reader is referred to the Mission Bay FSEIR for the original mitigation measure.


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant impact and the proposed project would result in the same impact. However, under the current approach to analysis, the impact would be considered less-than-significant due to implementation of actions required to comply with applicable regulations (e.g., hazardous materials regulations). In this case, the revised analysis would supersede the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and with compliance with applicable regulations, no mitigation measures are required and none are presented in this Initial Study. The reader is referred to the Mission Bay FSEIR for the original mitigation measure(s).


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified either no impact or a less-than-significant impact, and the proposed project would also result in no impact or a less-than-significant impact. In this case, no mitigation measures are required and none are presented either in the FSEIR or this Initial Study.


· The Mission Bay FSEIR failed todid not address an environmental topic under the Planning Department’s current CEQA Initial Study checklist, and the proposed project would result in a significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of a feasible mitigation measure. In this case, the new mitigation measure is presented in this Initial Study.


· The Mission Bay FSEIR failed todid not address an environmental topic under the current Planning Department CEQA Initial Study checklist, but the proposed project would result in either no impact or a less than significant impact. In this case, no mitigation measures are required and none are presented.


· In a few instances, the discussion of why the project is not expected to result in any new or more significant effects is deferred to the SEIR, either as part of a larger discussion (such as Transportation) or for public disclosure.


Cumulative Impacts


Similar to the project impacts, cumulative impacts are analyzed by responding to the same four revised checklist questions but with regard to the potential for the proposed project to contribute to new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR used the year 2015 for the analysis of the full buildout of the Mission Bay plan as well as for the cumulative impacts analysis, and cumulative impacts were assessed on the basis of regional population and employment projections for the year 2015 as determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments. 


A cumulative impact is determined to be significant if the project in combination with other planned, proposed, or probable future conditions in the project vicinity would result in environmental effects that exceed the significance criteria listed in the San Francisco Planning Department’s Initial Study Checklist when compared to existing conditions. In addition, the analysis must indicate that the project's incremental effect would be a "cumulatively considerable" contribution to the significant impact. In this Initial Study, the cumulative impact analysis identifies if the proposed project would contribute to a new significant cumulative impact or if a previously-identified cumulative impact would be substantially more severe under the proposed project. 


Cumulative impacts for each resource area are analyzed with respect to the appropriate geographic scope for that topic and either (1) a list of past, present, and probable future projects that in combination with the proposed project could contribute to cumulative impacts, or (2) a summary of projections contained in general plan or related planning document (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)). Which of the two methods used varies from topic to topic. 


For topics using the list approach, the projects/programs listed below were not anticipated in the Mission Bay FSEIR and are considered in the cumulative impact analysis. Implementation of projects within the Mission Bay plan area that have occurred since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR and that are consistent with the Mission Bay North and South Plans are not considered in the cumulative impact analysis since they were analyzed as part of the FSEIR.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus. UCSF is updating its LRDP to guide future campus growth and development over the next 20 years. The 2014 LRDP updates information that was assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The existing 56.4-acre UCSF Mission Bay campus site is located directly west of Blocks 29-32, generally bounded by Mission Bay Boulevard South to the north, Owens Street to the west, Mariposa Street to the south and Third Street to the east. Under the 2014 LRDP, approximately 1.46 million gsf of new space is proposed on the North Campus (north of 16th Street), as well as approximately 918,000 gsf on the South Campus (south of 16th Street). The Draft EIR on the 2014 LRDP was published in August 2014.


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program. The Eastern Neighborhoods Program included changes in zoning controls and General Plan amendments for an approximately 2,200-acre area on the eastern side of the City. It is intended to encourage new housing while preserving sufficient land for light industrial and service industry (referred to collectively as “Production, Distribution, and Repair,” or “PDR,” uses) in four neighborhoods: the Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, the Central Waterfront, and the eastern portion of the South of Market (“East SoMa”). In conjunction with the rezoning, the General Plan was amended to include Area Plans for the neighborhoods (including revisions to the existing Central Waterfront and South of Market Area Plans). A key goal of the rezoning process was to encourage the creation of cohesive neighborhoods, particularly where new housing is being encouraged. The plans also propose public benefits and other implementation programs, particularly the creation of affordable housing. The program introduced new zoning districts, including districts that permit at least some PDR uses in combination with commercial uses, districts mixing residential and commercial uses, and areas where only PDR uses would be permitted, with residential use prohibited to alleviate development pressure on PDR uses. The Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan is located immediately to the west of the Mission Bay Plan (across Interstate 280), the Central Waterfront Area Plan is located immediately to the south of the Mission Bay plan area (south of Mariposa Street), and the East SoMa Area Plan is located immediately to the north (across China Basin and east of Fourth Street). Projects pursuant to the Eastern Neighborhoods Program are currently under construction, including several residential and mixed-used developments south of Mariposa Street.


· Kaiser Permanente Medical Office Building. This 10-story, 264,000-square-foot facility located at 1600 Owens Street is under construction just to the west of the UCSF North Campus and east of Interstate 280. The building will house pediatrics, ob-gyn, pharmacy, internal/family medicine, optometry, health education and other services. It is expected to be completed in 2015, and open early in 2016.


· UCSF Mission Bay LRDP. Under the 2014 LRDP, the development capacity for the North Campus is proposed to increase from 2,650,000 gsf to 3,641,800 gsf.  The 2014 LRDP proposes to increase the square footage of the North Campus by 1,450,300 gsf, which includes 458,500 gsf of existing remaining entitlement from the 1996 LRDP, plus 991,800 gsf of new entitlement. On the South Campus, construction of a 124,500-gsf cancer outpatient building is anticipated prior to 2035, which will complete Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay. This will bring the total space for Phase 1 to 993,500 gsf. Phase 2 facilities will be located on the west side of the South Campus, across the Fourth Street Public Plaza. Phase 2 Medical Center at Mission Bay is planned for after 2035 as a 261-bed hospital with additional outpatient space, totaling 793,500 gsf. Development of the East Campus would accommodate 500,000 gsf. As a result, the total anticipated development through 2035 with the proposed expansion of the Mission Bay campus site (North, South, and East campuses) would be 5,135,400 gsf.





· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project. The proposed Project would include a mixed‐use, multi‐phase waterfront development on Seawall Lot 337, rehabilitation and reuse of Pier 48, and construction of approximately 5.4 acres of net new open space, for a total of 8 acres of open space on the site. Overall, the Project would involve construction of up to approximately 3.7 million gross square feet (gsf) of residential, commercial, and retail uses, and a public parking garage on the Project Site. Both Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 are owned by the Port of San Francisco.





· Pier 70. COMING SOON-Contact Brett for info.


· [Note to Reviewers: Are there any other projects that should be included on this list?]	Comment by Brett Bollinger: I am gathering info on the following additions to the list: Pier 70, Mission Rock, and UCSF LRDP.


E. [bookmark: _Toc402187886]EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: a_landuse]1.	LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Physically divide an established community?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc398564507][bookmark: _Toc402187887]Summary of Land Use Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The land use significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Land Use section; the Plans, Policies, and Permits section; and the Initial Study Land Use section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Land Use setting section characterized existing land uses present within and near the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the land uses within Blocks 29‑32 at the time of preparation of the FSEIR consisted of industrial and commercial uses, parking facilities and vacant land (see Hazards and Hazardous Materials, below, for a discussion of known historical land uses within Blocks 29-32, and additional detail on specific land uses that existed at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR). 


While the Mission Bay FSEIR provided CEQA environmental analysis for the entire Mission Bay program, it divided the plan area into subareas to facilitate the analysis. Block 29-32 was located within the East Subarea (the area bounded by Terry François Blvd, Mariposa Street, Third Street, and Mission Commons). Development of this subarea was assumed to include up to 2,952,000 gross square feet of research and development, light manufacturing, and office use; about 340,000 gross square feet of retail use; about 7 acres of open space; and associated parking for about 4,600 vehicles. The retail uses would include about 273,000 gross square feet of city-serving retail and about 67,000 gross square feet of ground floor neighborhood-serving retail. Buildings in the subarea would be allowable up to 90 feet in height, with 7 percent of the developable area allowable up to 160 feet high (along Third Street). Buildings along the Bayside linear park would be restricted to 90 feet in height, with development adjacent to a portion of the park frontage limited to 55 feet in height.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Land Use section determined that the Mission Bay plan area was a largely underutilized industrial area with no established residential community; this was the basis for the Mission Bay FSEIR finding that the Mission Bay plan would not physically disrupt or divide an established community.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Plans, Policies and Permits section compared the Mission Bay plan and its implementing plans to other City plans, policies and regulations. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans and Design for Development documents would constitute the regulatory land use framework for the Mission Bay plan area, and would supersede the City’s Planning Code (except where indicated in those implementing documents), and furthermore, the Redevelopment Plans would be required to be found consistent with the City General Plan prior to adoption. The Mission Bay FSEIR also acknowledged that certain development activities proposed within the Mission Bay plan area would be subject to applicable regional, State and/or federal permitting authority. The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts for specific environmental topics, such as transportation and noise, in the respective sections of the FSEIR.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Land Use impacts section indicated that the Mission Bay project would result in a substantial change in the type and intensification in land uses in the Mission Bay plan area, involving demolition of most existing buildings and displacement of existing uses within the Mission Bay plan area, and development of the proposed mixed-use land use program over the build-out period. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan would continue the trend that was occurring in other nearby areas of the City (e.g., South of Market) of redeveloping former industrial areas into residential and commercial neighborhoods. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the commercial industrial/retail uses proposed within the East Subarea of the Mission Bay plan area, which includes Blocks 29-32, would be compatible with the medical research and instructional uses proposed within the adjacent proposed UCSF campus subarea (located west of the Blocks 29-32 across Third Street). 


The Mission Bay FSEIR also acknowledged that construction activities associated with development of the proposed uses within the Mission Bay plan area would create construction-related effects (e.g., dust, noise, traffic) that may be noticeable and annoying to new residents within the Mission Bay plan area, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the respective sections of the Mission Bay FSEIR, those effects would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. These factors provided the basis for the Mission Bay FSEIR finding that the Mission Bay plan would not have a significant impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts on land use from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to land use effects.


[bookmark: _Toc398564508][bookmark: _Toc402187888]Impact Evaluation


Physical Division of an Established Community


Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. (Less than Significant)


Surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site, and a chain-link fence restricts access to the remainder of the site. During construction of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lot uses at the project site would be removed. Although the specific construction details have not yet been determined, the project may require temporary closure of lane(s) along Third Street, South Street, 16th Street and/or Terry A. François Boulevard during construction. Since these closures would be temporary, and alternate routes would be provided as needed, project construction would not physically divide the surrounding established community.


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, office and retail uses, cinema, parking facilities and open space areas within Blocks 29–32. The proposed project would be incorporated within the established street plan, including realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, and would not create an impediment to the passage of persons or vehicles. The proposed project design does not include any physical barriers or obstacles to circulation that would restrict existing patterns of movement between the project site and the surrounding neighborhood. To the contrary, the project would include a number of features designed to encourage and promote public access and circulation. For example, the project would include a 20-foot setback along the 16th Street frontage that would serve as a connector to the Bayfront Park, as shown in the Mission Bay South Design for Development document. 


During events, particularly at the end of basketball games or other events when the peak flow of patrons would exit the project site, the project would involve implementation of transportation management measures. These measures could result in periodic disruption or division of the physical arrangements of existing surrounding rights-of-way through event-related street or lane closures, sidewalk restrictions, or transit reallocation. These impacts would be limited to a few hours before and/or after events, and they would be intended to most efficiently facilitate the flow of people and vehicles away from the project site, thereby enhancing connections as opposed to increasing divisions. 


Given that the proposed project and uses would occur within the boundaries of the existing lot lines and no physical barriers to movement through the community would be involved, the construction and operation of the proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, related to physical division of an established community. 


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. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site is within the established street plan.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify a significant impact related to physical division of an established community because the surrounding community contained no residential uses. As discussed above under Section B.3, Surrounding Uses, the area surrounding the project site has been partially developed since preparation of the FSEIR. The UCSF Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site, including the UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing located northwest of the project site. Office buildings are also located north and south of the project site. In addition, as described above under "Approach to Analysis," the updated UCSF LRDP indicates plans for further development of about 1.46 million gsf of new space at the Mission Bay campus.


These changes in land uses surrounding the project site would not affect the determination whether the proposed event center and mixed-use development within the project site would physically divide an established community. As stated above, development would be undertaken within the existing property lines, and the project would facilitate pedestrian movement through the project site. The proposed project would be adjacent to the UCSF Mission Bay campus but would not physically divide the campus. 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. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to physical division of an established community, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts related to physical division. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to physical division of an established community are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis 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 related to physical division of an established community.


Land Use Plan or Policies


Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less than Significant)


As stated above, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans and Design for Development documents would constitute the regulatory land use framework for the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts for specific environmental topics, such as transportation and noise, in the respective sections of the FSEIR.


The proposed project would not obviously conflict with applicable land use plans or policies, including the San Francisco General Plan, with San Francisco Planning Code provisions that apply to the project, or with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. In addition, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the major development standards of the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area. However, due to the unique nature of the event center component of the project, the sponsor intends to seek OCII approval of variations or amendments to some of these standards (see above, Section B.4, Approvals Required). 


The project would not substantially conflict with regional plans or policies, including Plan Bay Area, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, San Francisco Bay Plan, and the San Francisco Basin Plan. Aside from land use effects, the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts are addressed in the applicable sections of this Initial Study, including biological resources; the SEIR will provide detailed analysis of the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts for the remaining resource areas, such as transportation and noise.


As part of the project approval process, OCII, the San Francisco Planning Commission, and other relevant regulatory agencies would determine whether, on balance, the proposed project is consistent with their respective plans as applicable to the proposed project. Thus, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to conflicts with land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.


Since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, there have been three notable changes related to the applicable land use plans or policies associated with the project site: revisions to the South Design for Development; change in jurisdictional agency; and the update to the UCSF LRDP. As discussed in Section A.2, Background, above, the Redevelopment Agency/OCII has prepared nine addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR, between 2000 and 2013. Only the 2004 addendum addressed changes to land use plans or policies applicable to the project site at Blocks 29-32. That addendum analyzed revisions to the South Design for Development regarding towers, tower separation, and setbacks. The unique nature of the arena would require the sponsor to receive OCII approval of variations or amendments to some of these standards, which would occur as part of the project approval process.


As stated in the Project Description, in accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the Redevelopment Agency. However, with dissolution of redevelopment agencies statewide, and subsequent state and local legislation creating the Successor Agency, OCII now has jurisdiction and approval authority over the land use and zoning of the project site. This change in jurisdiction would not result in new or more severe impacts related to conflict with land use plans.


As stated above, under Section D, Approach to Analysis, as part of the UCSF 2014 LRDP approximately 1.46 million gsf of new space is proposed on the North Campus (north of 16th Street), as well as approximately 918,000 gsf on the South Campus (south of 16th Street). On the North Campus, the updated proposed LRDP update calls for the same mix research, support, parking, and open space uses as was analyzed in the FSEIR, but with some land use changes to undeveloped parcels. In particular, the updated proposed LRDP update calls for new housing on Mission Bay Boulevard South, at Sixth Street. On the South Campus, the FSEIR analyzed development of the blocks south of 16th Street with commercial-industrial and retail uses. The development of these blocks with UCSF clinical uses was previously analyzed in the 2008 addendum, as stated in the Project Description. The clinical land uses called forproposed in the 2014 UCSF LRDP update would be consistent with the uses analyzed in 2008. 	Comment by VWise: See Brett B’s write-up above. Make sure consistent.


None of the changes in land use included proposed in the 2014 LRDP would change the regulatory controls on the Blocks 29–32 project site. Moreover, the changes in land use are would be limited to specific parcels (notably, the new housing site at Sixth Street, as well as a future research site on Owens Street) that—due to their relative distance from the Blocks 29-32 project site—would not present land use conflicts with the proposed project. Implementation of the 2014 LRDP would intensify research, clinical, housing, and medical office uses east and southeast of the Blocks 29–32 project site, but this intensification would not result in new or more severe land use impacts than those analyzed in the 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 would result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to a conflict with land use plans or policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce conflict with land use plans or policies. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts related to conflict with land use plans or policies are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis 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 related to conflict with land use plans or policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigation an environmental effect.


Existing Character of the Vicinity


Impact LU-3: The proposed project would not have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the commercial industrial/retail uses proposed within the east subarea of the Mission Bay plan area (which includes Blocks 29-32) would be compatible with the medical research and instructional uses proposed within the adjacent proposed UCSF campus subarea (located west of the Blocks 29-32 across Third Street). 


Examples of potential Mission Bay plan research/light industrial/office land uses for the project site can include research and development, biotechnical or semiconductor research, telecommunications, business services, multimedia services, related light industrial uses, and commercial offices. Potential retail uses for the site can include city-serving retail uses, and neighborhood-serving retail within ground-floor spaces. Secondary uses could include institutions and assembly and entertainment (nighttime entertainment and recreation building).


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, office and retail uses, cinema, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. The retail and office uses would be generally consistent with the previously proposed uses for the site, such that no new or more severe conflicts with land use character would occur. 


The proposed event center and cinema uses are considered “nighttime entertainment uses” and would be similar to the secondary “nighttime entertainment” uses previously analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. On event days, the project’s event component would attract spectators/attendees, as well as additional visitors to the other restaurant and retail uses. Although this entertainment use was addressed in the FSEIR, the size and intensity of the arena use was not previously analyzed.


Once completed, the proposed project would function as a destination site, with an intensification of use during events. Attendance at these events would alter the overall land use character of the project site from that analyzed in the FSEIR. As discussed in the Project Description, Golden State Warriors basketball games, large concerts, other sporting events and conventions would have average attendance ranging between approximately 7,000 and 18,000 people. Basketball games and concerts would typically occur during the evening hours, and conventions would generally occur during daytime hours. The facility would also host family shows, and smaller concerts with attendance of ranging between 3,000 and 8,200 people during the daytime and evening hours., and use of the The outdoor plaza would be used for occasional outdoor gatherings and events.


The presence of event spectators/attendees on streets and sidewalks in the vicinity of existing uses would be noticeable compared to existing conditions. Events would also attract people to local restaurant, retail, and open space uses of the wider neighborhood. Similar to operation of such uses in proximity to AT&T Park during a Giants game, local restaurants, retail businesses, and open spaces would be more heavily patronized than under existing conditions, but they would continue to operate as intended.


Although the presence of these attendees on streets and sidewalks in the vicinity of medical research, clinic, and office uses in the surrounding Mission Bay neighborhood would be noticeable compared to existing conditions, these additional people would not impede the operation of those existing uses such that adverse land use impacts would occur. Each use would continue to function as intended. The effects of event center operation on the local transportation network, noise, and air emissions on the surrounding neighborhood will be addressed in the SEIR.


Basketball games and other planned events such as concerts would occur generally after commercial and medical office hours of nearby uses. Although the UCSF Medical Center would be a 24-hour use, hospital uses are generally more intensive during standard medical office hours. Moreover, there is nothing about the event center that would precludeimpede operation of those uses. Therefore, although event center operations are expected to result in an incremental increase in localized traffic, noise, and air pollutant emissions, the uses in the project site vicinity would continue to function as intended. 


On the basis 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 related to conflict with existing land use character.


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site vicinity was occupied by a mix of warehouses used for light industrial, commercial, and office uses, as well as truck terminals, truck yards, gravel processing facilities, and expanses of undeveloped land. On the nearby waterfront were the Port’s Maintenance Operations Facilities at Pier 50, the public boat launch ramp between Piers 52 and 54, yacht and boat clubs at Piers 50½, 52, and 54, and Agua Vista Park north of 16th Street.


Since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, large portions of the Mission Bay plan area have been built out. The UCSF Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site, and it currently includes a mix of parking structures, office buildings, research buildings, student housing, and hospital buildings. In addition, the Kaiser Permanente Medical Office Building—a 10-story, 264,000-square-foot facility located at 1600 Owens Street —is under construction just to the west of the UCSF North Campus and east of Interstate 280. The building will house pediatrics, ob-gyn, pharmacy, internal/family medicine, optometry, health education and other services. It is expected to be completed in 2015, and open early in 2016. Other office buildings and vacant lots are located north and south of the site, and immediately east of the site are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. The area of the proposed Bayfront Park currently includes a paved trail, surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


These changes in conditions in land use character surrounding the project site would not result in new or more severe impacts on the existing character of the vicinity. Operation of the proposed office, entertainment, and retail uses would not conflict with the changed land use character. To the contrary, as stated above, the proposed project would not be inconsistent compatible with the existing character of the medical campus, office, and research-and-development uses in the project site vicinity. 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 land use impacts associated with the proposed project. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts upon the existing character of the vicinity, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts upon the existing character of the vicinity. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to land use character are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe impacts upon the existing character of the vicinity.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably future foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts to land use. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope for potential cumulative impacts related to land use generally includes the South Mission Bay Plan aArea, as well as the immediately adjacent Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas (i.e. the Central Waterfront and Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plans) neighborhood encompassed with the Eastern Neighborhoods program (as discussed above under Section D, Approach to Analysis). Other reasonably foreseeable projects within the project vicinity with the potential to contribute to cumulative, land use impacts would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary, and to identify mitigation measures for any significant impacts. Cumulative impacts on land use could result if the proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity, would collectively increase the potential for significant impacts.


Other projects within the Mission Bay South Plan Area would be built consistent with the Mission Bay South Plan and Mission Bay South Design for Development within the lot lines of existing streets, within an area of the City with a low residential population, and therefore would not be expected to physically divide an established community. Projects built pursuant to the Eastern Neighborhoods Program Area Plans would generally be constructed in areas with a mix of uses and higher residential population than the Mission Bay South Plan Area, but these projects would also be constructed within the existing street grid, and their operation would not physically divide an established community. 


Cumulative developments in the Mission Bay South Plan Area would be required to generally conform to the Mission Bay South Plan land use designations and Mission Bay South Design for Development height, bulk, and developable area standards. Similarly, cumulative developments in the Showplace Square / Potrero Hill area, as well as and the Dogpatch area of the Central Waterfront Plan Areas, would generally be required to conform to the land use controls of the Eastern Neighborhoods ProgramRezoning and Area Plans, and they would not substantially conflict with these adopted land use plans. Therefore, in combination, these projects would not be anticipated to substantially conflict with land use plans and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.


Build-out of the remainder of the Mission Bay South Plan Area and the Eastern Neighborhoods Program Area Plans would result in an overall intensification and diversification of land uses in this area of the City. In particular, the Mission Bay South area is currently partially developed and partially occupied by vacant or underutilized parcels. New higher-density residential, commercial office, research-and-development, and medical uses in the Mission Bay South Plan Area, as well as in parcels south of the Plan plan Aarea, would complement the commercial office, research-and-development, and medical office developments completed to date. Regarding projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Programplan areas, introduction of more residential, commercial, and mixed-use buildings in the Central Waterfront and Showplace Square / Potrero Hill plan areas, would alter the lande use character of these areas. These projects would combine with the proposed commercial office, retail, entertainment, and open space uses at Block 29–32 to create a wider mix of uses than currently exists in this portion of the City. Although this would represent a change in land use character, the combined effect would not be adverse. Each use would still function as intended, and many of the uses would be complementary. Thus, the proposed project in combination with existing and planned future developments in the vicinity would not combine to result in significant adverse cumulative adverse effects to land use character.


Therefore, cumulative land use impacts would be less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: b_aesthetics]2.	AESTHETICS—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and other features of the built or natural environment which contribute to a scenic public setting?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or which would substantially impact other people or properties?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc398564509][bookmark: _Toc402187889]Senate Bill 743 and CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099


On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on January 1, 2014.[footnoteRef:17] Among other provision, SB 743 amends the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics (and parking) impacts for urban infill projects.  [17: 	SB 743 can be found on-line at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743.] 



Aesthetics (and Parking) Analysis


Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, “aesthetics and parking impacts of a residential, mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet the following three criteria:


· The project is in a transit priority area;[footnoteRef:18] and  [18:  	Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines a “transit priority area” as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. ] 



· The project is on an infill site;[footnoteRef:19] and [19:  	Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines an “infill site” as a lot located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. ] 



· The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  	Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines an “employment center” as a project located on property zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area.] 



The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria because it (1) is located in proximity to several transit routes; (2) is located on an infill site that has previously been developed with industrial and commercial uses and is surrounded by areas of either recently completed or planned urban development; and (3) would be an employment center supporting a range of commercial uses, located in proximity to several transit routes, and in an urban area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ration (FAR) greater than 0.75.[footnoteRef:21] Thus, this Initial Study and the SEIR do not consider aesthetics (or parking) in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.  [21: 	San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist, TO BE COMPLETED.] 



Nevertheless, Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(2)(A) states: “This subdivision does not affect, change, or modify the authority of a lead agency to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers provided by other laws or policies.” Consequently, all applicable City urban design standards and guidelines governing the project site and proposed project, including the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and Mission Bay South Signage Plan would apply to the proposed project. Furthermore, the project would be subject to all applicable design review approvals, including Major Phase approval by OCII, and Schematic Designs for each building and private open spaces, which would consider relevant design and aesthetic issues.


Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(2)(B) states: “For the purposes of this subdivision, aesthetic impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources.” Please refer to Cultural Resources, below, for an assessment of potential project impacts on historic and cultural resources. Environmental effects of lighting on birds are addressed under Biological Resources.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: c_population]3.	POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or create demand for additional housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc398564510][bookmark: _Toc402187890]Summary of Population and Housing Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Business Activity, Employment, Housing and Population setting section characterized existing business and employment conditions that were present within the Mission Bay plan area, nearby areas, the City as a whole, and the region at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated there were approximately 95 existing establishments within the Mission Bay plan area providing jobs for an estimated 1,670 workers at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR. There were no residential units or permanent residents within the Mission Bay plan area at that time. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Business Activity, Employment, Housing and Population impacts section estimated employment by land use within the Mission Bay plan area at build-out. The Mission Bay FSEIR projected that total employment associated with the Mission Bay plan would generate approximately 30,000 jobs at build-out. Of that, uses proposed under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan were estimated to account for 30 percent of the future employment within the Mission Bay plan area; office uses would account for 29 percent; research and development would account for 22 percent; retail would account for 14 percent; and hotel, public facilities, housing and other miscellaneous uses would account for the remaining 6 percent. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated construction related to the Mission Bay plan would be a source of construction jobs for many years, estimated at an average of approximately 1,000 full-time construction jobs per year.


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that development proposed under the Mission Bay plan could displace certain existing businesses. However, it noted that virtually all remaining existing businesses operating within Mission Bay plan area at that time were either on short-term leases or on a long-term lease that would expire soon. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that most of those businesses would be able to relocate to alternative locations either elsewhere in or outside the City.


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the Mission Bay plan would create approximately 6,100 housing units and 5,900 households and increase population by 10,900 (no housing was proposed within Blocks 29-32), and create approximately 6,900 employed residents within the Mission Bay plan area at build-out. The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the housing demand created by the planned employment growth of the Mission Bay plan would exceed the housing supply proposed within the Mission Bay plan area by approximately 3,700 units. The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated this offset would be accommodated by housing elsewhere in and outside the City. The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed the potential for the plan’s jobs/housing imbalance to result in environmental impacts (e.g., transportation and air quality effects from longer commute distances), to be addressed in the corresponding sections in the FSEIR. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts to business activity, employment, housing and population from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to plan effects on population and housing.


[bookmark: _Toc402187891]Impact Evaluation


Construction Impacts


Impact PH-1: Construction of the proposed project would not induce substantial growth in the area, either directly (for example, by constructing new homes or businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure. (Less than Significant)


Project construction is estimated to last between 25 and 27 months. Several hundred construction workers would be required to construct the entire project, although the number of construction workers present on-site daily would range considerably, depending on the specific construction activities being performed and overlap between construction phases. 


San Francisco and the five-county subregion of San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Mateo Counties experienced persistently high unemployment in recent years. The construction sector was particularly affected by the 2007-2008 mortgage crisis and subsequent recession. Between 2007 and 2010, construction jobs in the five-county region declined by nearly 38,000 jobs, or about a third, over this period. However, the trend for the five counties as a whole began to reverse in 2011, with a net increase of about 520 construction jobs in the five-county region that year. Construction job growth has continued, and between 2010 and July 2014, more than 22,700 construction jobs were added in the five-county region. Therefore, as of July 2014, the net loss in construction employment in the five-county region since 2007 stands at about 15,000 jobs. 


Given the continuing population of unemployed construction workers, as well as the project being subject to OCII’s workforce development program (which includes goals to hire local workers for construction), nearly all project construction labor needs would readily be met by current residents of San Francisco and the rest of the five-county region. Therefore, the project would not result in any new significant construction-related impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified construction impacts, to population growth. Furthermore, 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 construction-related impacts to population growth associated with the proposed project. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential indirect impacts to population growth related to extension of roads or other infrastructure. However, the project would not involve the extension of roads or other infrastructure except to the project site itself, at a location already well served by roads and other infrastructure, including previously approved improvements to roads and infrastructure associated with overall Mission Bay plan development. Consequently, the construction-related indirect impacts on population growth associated with the proposed project would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant construction-related impacts to population growth, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for this impact. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce construction-related impacts to population growth. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project construction impacts to population growth are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Impact PH-2: Construction of the proposed project would not displace existing housing units or create substantial demand for additional housing. (Less than Significant)


No housing existed on Blocks 29-32 at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, and no housing was planned for the project site under the Mission Bay plan. Consequently, implementation of the Mission Bay plan did not displace any existing housing units on the project site, and the proposed project on Blocks 29-32 would not change that condition. Furthermore, there are no circumstances under which the project would be undertaken that would change that condition, and the project's impacts on displacement of housing units or creation of substantial demand for additional housing would be less than significant. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant construction-related impacts to housing demand, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for this impact. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce construction-related impacts to displacement of housing. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project construction impacts to housing demand are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. 


Impact PH-3: Construction of the proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Less than Significant)


As was anticipated by the Mission Bay FSEIR, all commercial and industrial uses that existed on the project site at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR have since been removed, and their associated businesses displaced and/or relocated to other locations. Presently, the only business operating on the project site are two metered parking lots (Lots B and E) that were developed subsequent to the removal of the prior land uses. These parking facilities use fully-automated pay stations, so no workers are required for daily lot operations. Consequently, the project is not expected to displace any on-site workers, or necessarily result in any reduction of employment for the parking company that owns and operates the parking lots, and impacts would be less than significant. 


Therefore, project construction would not result in any new significant impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified construction impacts, to displacement of people or need for replacement housing. Furthermore, 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 construction-related impacts to displacement of people or need for replacement housing associated with the proposed project. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant construction-related impacts to displacement or people or need for replacement housing, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce construction-related impacts to displacement or people or need for replacement housing. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project construction impacts to displacement or people or need for replacement housing are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Operational Impacts


Impact PH-4: Operation of the proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in the area, either directly (for example, by constructing new homes or businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure). (Less than Significant)


Table 2 summarizes the estimated permanent jobs that would result from project implementation. The Golden State Warriors staff, office and retail development, and cinema would employ an estimated 2,341 FTE workers [TO BE UPDATED/CONFIRMED] at the project site. Of these, approximately 150 FTE employees would be existing Warriors staff who are currently employed in the Bay Area (Oakland); their jobs would therefore not be considered new Bay Area employment generated by the project. Thus, about 2,191 FTE workers would be employed at new jobs attributable to the project. In addition, the jobs for day-of-game/event staff at the event center are conservatively assumed to be all new.[footnoteRef:22] Depending on the type of game/event at the event center, between 675 and 825 non-Warriors workers would be needed to staff the event center. Thus, the project would create a total of up to 3,016 new jobs.  [22:  	It is noted that a certain percentage of the day-of-game/event jobs would be expected to be relocate from existing employment at the Oracle Arena in Oakland to the proposed event center. However, because Oracle Arena would continue to serve as an event venue, and furthermore, that simultaneous events would occur at Oracle Arena and the proposed new event center, there would be a net increase in event-day employment. For purposes of a conservative analysis, all day-of-game/event jobs at the proposed event center are considered net new.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381584][bookmark: _Toc398564757][bookmark: _Toc402188558]Table 2
Project EMployment Population


			Project Component


			Existing FTE a


			New
FTE a


			Day-of-Game/Event Workers


			
Total





			Golden State Warriors Staff


			150


			105


			-- b


			255





			Event Center Non-Warriors Day-of-Game Staff


			
--


			


			
825c


			
825





			Office Staff


			--


			1,710


			--


			1,710





			Retail Staff


			--


			366


			--


			366





			Cinema Staff


			 -- 


			 10 


			 -- 


			 10 





			Subtotal FTE Employees


			150


			2,191


			


			2,341 FTE Employees





			Subtotal Day-of-Game Staff


			


			


			825


			825 Day-of Game Staff





			Total


			150


			2,191


			825


			3,166 Total Workers
(3,016 New Workers)





			NOTES:


a	FTE = full-time equivalent


b	Approximately 100 Golden State Warriors employees would work at Warriors games, however, they are accounted for in the estimate of Golden State Warriors FTE staff.


c	Non-Warriors event center staffing level for a Golden State Warriors game is assumed in this analysis; lower non-Warriors staffing levels (675 – 775 workers) at the event center are anticipated for events such as concerts, family shows, other sporting events and other rentals.


d	See text for assumptions regarding day-of-game/event workers.





SOURCE: Golden State Warriors, 2014











The estimated total 3,016 new jobs [TO BE UPDATED] created by the project would incrementally further increase the jobs/housing imbalance that was described for the Mission Bay plan area in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, similar to that discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the estimated slight increase in this offset created by the project would be accommodated by housing elsewhere in and outside the City. 


It should be noted there were 27,900 unemployed workers living in San Francisco in 2013 and 154,700 unemployed workers in the five-county region, out of a total labor force of about 487,000 and 2.35 million, respectively. The approximately 3,016 total new jobs generated by the project would represent about 0.6 percent of San Francisco’s current labor force and 0.1 percent of the labor force in the five-county region. The new jobs would represent about 10.8 percent of the unemployed labor force in San Francisco and about 1.9 percent of unemployed workers in the five-county region. These new jobs would also represent about 1.6 percent of the new jobs that are projected by ABAG to be added in San Francisco by 2040. 


Considering current unemployment levels in the City and region, and that the great majority of new jobs would not involve specialized skills, knowledge, or experience that could not be provided by individuals within the local or regional labor force, employment demand generated by project implementation is expected to be readily met by the local work force currently living in San Francisco or the five-county region. 


Given that population or employment growth that would result from operation of the proposed project is substantially less than the population and employment growth forecasted to occur in the City, and because employment generated by the project could be met by the local and regional labor force, the project impact related to direct growth inducement would be less than significant. 


Based on all these factors, project operation would not result in any new significant operational-related impacts, or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified operational impacts, to population growth. Furthermore, 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 operational-related impacts to population growth associated with the proposed project.


As discussed under Impact PH-1 regarding project construction, project operation would not involve the extension of roads or other infrastructure except to the project site itself, at a location already well served by roads and other infrastructure, including previously approved improvements to roads and infrastructure associated with overall Mission Bay plan development. Therefore the indirect impacts on population growth of project operation would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant operational-related impacts to population growth, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for this impact. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce operational-related impacts to population growth. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project operational impacts to population growth are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Impact PH-5: Operation of the proposed project would not displace existing housing units or create substantial demand for additional housing. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above under Impact PH-2, no existing housing is located at the project site, and consequently, the project would not displace any existing housing units. As discussed under Impact PH-4, it is expected that employment needs for project operations would be met by residents already living in San Francisco or the rest of the five-county region. Therefore, project implementation would not create substantial demand for additional housing, and the impact would be less than significant.


Impact PH-6: Operation of the proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (No Impact)


As described under Impact PH-3, the construction of the project would not result in a displacement of population. Given that no impact would occur, project operations would similarly have no impact related to the displacement of people. 


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on population and housing. (Less than Significant)


The geographic context for analysis of potential cumulative population and housing impacts is San Francisco. Forecasts of reasonably foreseeable future development are based on the City and County of San Francisco’s most recent Pipeline Report.[footnoteRef:23] The Pipeline Report describes the development projects that would add residential units or commercial space, applications for which have been formally submitted to the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection. Pipeline projects encompass various stages of proposed development, from applications filed to entitlements secured, building permits issued to projects under construction.[footnoteRef:24] In addition, the UCSF 2014 LRDP anticipates the addition of approximately 1.46 million gsf of new space on UCSF’s North Campus (north of 16th Street), as well as approximately 918,000 gsf on the South Campus (south of 16th Street). (UCSF projects are not included in the City’s Pipeline Report because the university is not under City jurisdiction.) [23:  	San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Pipeline Report Quarter 2, 2014, September 2014.]  [24:  	However, the Pipeline Report does not include projects undergoing preliminary Planning Department review or projections based on area plan analysis.] 



Project Construction


As discussed under Impact PH-1, project construction is expected to generate several hundred construction jobs phased over a duration of between 25 and 27 months. Because construction employment is temporary, it would not combine with past or future construction projects to contribute to a cumulative impact related to construction employment. Project construction could be occurring concurrently with a considerable amount of other construction activity within San Francisco, however. The City’s current Pipeline Report indicates that development proposals for a total of 18,482,800 square feet of commercial development and residential development totaling 50,700 units have been filed with the City, are under review, or are under construction. Some of these projects, potentially also including development pursuant to the UCSF 2014 LRDP, would be under construction at the same time as the proposed project. Despite the current robust level of construction activity in the City, however, considering the substantial job losses in the region experienced by the construction industry until recently, the construction labor force in San Francisco and the rest of the five-county region is expected to readily accommodate demand for construction labor. Therefore, the cumulative impact of project construction in combination with other concurrent construction projects within the City would be less than significant.


Project Operation


Operation of the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would add a total about 3,016 new jobs [TO BE UPDATED/CONFIRMED] at the project site, as discussed under Impact PH-4. The project would not create a residential population, and consequently would not contribute to cumulative population and related housing impacts.


ABAG provides longer-term population, housing, and employment projections for San Francisco. The current projections were prepared, with MTC, in conjunction with development of Plan Bay Area.[footnoteRef:25] Employment in San Francisco is expected to increase by 190,780 jobs between 2010 and 2040. The anticipated new commercial development discussed in the City’s pipeline report would generate approximately 43,500 net new jobs (based on an average City employee density estimates for the proposed land uses). If this development were fully built out, combined with the project’s estimated 3,016 new jobs, the cumulative employment increase would be 46,516 jobs. This would represent approximately 24 percent of employment growth estimated to occur in the City by 2040. Additional employment would be attributed to development pursuant to the UCSF 2014 LRDP—about 11,430 new jobs across all UCSF campuses. The same ABAG projections forecast that San Francisco will gain approximately 101,000 households by 2040, an increase of approximately 35 percent from the 2010 total. Given that the combined new employment would not exceed San Francisco’s currently projected planned employment and housing growth for 2040, and that the City is forecast to experience a large amount of housing growth to accommodate a portion of the new employees, the cumulative increase in employment associated with the project in combination with other foreseeable nonresidential development would not result in a significant cumulative impact on the City’s population and housing resources, and the impact would be less than significant.  [25: 	ABAG and MTC, Plan Bay Area: Final Forecast of Jobs, Population and Housing, July 2013.] 



	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: d_cultural]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|





			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: _Toc402187892]THIS SECTION TO BE REVISED AS NEEDED AFTER RECEIPT OF COMMENTS FROM EP


[bookmark: _Toc402187893]Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The cultural resources significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Visual Quality and Urban Design section and the Initial Study Cultural Resources section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


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 adjacent to but outside of the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:26] These historic architectural resources are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29-32 site. [26:  	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 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 plan, 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, this impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29-32 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 to be present within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the 19th and early 20th centuries. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay plan 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:27] 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.  [27:  	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 29-32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187894]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 event center, 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 within or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of the proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


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


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:28] 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, 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.  [28:  	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 reduce project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis 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 29-32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, 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 the 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 construction of paved surface parking lots. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:29] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [29:  	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. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187895]Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.06)


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 OCII officer or its designated representative with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) 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 OCII officer or its designated representative and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until OCII officer or its designated representative has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


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


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative for review and approval. Once approved by OCII officer or its designated representative, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and OCII officer or its designated representative shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. OCII and the Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall each 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, although the Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 replaces and implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.06, it does not infer that there would be 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.06, as implemented through 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; Less than Significant)


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, excavation for the project would encounter only artificial fill and Holocene-aged Bay Mud, and there are no unique geologic features within the site. 


The artificial fill is not naturally occurring and therefore does not likely contain significant fossil remains. There have been no vertebrate or invertebrate fossils identified in Holocene-aged sediments throughout the Bay Area, and the only plant fossils found in sediments of this age have been at Mount Lake in the Presidio.[footnoteRef:30] While Bay Mud contains some invertebrate remains such as gastropods and bivalves, these are typically not yet fossilized, not yet extinct, and are likely to occur throughout similar deposits around the bay. Such remains are therefore not considered a significant paleontological resource, and these materials are considered to have a low paleontological potential per the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology criteria.[footnoteRef:31] [30:  	University of California Museum of Paleontology Specimens, UCMP Specimen Search, http://ucmpdb.berkeley.edu/. Accessed on September 8, 2014.]  [31:  	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. Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP), Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Nonrenewable Paleontologic Resources: Standard Guidelines, http://vertpaleo.org/The-Society/Governance-Documents/Conformable-Impact-Mitigation-Guidelines-Committee.aspx. Accessed on September 8, 2014.] 



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 the proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from 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. In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, because there is a low potential to encounter paleontological resources during construction, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.


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; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address impacts associated with potential disturbance of human remains within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, to date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site, though the possibility of such a discovery cannot be entirely discounted. 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 among descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


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


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


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


Therefore, because the project would be required to comply with the regulations described above and to implement the measures specified under those regulations, impacts related to disturbance of human remains would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-CP-1: 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 impacts related to cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Other reasonably foreseeable projects within the project vicinity with the potential to contribute to cumulative, cultural resources impacts would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary, and to identify mitigation measures for any significant impacts. Cumulative impacts on cultural resources could result if the proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity, would collectively increase the potential for significant impacts, even with implementation of project-specific mitigations.


As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. Similarly, as the proposed project would have less than significant impacts on paleontological resources as described in Impact CP-3, other projects in the vicinity would also be expected to have a less than significant impact on these resources because they are all located on similar underlying geologic units (i.e., artificial fill and Bay Mud) that have low potential for presence of paleontological resources. Therefore, the cumulative impact would also be considered less than significant.


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 measures required by regulation to address human remains and 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 M-CP-2: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources (see Impact CP-2 above)


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: e_traffic]5.	TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location, that results in substantial safety risks?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Result in inadequate emergency access?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|





			f)	Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|











The SEIR will provide a summary of the transportation impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR relevant to the project site. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of transportation impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing transportation setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


With regard to the analysis of parking impacts of the proposed project, see discussion above under Aesthetics regarding Public Resources Code Section 21099. As stated above, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the identified criteria. However, because parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers, the SEIR will present a parking demand analysis for informational purposes and will consider any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the transportation analysis.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: f_noise]6.	NOISE—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			c)	Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			d)	Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			e)	For a project located within an airport land use plan area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in an area within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			f)	For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			g)	Be substantially affected by existing noise levels?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public airport, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, criteria E.6(e) and 6(f) are not applicable to the proposed project and are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


The SEIR will provide a summary of the noise impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR relevant to the project site. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of noise impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above related to a potentially substantial increase in severity of significant impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing noise setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: g_airquality]7.	AIR QUALITY—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			c)	Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			d)	Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			e)	Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address odor impacts associated with development of the Mission Bay plan. However, the proposed project would result in the construction and operation of urban land uses at the project site, similar to the types of uses completed or planned in the Mission Bay redevelopment area, and none of these uses would create or generate objectionable odors. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new or significant odor impacts, and significance criterion E.7(e) is not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


The SEIR will provide a summary of the air quality impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of air quality impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above related to a potentially substantial increase in severity of significant impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing air quality setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: h_ghg]8.	GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			








[bookmark: _Toc402187896]Summary of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as a distinct environmental topic. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187897]Impact Evaluation


Impacts associated with GHG emissions would be less than significant with compliance with San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG Reduction Strategy),[footnoteRef:32] as discussed below. [32:  	San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2010. The final document is available online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2627.] 



GHG emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate change. No single project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the global average temperature; instead, the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and future projects have contributed and will contribute to global climate change and its associated environmental impacts. 


The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has prepared guidelines and methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and determination of significant impacts from a proposed project’s GHG emissions. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 allows lead agencies to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions resulting from a project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as part of a larger plan for the reduction of greenhouse gases and describes the required contents of such a plan. Accordingly, San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco’s Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy in compliance with CEQA guidelines. The actions outlined in the strategy have resulted in a 14.5 percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2010 compared to 1990 levels, exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05,[footnoteRef:33] and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act.)[footnoteRef:34],[footnoteRef:35] [33:  	Executive Order S-3-05, sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million MTCO2E); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (estimated at 427 million MTCO2E); and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTCO2E).]  [34:  	San Francisco Department of Environment (DOE), San Francisco Climate Action Strategy, 2013 Update. The final document is available online at: http://www.sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/engagement_files/sfe_cc_ClimateActionStrategyUpdate2013.pdf ]  [35:  	The Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill 32 goals, among others, are to reduce GHGs in the year 2020 to 1990 levels.] 



The City’s local greenhouse gas reduction targets are more aggressive than the State and region’s 2020 GHG reduction targets and are consistent with the long-term 2050 reduction targets. Therefore, the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy is consistent with the goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. Proposed projects that are consistent with the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy would therefore be consistent with the goals of these plans, would not conflict with these plans, and would not exceed San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of significance. 


The following analysis of the proposed project’s impact on climate change focuses on the project’s contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Given the analysis is in a cumulative context, this section does not include an individual project-specific impact statement. 


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than Significant)


Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include GHG emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect emissions include emissions from electricity providers, energy required to pump, treat, and convey water, and emissions associated with waste removal, disposal, and landfill operations. 


The proposed project would increase the activity onsite by constructing and operating the new event center and mixed use development, with associated increases in employment and visitors to the project site. Therefore, compared to the existing conditions at Blocks 29-32, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and commercial operations that result in an increase in energy use, water use and wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. 


The proposed project would be subject to and required to comply with several regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG Reduction Strategy. The regulations that are applicable to the proposed project include the Commuter Benefits Ordinance; Emergency Ride Home Program; Transportation Demand Management Program; Jobs-Housing Linkage Program; San Francisco requirements for bicycle parking; Street Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction; San Francisco Green Building requirements for fuel efficient vehicle and carpool parking, energy efficiency, water efficiency, stormwater management, construction debris recycling, light pollution reduction, enhanced refrigeration management, and low-emitting materials; San Francisco regulations addressing backup generators; and these San Francisco ordinances: Water Efficient Irrigation, Commercial Water Conservation, Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting, and Construction and Demolition Debris. [Note to Reviewers: This list needs to be double-checked with the new EP GHG checklist, as well as specific applicability of each regulation to the proposed project.] For some programs, equivalent compliance would be achieved through compliance with the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (described in Section A, Background) and the Mission Bay South Plan Area Streetscape Master Plan.[footnoteRef:36] [36:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 2006. Mission Bay South Plan Area Streetscape Master Plan. Approved October 3, 2006. Resolution No. 137-2006.] 



These regulations, as outlined in San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions, have proven effective as San Francisco’s GHG emissions have measurably reduced when compared to 1990 emissions levels, demonstrating that the City has met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan GHG reduction goals for the year 2020. The proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy.[footnoteRef:37] Other existing regulations, such as those implemented through Assembly Bill 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project’s contribution to climate change.  [37:  	Compliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse Gas Analysis. November XX, 2014. This document is on file and available for public review as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E. ] 



Therefore, the proposed project’s GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and regulations, and thus the proposed project’s contribution to GHG emissions would not be cumulatively considerable or generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have a significant impact on the environment. As such, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. No mitigation measures are necessary. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: i_wind]9.	WIND AND SHADOW—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|











The SEIR will provide a summary of the wind and shadow impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR relevant to the project site. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of wind and shadow impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above related to a potentially substantial increase in severity of significant impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing wind and shadow setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: j_recreation]10.	RECREATION—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Physically degrade existing recreational resources?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc402187898]Summary of Recreation Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section summarized information on existing recreational uses that were present within the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified the nearest existing public recreational facility to Blocks 29-32 as Agua Vista Park (a small landscaped area and fishing pier), located southeast of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section reported that residential and commercial development proposed within the Mission Bay plan area would generate a residential and employee demand, respectively, for parks. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated 47 acres of open space was proposed within the Mission Bay plan area, of which more than 15 acres of new, non-UCSF parks and open space have been completed. Within the Mission Bay east subarea, this included an approximate 6-acre park to be developed as a bayfront linear park east of a realigned Terry A. François Boulevard (across from Blocks 30 and 32) from 16th Street north to Mission Rock Street; and a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. François Boulevard south of 16th Street. In addition, the Mission Bay plan proposed a number of bicycle and pedestrian paths to connect parks and open spaces within the Mission Bay plan area, including a 20-foot wide setback to accommodate a pedestrian path along 16th Street (adjacent to Blocks 31 and 32) between Terry A. François Boulevard and Owens Street. The FSEIR noted that in addition to the proposed public open space, private open space would be developed within the Mission Bay plan area. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the proposed areas of commercial development within the Mission Bay plan area would be located within a recommended 900 feet distance of open space. The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that all proposed residential development within the Mission Bay plan area would be located within the recommended one-quarter mile distance of neighborhood parks for passive recreation, and would be generally within that distance for active recreation uses. The Mission Bay FSEIR added that the open space would be constructed with each phase of Mission Bay development, in the amount of at least 0.46 acres of open space for each 1.0 acre of developable area until all open space is developed. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that given the open space proposed near the development in each phase, that the provision of open space over the course of the Mission Bay plan area development build-out would be adequate. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts to recreation from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to recreation.


[bookmark: _Toc402187899]Impact Evaluation


Existing Recreational Resources and Facilities


Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or otherwise result in physical degradation of existing recreational resources. (Less than Significant)


The San Francisco General Plan Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) indicates that a half mile is commonly accepted as the distance that can be comfortably walked in 10 minutes, and this distance is what most people are willing to walk to access community uses, including recreational facilities. However a 5-minute walk is more appropriate for activities that involve small children. The ROSE identifies “high needs areas” where the City should prioritize acquisition and renovation of recreational facilities based on walking distance. According to the ROSE, all of Mission Bay is within half-a-mile of passive recreational uses, and a portion of the neighborhood is within half-a-mile of active recreational uses, such as sports fields. However, much of Mission Bay is not within a quarter mile of a playground. The ROSE indicates that the planned open spaces in Mission Bay would shorten these walking distances. 


The ROSE also identified high needs areas, based on population density, concentration of children and senior citizens, household income, and areas of potential growth. Most of the Mission Bay neighborhood, including the project site, is generally identified as having a “lesser need.” Areas along the waterfront east and northeast of the project site are identified as having a lesser need or a moderate need.


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, office and retail uses, cinema, parking facilities, as well as 3.2 acres of open space areas within the approximate 11-acre project site. The increase in demand for recreational facilities generated by the project would generally be consistent with that described in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire Plan area and would be readily met by planned parks and open space areas developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, as well as by existing facilities in the project vicinity. In particular, in addition to the 3.2-acres of open space to be constructed as part of the project, future employees and visitors to the project site would have convenient access to the planned 6-acre bayfront park east of a realigned Terry A. François Boulevard (across from the project site) and a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. François Boulevard south of 16th Street. Moreover, the 3.2 acres proposed as part of the project would provide some of the planned open space in the Mission Bay area that allowed it to be classified as an area of “lesser need” in the first place. The commercial uses proposed under the project would be located within the recommended 900-foot distance of open space, pursuant to the Mission Bay Plan. Furthermore, the project would not impede residential developments under the Plan from meeting the recommended quarter-mile distance from a neighborhood-serving park. 


Therefore, the project would not substantially increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities and would not lead to physical deterioration of existing recreational resources. Project impacts on recreational resources would be less than significant, and the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than those previously identified in the FSEIR.


As described in the Mission Bay FSEIR, proposed development within the Plan area would be located within recommended distances to open space and recreational facilities, and that open space areas within the Plan area would be constructed commensurate with each phase of Mission Bay development. Since publication of the FSEIR, in general, development has evolved in the Mission Bay area consistent with this approach and no substantial changes or conditions have occurred at the project site and vicinity that would result in new or more severe impacts than those described in the FSEIR.


Therefore, impacts on existing parks and recreational facilities and on physical degradation of those resources would be less than significant.


Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities


Impact RE-2: The proposed project would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. (Less than Significant)


As described above, the proposed project would include 3.2-acres of open space, which would directly serve the project demand for recreational facilities, and would be located in proximity to planned future parks under the Mission Bay plan area. Consequently, the project would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities beyond that already included under the project and under the Mission Bay plan, and the project’s effect on new or expanded recreational facilities that might have an adverse effect on the environment would be less than significant. There have been no changes in conditions or new information available since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR that would result in new or more severe impacts than those disclosed in the FSEIR.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-RE-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative recreation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on recreational resources encompasses the recreational facilities in the Mission Bay Plan area. Based upon the analysis provided above, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact regarding substantial physical deterioration or degradation of existing recreational resources. The project could have a significant cumulative impact if the project in combination with past, present, and future projects in this area would increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or otherwise result in physical degradation of existing recreational resources. However, as a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR has addressed the cumulative impacts of overall development of the Mission Bay plan area on recreational resources, and the FSEIR identified no significant impacts to recreation from the Mission Bay plan, given that the plan includes 47 acres of public open space that has been, and will continue to be constructed in phases in tandem with development of other uses called for in the plan. Thus, based on the analysis in the FSEIR, there would be no significant adverse cumulative effects on recreational resources.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: k_utilities]11.	UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			c)	Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			d)	Have sufficient water supply available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			f)	Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			g)	Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc402187900]Summary of Utilities and Service System Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Water Supply


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section discussed water supply service to the Mission Bay plan area that existed at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR. This Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the San Francisco Water Department (which has now been incorporated as part of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission [SFPUC]) supplied water to the Mission Bay plan area, and existing water consumption in the Mission Bay plan area at that time was approximately 0.097 million gallons per day (mgd). The Mission Bay FSEIR mapped water mains that existed within the Mission Bay plan area at that time, including low pressure water lines within Third Street and 16th Street adjacent to Blocks 29-32, and bisecting Blocks 29-32 from west to east. The Mission Bay FSEIR also described the City’s Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) used for firefighting, and mapped an AWSS high pressure line within Third Street adjacent to Blocks 29-32.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 mgd of water at build-out. The Mission Bay FSEIR also described proposed water line improvements within the Mission Bay plan area proposed as part of the Mission Bay plan, including new low pressure water lines within South Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site; and recycled water (referred to in the FSEIR as "reclaimed water") lines within Third Street, South Street, Terry A. François Boulevard and 16th Street adjacent to Blocks 29‑32. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that there was adequate water supply to serve the Mission Bay plan water demand, and that with the proposed water system improvements and implementation of water conservation measures proposed as part of the plan and included as Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02g, the plan effects on water supply would be less than significant. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measure M.03, which would improve and extend the high pressure auxiliary water supply system (AWSS) within the plan area, that plan effects on emergency water supply would be less than significant.


Wastewater/Stormwater Collection and Treatment


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section described existing wastewater collection and treatment services serving the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported the existing sewage generation from the Mission Bay plan area (based on the 1990 FEIR) was approximately 0.072 mgd. The Mission Bay FSEIR also mapped sewer lines that existed within the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Blocks 29-32 site was mapped as having an existing sanitary sewer line extending south and connecting to an existing combined sewer line; existing combined sewer lines were also mapped in Third Street and 16th Street adjacent to Blocks 29-32. (see Section E.15, Hydrology and Water Quality, below, for additional information on the City’s combined sewer system and treatment plant capacity).


Mission Bay Plan Impacts at Buildout. The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay plan would generate approximately 2.5 million mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow). The Mission Bay FSEIR also described major sewer upgrades that were proposed as part of the Mission Bay plan within the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the northern portion of the Blocks 29-32 (as part of the proposed Central/Bay sub-basin) would be served by proposed separate sanitary-sewer-only and storm drainage–only lines. The southern portion of Blocks 29-32 (as part of the proposed reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin) would continue to be served by the existing combined sewer system, but augmented with additional new sewer extensions (including within 16th Street east of Illinois Street adjacent to Blocks 31 and 32). (See Hydrology and Water Quality section, below, for additional detail on the proposed Mission Bay plan sewer system improvements.) The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the plan, the Mission Bay plan would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation and stormwater flows, and Mission Bay plan effects on wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Interim Impacts during Phased Development. The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section reported that infrastructure development of the proposed separated sewer system for the Central/Bay Basin would occur with each phase, but would not necessarily be immediately operational. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that as part of the Mission Bay plan and included as Mitigation Measure M.05, all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay Basin would be conveyed to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system, to ensure potential impacts to water quality during this interim period would remain less than significant.


Solid Waste


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section estimated that at the time of preparation of the FSEIR, the Mission Bay plan area generated approximately 2,700 tons of solid waste annually at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would generate approximately 19,000 tons annually, of which between 12,000 and 9,700 tons annually would be disposed annually at Altamont Landfill assuming diversion rates of between 35 percent (1996 levels) and 50 percent (AB 939-required diversion rate for Year 2000), respectively). The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the solid waste generation estimates for the Mission Bay plan were included in the landfill capacity projections for the Altamont Landfill, and concluded that the Mission Bay plan would not substantially affect the lifespan of the landfill.


[bookmark: _Toc402187901]Impact Evaluation


Water Supply


Impact UT-1: The City's water service provider would have sufficient water supply available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, and would not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. (Less than Significant) 


A water demand memorandum prepared by the sponsor for the proposed project indicates that estimated water demand for the currently proposed development at Blocks 29-32 would be 0.094 mgd [Note to Reviewers: This demand number to be updated by project sponsor prior to publication of the Initial Study. And assuming the revised number is less than or equal to the demand that was previously approved by the SFPUC for the Piers 30-32 project (0.109 mgd), then this issue can be focused out.] as adjusted for water conservation measures as required under the Green Building Requirements in Chapter 13C of the 2010 San Francisco Building Code.[footnoteRef:38] For outdoor water use, the project would be required to comply with further water conservation measures under the San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance. These requirements specify water efficiency and conservation measures for indoor and outdoor use, including establishing standards for low flow plumbing fixtures and water efficiency standards for landscape irrigation.  [38: 	BKF Engineers, 2014. Mission Bay Blocks 29-32—Water Demand Memorandum. Technical Memorandum to Clarke Miller, Strada Investment Group from Sravan Paladugu, P.E. and Jacob Nguyen, P.E. BKF No. 20136004-20, September 03, 2014.TO BE UPDATED] 



On July 9, 2013, the SFPUC approved and adopted the Water Supply Assessment for the proposed Event Center and Mixed-Use Development Project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330.[footnoteRef:39] This Water Supply Assessment was conducted for an earlier design of the proposed project at another location in San Francisco about 1.5 miles north of the current project site. The Water Supply Assessment concluded that there are adequate water supplies to serve an estimated 0.109 mgd of water demand for the project and cumulative demands during normal years, single dry years, and multiple dry years from 2015 through 2035. The Water Supply Assessment also indicated that the demand of this project is encompassed within the overall San Francisco retail water demands being used for current water supply planning. On October 2, 1014, the SFPUC issued a subsequent letter confirming that based on the previously approved Water Supply Assessment, the water demands of the proposed project as currently proposed in Mission Bay could be met with existing water supplies. [TO BE UPDATED] [39:  	SFPUC, 2013. Water Supply Assessment for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development Project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. July 1, 2013.] 



Therefore, as confirmed by the SFPUC, existing water supplies serving the City would be sufficient to meet the projected water demand of the proposed project, and the project would not trigger the need for new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. Impacts on water supply would be less than significant, and no mitigation is necessary. 


This impact determination is similar to the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which concluded that at build-out, the entire Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 mgd of water supply from the SFPUC's regional water system. The SFPUC (referred to as the San Francisco Water Department in the FSEIR) determined at the time that there were adequate water supply resources to serve the Mission Bay plan area, provided that Mission Bay water users utilize reasonable water-conserving measures, as listed in FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.02. However, currently, compliance with the Green Building Requirements in Chapter 13C of the 2010 San Francisco Building Code would override and supersede FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.02 with respect to required water efficiency and conservation measures, and therefore FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.02 no longer applies to the proposed project.


Thus, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts on water supply than previously identified in the FSEIR. 


Since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, no substantial changes have occurred or new information has become available that would result in new or more severe impacts on water supply. However, it should be noted that the SFPUC has revised its assessment of water supply reliability since 1998, as required and documented in an urban water management plan (UWMP), which is updated every 5 years in compliance with the Urban Water Management Planning Act. The UWMP describes the SFPUC's long-term plan for its water supplies to meet the existing and future demands of its customers during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The SFPUC's current 2010 UWMP was issued in 2011,[footnoteRef:40] and the 2015 UWMP will be issued in 2016. During this interim period, the SFPUC developed a 2013 Water Availability Study[footnoteRef:41] to document the SFPUC's current and projected retail water supplies[footnoteRef:42] when compared to projected retail water demands. Future water supply sources include one recycled water project on the eastside of San Francisco, which in contrast to the assumption in the FSEIR that recycled water would be available to the plan area by 2011, is still in the planning stages, but is projected to eventually serve non-potable uses such as irrigation and toilet flushing for portions of the eastside of the City including the project site. [40:  	SFPUC, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco. June 2011]  [41:  	SFPUC, 2013. Water Availability Study for the City and County of San Francisco, May 2013.]  [42:  	The SFPUC provides water supply services to both wholesale and retail customers. The City and County of San Francisco, including the Mission Bay area, is part of SFPUC's retail customers.] 



Impact UT-2: The proposed project would not require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed in Impact UT-1, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts on water supply than previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Furthermore, the SFPUC has determined in the Water Supply Assessment, that the estimated water demand for the proposed project is already encompassed within the overall San Francisco retail water demands, for which the associated regional water treatment and transmission facilities have been established. 


Water delivery within the vicinity of the project site is provided by existing water mains located along Third and South Streets. In addition, new water mains would be installed along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, for both domestic water and recycled water, during the major phase development associated with the proposed project. Furthermore, there are several existing service laterals extending from the utility mains along South Street that can presumably be used to service the project site. Additional service laterals are proposed along 16th Street and the future Terry A. François Boulevard frontage. [Note to OCII/Project Sponsor: Please clarify who would be responsible for installation of the new water mains along 16th Street and the re-aligned Terry A. François Boulevard. Is it the Master Developer? See also next paragraph below, and confirm whether it is the project sponsor or Master Developer or both who would be responsible for coordinating with the SFPUC.]


As part of the standard permit review process, the project sponsor would be required to request a hydraulic analysis of the SFPUC water distribution system to confirm that the existing and planned water distribution system is adequate to meet the project's water distribution demands, including fire suppression system pressure and flow demands. If the existing water distribution system is inadequate to meet the project's demand, the project sponsor would be responsible for the construction of required new water mains and appurtenances. The construction of the new water mains and appurtenances would require excavation, trenching, soil movement, and other activities typical of construction of development projects in San Francisco, and similar to those activities analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the various infrastructure improvements. Activities required to install new water mains, if determined to be required, would be similar to those associated with construction of the project, and these activities would not result in new or more severe environmental impacts than those previously disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This impact determination is similar to the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, although the FSEIR also included Mitigation Measure M.03 recommending that the AWSS be extended into the project area as determined by the San Francisco Fire Department and Department of Public Works. However, since publication of the FSEIR, the SFPUC's City Distribution Division currently owns and operates the AWSS (not the San Francisco Fire Department), and a number of infrastructure improvements needed to serve the project site have already been completed, including a high pressure water main along Third Street, bordering the project site. As described above, the project sponsor would be required to request a hydraulic analysis of the SFPUC water distribution system to confirm that the existing water distribution system is adequate to meet the project's fire suppression system pressure and flow demands; and if the analysis determines the system to be inadequate, the project sponsor would be responsible for the construction of required new water mains and appurtenances. Thus, FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.03 has been superseded by the completion of the high pressure water main in Third Street and does not apply to the proposed project.


Therefore, the proposed project would not require or result in the construction of new or expanded water mains that would cause significant environmental effects, and this impact would be less than significant. The proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts associated with construction of new water facilities or pipelines than previously identified in the FSEIR


Solid Waste


Impact UT-3: The proposed project would be served by landfills with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs. (Less than Significant) 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 3, the proposed project would generate approximately 2,152 tons of solid waste per year [TO BE UPDATED BASED ON REVISED SQUARE FOOTAGES].


[bookmark: _Toc400381585][bookmark: _Toc398564758][bookmark: _Toc402188559]Table 3
Estimated Annual Project-Generated Solid Waste


			Proposed Use1


			Square Footage


			Solid Waste Generation Rate2


			Solid Waste Generation (tons/yr)





			Event Center


			710,486


			1.29 tons/1000 sf-yr


			917





			Retail/Cinema


			150,000


			2.0 lb/100 sf-d


			548





			Office


			529,210


			1 lb/100 sf-d


			688





			Total


			


			


			2,152





			NOTES:


1 	See Table 1 of this Initial Study.


2	Solid waste generation factor for the event center based on rates used in the Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & Related Development EIR, 2013. Generation rates for retail/cinema and office based on rates used in the Mission Bay FSEIR, Table L.2. Retail/Cinema assumed to operate 365 days a year; Office uses assumed to operate 260 days a year.














Since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, a number of changes have occurred with respect to solid waste disposal in the City, as described below, all of which would serve to reduce the total volume of solid waste to be disposed of in a landfill. 


In 2002, the City adopted a Zero Waste Goal, which included a 75 percent landfill diversion goal citywide by 2010 and the goal of achieving zero waste to landfill by 2020, such that all discarded materials be diverted from landfills through recycling, composting or other means. The City achieved its 75 percent landfill diversion goal by 2008 through implementation of numerous programs and efforts. In 2006, the City adopted the Construction and Demolition Waste Ordinance mandating the recycling of construction and demolition debris. Effective since 2007, the City's Food Service Waste Reduction Ordinance prohibits any establishment that serves food prepared in San Francisco from using polystyrene foam containers, and requires any containers to be either recyclable or compostable. In 2009, the City adopted a Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, which requires all San Francisco residents and commercial landlords to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash, thereby minimizing solid waste disposal and maximizing recycling.


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that total solid waste generated by development under the Mission Bay plan at buildout would be approximately 19,000 tons per year for the entire plan area. However, compliance with all of the above changes in requirements for solid waste disposal since publication of the FSEIR would reduce the volume of solid waste requiring disposal in a landfill. Thus, given these changes, it would be expected that the current annual volume of solid waste would be less than what was projected in the FSEIR, thereby reducing the severity of the impact described in the FSEIR. 


In addition, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that solid waste generated by development under the Mission Bay plan at buildout could be accommodated by the Altamont Landfill. However, the City's contract with the Altamont Landfill, which is based on volume of material disposed of, is anticipated to expire in 2015. 


The City is currently conducting solid waste planning efforts and participating in the environmental review process for a potential future landfill contract to a Recology subsidiary for shipment of solid waste by truck and rail to the Recology Ostrom Road Landfill in Yuba County. This facility currently can accept 3,000 tons per day. It has an expected closure date of 2066 with a total design capacity of more than 41 million cubic yards. The City is also conducting environmental review of a short-range plan to haul solid waste to the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County. The Recology Hay Road Landfill is permitted to accept up to 2,400 tons per day of solid waste and has capacity to accommodate solid waste until approximately 2050. 


Despite these change in circumstances relative to disposal of solid waste generated by the Mission Bay plan at buildout, the proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Compliance with the multiple City ordinances requiring reduction in solid waste for landfill disposal as well as the ongoing commitment of the City to secure a long-term landfill contract at an alternate location from the Altamont Landfill would ensure that the project would be served by landfills with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs. Furthermore, the project would be designed to achieve a LEED Gold certification, which may be achieved through commitment to specific waste-reduction measures. These actions would reduce the volume of long-term waste generated by the proposed project. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Impact UT-4: The proposed project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. (Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address compliance with solid waste regulations. However, as discussed below, potential impacts associated with this issue would be less than significant. 


The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 required municipalities to adopt an integrated waste management plan to divert 75 percent of waste by 2010. The City of San Francisco achieved a 77-percent landfill diversion rate for 2008, exceeding the plan’s goal by two years. Under Senate Bill 1016, the City’s per resident disposal target rate is 6.6 pounds per person per day (PPD), and its per employee disposal target rate is 10.6 PPD. Both of these targeted disposal rates were met, with San Francisco generating about 2.9 pounds/resident/day and about 4.4 pounds/per employee/per day.


San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06 requires a minimum of 65 percent of all construction and demolition debris to be recycled and diverted from landfills. Furthermore, the project would be required to comply with City Ordinance 100-09, the Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, which requires everyone in San Francisco to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash. The Altamont and Recology Ostrom and Hay Road Landfills are required to meet federal, state and local solid waste regulations. The proposed project would be required to adhere to these regulations. Implementation of the proposed project would not impede the City from meeting solid waste regulations, and the impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-UT-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative utilities and service systems impacts. (Less than Significant)


The geographic contexts for impacts to utilities and service systems are the service areas for the applicable service providers. The proposed project, when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development, would increase demand for water and solid waste disposal services of these providers. 


Water Supply. As described in Impact UT-1, the SFPUC has adopted a Urban Water Management Plan (2010) that addresses the future water supply needs of its entire service area, as well as a 2013 Water Availability Study that addresses the future water supply for its retail customers, primarily the City and County of San Francisco. As stated above, the SFPUC has indicated that the water supply service to the proposed development at the site has already been incorporated into its water supply planning when considering the existing and future water demands for its entire service area. Therefore, the project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on water supply.


Solid Waste. As stated above, the City and County of San Francisco intends to achieve zero waste to landfill by 2020. Increased waste generation from the project and cumulative development would be partially offset by existing San Francisco ordinances and policies regarding waste reduction. Therefore, the increased generation of solid waste from these developments would not exceed permitted landfill capacity.


As such, the proposed project would not contribute to significant cumulative impacts on water supply and solid waste utilities and service systems.


[bookmark: _Toc402187902]Issues to be analyzed in the SEIR


The impact evaluation above explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on water supply and solid waste utilities and service systems—with respect to criteria E.11 (b), (d), (f), and (g), and no further analysis is required on these subjects. However, with respect to criteria E.11(a), (b), (c), and (e) as they pertain to wastewater facilities, additional evaluation of the proposed project is necessary for both project and cumulative impacts related to wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment. In concert with the further analysis of hydrology and water quality issues, the SEIR will include a detailed analysis of:


· The potential for wastewater and/or stormwater generated by the project to result in exceedances of wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB


· The potential for wastewater and/or stormwater generated by the project to require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage facilities, the construction of which could cause environmental effects. This analysis will also discuss the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.05 regarding stormwater management.


· The potential for the project to result in a determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project demand for wastewater treatment.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: l_publicservices]12.	PUBLIC SERVICES— Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			[bookmark: _GoBack]a)	Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services such as schools, parks, or other services?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services such as fire protection or police protection?


			|X|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|











Issues related to parks, which is referred to in criterion E.12 (a), are addressed above in Section E.10, Recreation.


[bookmark: _Toc402187903]Summary of Public Services Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Fire and Police Protection


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section characterized existing fire and police protection services serving the Mission Bay plan area and surrounding area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted that there were no San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) fire stations operating within the Mission Bay plan area at that time, however, the plan area was served by up to six surrounding fire stations. The Mission Bay FSEIR also reported that the Mission Bay South area was located within the San Francisco Police Department’s Bayview District, whose police station was located over 2½ miles south of the plan area.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. 


The Mission Bay plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.06a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.06b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the new police station proposed under the Mission Bay plan would increase community involvement and lower crime rates in the Mission Bay plan area and ensure impacts to police protection services would be less than significant. Potential impacts associated with the construction and operation of the new police/fire station itself were included in the overall analysis of the Mission Bay plan in the FSEIR. 


Public Schools


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section described existing San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) school services, and noted that there were no public schools operating in the Mission Bay plan area at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section indicated the Mission Bay plan residential population would increase the demand on the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that at full build-out, the Mission Bay plan residential uses would create approximately 1,615 school-age children residing in the Mission Bay plan area, including approximately 730 students of elementary school age, and approximately 75 percent of these students would be expected to attend public schools. 


The Mission Bay plan included the transfer of land within the plan area for a new500-student elementary school to the SFUSD prior to issuance of building permits for the Mission Bay plan residential units. On this basis, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan impacts to public schools would be less than significant. Potential impacts associated with the construction and operation of the new school were included in the overall analysis of the Mission Bay plan in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined the proposed school site within the Mission Bay plan area would not be large enough to house a middle school or high school, or all of the potential new elementary school students, and consequently, that additional classroom space would need to be developed by SFUSD outside of the Mission Bay plan area, most likely for all grade levels. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded it was too speculative to identify impacts from construction of additional school facilities, although any new facilities that would be proposed by SFUSD would be subject to appropriate environmental review for site-specific physical environmental impacts.


Other Public Services


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section and Initial Study determined that Mission Bay plan effect on public health services, childcare services, library services, street maintenance services, and emergency medical services would be less than significant, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not require any mitigation measures for these topics. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187904]Impact Evaluation


Schools and Other Services


Impact PS-1: The proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for schools or other services. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project does not include any residential uses, and therefore would not increase the demand for schools. Thus, the project would have no effect on public schools. Similarly, because the project does not include any residential uses, the project's effect on demand on other services (such as public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical) would be within the assumptions analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire plan area. The project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on schools or other services than those previously identified in the FSEIR. Further, no substantial changes or conditions have occurred at the project site and vicinity that would result in new or more severe impacts than those described in the FSEIR.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-PS-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on schools or other services. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on schools and other services encompasses the Mission Bay plan area. As a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR has addressed the cumulative impacts of overall development of the Mission Bay plan area on schools and other services, and the FSEIR identified no significant impacts from the Mission Bay plan. Thus, based on the analysis in the FSEIR, there would be no significant adverse cumulative effects on schools and other services.


[bookmark: _Toc402187905]Issues to be Addressed in the SEIR


Further discussion of potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services associated with construction and operation of the event center and associated development at the project site will be included in the SEIR, including the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.06a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.06b (Provide New Engine Company). Although construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third Street and Mission Rock was completed in the summer of 2014, and satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures, the SEIR will provide a project-specific analysis of the impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services and adequacy of these mitigation measures to reduce project impacts to less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: m_biology]13.	BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			f)	Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











There are no applicable adopted habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans, or other approved habitat conservation plans that apply to the project site. Therefore, criterion E.13(f) does not apply to the proposed project, and this topic is not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


[bookmark: _Toc402187906]Summary of Biological Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The biological resources significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Initial Study Biology section and the China Basin Channel Vegetation and Wildlife section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Biology section evaluated biological resource conditions present in the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study reported that the upland portion of Mission Bay South was mostly disturbed and sparsely vegetated, and did not contain substantial numbers of mature or scenic trees. Vegetative mapping of the Mission Bay plan area included in the Mission Bay FSEIR indicates Blocks 29-32 did not contain any notable vegetative habitat. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study determined no state-listed threatened, endangered or rare plants, or rare, threatened or endangered animal species were known to occur in the upland portion of the Mission Bay plan area, as confirmed by biological field surveys. Consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant project impacts to upland plant and wildlife in the Mission Bay plan area, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to these resources.


Although not within the Blocks 29-32 vicinity, the Mission Bay FSEIR also analyzed potential impacts to aquatic and wetland habitats of China Basin Channel. The Mission Bay FSEIR China Basin Channel Vegetation and Wildlife section determined that significant impacts resulting from disturbance and removal of salt marsh wetland habitat would be mitigated to a less than significant level through preparation and implementation of a salt marsh habitat mitigation plan in accordance with the Section 404 permit process of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In addition, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that significant impacts to herring reproduction from turbidity in the water of the Channel or Bay would be mitigated to a less than significant level by avoiding construction activities affecting turbidity during the herring spawning season, and, at other times, use of shallow-draft tugboats and barges with enforced speed limits and implementing a plan for minimizing turbidity during removal of existing piles.


Please see also, Hydrology and Water Quality, below, for discussion of potential Mission Bay plan effects on aquatic biota from treated wastewater and stormwater discharge, and sediment; and Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for a discussion of potential Mission Bay plan effects on aquatic biota from the presence of chemicals in construction dust.


[bookmark: _Toc402187907]Impact Evaluation


Special Status Species


Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any special status species. (Less than Significant)


A qualified biologist conducted a site reconnaissance on August 28, 2014. The reconnaissance visit consisted of a pedestrian survey within the project site’s boundary and visual observations of the adjacent environments to identify suitable habitat or supportive communities for special-status[footnoteRef:43] plant and wildlife species. General habitat conditions were noted and incidental species observations were recorded. Prior to the reconnaissance survey, a review of database queries was conducted for special-status species occurrences documented in the regional project vicinity (i.e. San Francisco County, San Francisco North and San Francisco South 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey quadrangles) including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW[footnoteRef:44]) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Lists compiled of sensitive plant and animal species from these databases document 34 sensitive plant species and 41 animal species within the regional vicinity of the project site. Of these 75 special-status species, none were determined to have a moderate or high potential to occur on the proposed project site due to the lack of suitable habitat or supportive vegetation communities which these species require for sustained use (see Appendix A of this Initial Study).  [43: 	The term “special-status” species includes those species that are listed and receive specific protection defined in federal or state endangered species legislation, as well as species not formally listed as Threatened or Endangered, but designated as “Rare” or “Sensitive” on the basis of adopted policies and expertise of state resource agencies or organizations, or local agencies such as counties, cities, and special districts. A principal source for this designation is the California “Special Animals List”.]  [44: 	The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) changed its name on January 1, 2013 to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). In this document, references to literature published by CDFW prior to Jan. 1, 2013 are cited as ‘CDFG, [year]’. The agency is otherwise referred to by its new name, CDFW.”] 



The project site is located in a dense urban setting and currently does not contain desirable habitat that could support sensitive species. The project site currently contains two paved parking lots in the north and west portions of the site, and the remainder of the site consists of an undeveloped ruderal lot largely covered in gravel and surrounded by chain link fencing. Vegetation within the ruderal lot is sparse and dominated by non-native annual grasses and opportunistic weedy species which thrive in such ruderal environments and include, foxtail brome (Bromus madritensis), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft brome (Bromus hordeaceus), Italian rye grass (Festuca perennis), rattail sixweeks grass (Festuca myuros), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), pampas grass (Cortaderia jubata), bristly ox tongue (Helminthotheca echioides), black mustard (Brassica nigra), stinkwort (Dittrichia graveolens), white sweetclover (Melilotus albus), cut leaf plantain (Plantago coronopus), and cheeseweed (Malva parviflora). Native prostate coyote bush (Baccharis pilularis) was also prevalent throughout the site. Birds commonly found in such areas with limited habitat value are seed-eating and include non-native species such as English sparrow (Passer domesticus) and European starling (Sturnus vulgaris) as well as birds native to the area, including house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), lesser goldfinch (Spinus psaltria), Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), and rock pigeon (Columba livia). Evidence of Canada goose (Branta canadensis) is present on the site.


As discussed in the Section A, Project Description, on the project site, immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B, is a depression (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by excavation and backfill associated with prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. Site reconnaissance revealed the deepest part of the excavation within this area contains standing water with a mixture of ruderal vegetation described above, and wetland plants, including alkali bullrush (Bolboschoenus maritimus), brass buttons (Cotula coronopifolia), fat-hen (Atriplex prostrata), and saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), present around its perimeter. The standing water appears to be of low quality as evidenced by large areas of floating algal plant mats though still supportive of common wildlife as evidenced by a snowy egret (Egretta thula) hunting at the water’s edge and a black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans) sallying insects from a vegetative perch. These features are discussed in further detail under Impact BI-3. 	Comment by Chris Kern: Does the presence of algal mats really indicate low water quality? 


Based on the data above and similar to the conclusions of the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire plan area, the proposed project would not have a substantial affectadverse effect on special status species due to the lack of suitable habitat, as summarized in Appendix A. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Thus, the project would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to special-status species.


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site contained several buildings and facilities and was noted as lacking any notable vegetative habitat, with no state-listed threatened, endangered or rare plants, or rare, threatened or endangered animal species known to occur in the upland portion of the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site. Subsequent to that time, the project site has been subject to building removal, grading, excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and utilities on portions of the site. Other than the creation of the depression as a result of remediation actions, no other changes in the site since the preparation of the FSEIR have altered the characteristics of the site in relation to biological habitat. These changes in conditions on the project site have not altered the fact that the site provides no suitable habitat for any sensitive or special-status species as confirmed through the reconnaissance survey and database review of special-status species occurrences within the vicinity of the project site. In addition, there have been no substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project would be undertaken, nor has any new information become available that will result indemonstrates new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.


On the basis 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 special status species. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts to special-status species. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts to special-status species are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Sensitive Natural Communities


Impact BI-2: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations. (No Impact)


As described in Impact BI-1, above, the project site currently does not contain riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, which is consistent with the description in the Mission Bay FSEIR of no notable vegetative habitat in the project area. Thus, the project would have no impact on any riparian or other sensitive natural community. No changes in conditions at the project site or any new information has become available that would result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project with respect to sensitive natural communities.


Wetlands


Impact BI-3: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or navigable waters as defined in Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. (Less than Significant)


As described above in Impact BI-3, the deeper excavation and surrounding shallow depressions within the project site are features that exhibit the hydrology and vegetation characteristics of wetlands. Hydric soil is presumed present due to the year-round inundation and presence of obligate wetland plants. The deeper excavation is at a sufficient depth to intersect groundwater and a review of aerial imagery reveals water within the deeper excavation year round, while the shallow depressions appear to be seasonally wetted.[footnoteRef:45] Vegetation composition within the deeper excavation differ from the upland, ruderal portions of the site and include several species that commonly occur in wetlands such as alkali bulrush, brass buttons, and fat-hen. Vegetation within the shallow depressions included a combination of saltgrass and Bermuda grass which can be found in both upland and wetland communities. 	Comment by VWise: Right number/reference?  [45:  	Google aerial imagery.] 



The jurisdictional status of the deeper excavation and surrounding shallow depressions has not been determined. This topic was addressed in a technical report prepared by the project sponsor’s biological consultant[footnoteRef:46], which discussed the origin of these features and how they conform to criteria for jurisdiction under the federal Clean Water Act. The report concluded that the noted features may be exempt from regulatory jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act due to their creation incidental to construction activities[footnoteRef:47], even if they meet some technical criteria for jurisdictional wetlands. Specifically, the report states that the deeper excavation and shallow depressions within the project site may fall under the following exemption: 	Comment by VWise: Chris, we previously agreed that ESA would write its own short memo on this issue.  Shouldn’t we cite that memo as well?   [46:  	WRA, 2014. Construction Related Depressions at Golden State Warriors Mission Bay Site, San Rafael, CA. Prepared for Golden State Warriors, October 1. ]  [47:  	The report discusses that under Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Order R2-2005-0028, a portion of the project site underwent construction activities associated with the remediation of hazardous materials. The report describes that following excavation of the portion of the project site subject to remediation activities in 2005 and 2006, groundwater monitoring was required by the RWQCB between 2007 and 2013 to ensure the affected area met applicable standards for remediation. The report notes that partial backfilling of the excavated area occurred during the period of groundwater monitoring of the project site, however, a proposal to develop an office building with partial basement on the project site (that would have necessitated re-excavation of backfill materials from the excavation area), and unfavorable economic conditions, halted further backfilling of the excavated area. Based on post-remediation groundwater monitoring, RWQCB issued Order No. R2-2014-0022 attaining site closure.] 



“Water-filled depressions created in dry land incidental to construction activity and pits excavated in dry land for the purpose of obtaining fill, sand, or gravel unless and until the construction or excavation operation is abandoned and the resulting body of water meets the definition of waters of the United States.”[footnoteRef:48] [48: 	Preamble to the CWA Regulations (33 CFR Parts 320 through 330), published in the Federal Register on November 13, 1986 (51 Fed. Reg. 41206):] 



Alternatively, because it the excavation meets the geographic definition of wetlands (i.e.,contains ponded water and support wetlands plants), and because the apparent hydrological connection to groundwater and possibly to San Francisco Bay could be interpreted as a significant nexus with the Traditional Navigable Waters of the Bay, the excavation feature could be determined to be waters of the U.S. and/or waters of the state. Isolated, seasonally ponded areas, even if artificially created, could also be determined to be waters of the state under the San Francisco RWQCB’s Basin Plan as they can provide beneficial cover or foraging habitat for wildlife.[footnoteRef:49]	Comment by Chris Kern: Per above description, portions of the site are ponded year round. [49: 	California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 2013. Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the San Francisco Bay Basin. Oakland, CA.] 



Irrespective of jurisdictional status, elimination of the onsite depression features as a result of project implementation would not be considered a significant or adverse impact on biological resources. The overall value of Blocks 29-32 to support or sustain wildlife is limited due to the sparse and ruderal nature of onsite vegetation, as well as the site’s location in a densely urbanized environment. While several avian bird species were observed foraging and hunting onsite, these species are common to San Francisco and would continue to be supported by vegetation communities and water features found in the project vicinity. In addition, the project would include landscaping and open space which would offer similar benefits of foraging and cover habitat to urban-adapted wildlife. Because the excavation depressions on the site are small, isolated features resulting from recently completed hazardous materials remediation activities and are surrounded by paved areas and urban development, these features do not provide the important biological habitat functions and values that are typically associated with federally protected wetlands. As such, the proposed removal of these features would not constitute a significant adverse impact on wetland habitat resources.


In the event that regulatory agencies determine that one or more of these features are jurisdictional, as part of the permitting process they would may require mitigation to achieve “no net loss” of the function and values of the features. To achieve this performance standard, the following mitigation options could be implemented as compensation for project-related impacts to jurisdictional waters: 


· Purchase of appropriate amount of credits at an approved wetlands mitigation bank;


· Payment into an approved in-lieu fee program to preserve or restore wetlands in the same watershed; or


· Provision of off-site mitigation.


The discussion above is consistent with the conclusions of the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire plan area. The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on identified federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, or navigable waters as defined in Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, or beneficial uses of wetlands according to the Basin Plan. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Thus, the project would not result in any new significant impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to wetlands.


Wildlife


Impact BI-4: The proposed project could interfere substantially with the movement of native resident or migratory wildlife species resident or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address the issue of migratory wildlife species. However, as discussed below, potential impacts associated with this issue would be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of standard mitigation measures. 


Breeding Birds. Migratory and resident birds which breed locally in San Francisco have the potential to nest in shrub vegetation observed within the project site. While overall habitat is of marginal quality due to its urban context and disturbed soils, the composition of non-native vegetation can be attractive to seed eating birds, and the presence of native coyote bush, alkali bulrush and non-native pampas grass can provide cover and nesting substrate for smaller passerine species. Migratory birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and native resident nongame birds and their nests are protected from take under the California Fish and Game Code. Breeding birds which may nest within the project site could be adversely affected by project construction. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, would avoid disrupting or destroying active nests which could occur within the proposed project site during bird breeding season, and would reduce this impact to less than significant.


Avian Collisions with Buildings and Night Lighting. The project site is located within the Pacific Flyway along the western shoreline of San Francisco Bay. The waters of the Bay provide valuable stopover habitat for migratory birds. Open space, even in highly urbanized areas, creates potential bird habitat, and open space such as the open Bay in proximity to the proposed new buildings may increase the risk of bird collisions over that posed by existing structures, particularly from large amounts of reflective or artificially lighted surfaces. Many bird collisions are induced by artificial night lighting. The tendency of birds to move towards lights at night when migrating, and their reluctance to leave the sphere of light influence for hours or days once encountered, has been well documented.[footnoteRef:50] Development of the proposed project would increase the amount of light and glare generated at the project site and vicinity, including from building facades, internal night lighting sources visible through windows of building exteriors, new streetlights and pedestrian lights within and adjacent to the site, nighttime lighting of building exteriors and signs, potential video screens, and headlights from project-generated traffic.  [50: 	Gauthreaux, S.A., Belser, C.G., 2006, Effects of Artificial Night Lighting on Migrating Birds, In: Rich, C. and Longcore, T., Ecological Consequences of Night Lighting, Island Press, Covelo, CA, pp. 67–93.] 



Similar to the conclusion reached for the Bay Bridge Lighting project,[footnoteRef:51] due to the surrounding urban setting, the proposed project is not expected to appreciably increase the overall amount of lighting along the San Francisco waterfront as a whole (considering existing nighttime lighting conditions within Mission Bay, at AT&T Park and other shoreline locations). In addition, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. Nevertheless, given the preliminary nature of the project development, it cannot be concluded at this time that the proposed project building and associated lighting design would not have the potential to negatively affect birds. [51: 	H.T. Harvey and Associates. 2012. Final Assessment of the Potential Impacts of the Bay Bridge Lighting Project on Birds and Fish (HTH #3305-01). Letter report to Meryka Plumer, David J. Powers & Associates, Inc., 5 April, 2012.] 



The San Francisco Planning Department adopted Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings in 2011, adding Planning Code Section 139.[footnoteRef:52] These standards guide the use and types of glass and façade treatments, wind generators and grates, and lighting treatments. The standards include requirements for bird-safe glazing and lighting in structures or at sites that represent a hazard to birds. While development within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, is not subject to the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings or Planning Code Section 139, given the preliminary nature of the project design, and the remaining potential for the proposed building and/or lighting design to result in potential bird hazards, implementation of the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings and Planning Code Section 139 for the proposed project is formalized as a mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b, Bird Safe Building Practices).  [52: 	San Francisco Planning Department, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, available: http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/
publications_reports/bird_safe_bldgs/Standards%20for%20Bird%20Safe%20Buildings%20-%2011-30-11.pdf., 2011.] 



With implementation Mitigation Measures M-BI-4a, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, and M‑BI-4b, Bird Safe Building Practices, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts on resident or migratory bird species than those identified in the FSEIR. 


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a: Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds


To the extent practicable, vegetation removal and grading of the site in advance of new site construction shall be performed between September 1 and January 31 in order to avoid breeding and nesting season for birds. If these activities cannot be performed during this period, a preconstruction survey of onsite vegetation for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. 


In coordination with the OCII or its designated representative, pre-construction surveys of onsite vegetation shall be performed during bird breeding season (February 1 – August 31) no more than 14 days prior to vegetation removal, grading, or initiation of construction in order to locate any active passerine nests within 250 feet of the project site and any active raptor nests within 500 feet of the project site. Surveys shall be performed in accessible areas within 500 feet of the project site and include suitable habitat within line of sight as access is available. If active nests are found on either the project site or within the 500-foot survey buffer surrounding the project site, no-work buffer zones shall be established around the nests. Buffer distances will consider physical and visual barriers between the active nest and project activities, existing noise sources and disturbance, as well as sensitivity of the bird species to disturbance. Modification of standard buffer distances, 250 feet for active passerine nests and 500 feet for active raptor nests, will be determined by a qualified biologist in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). No vegetation removal or ground-disturbing activities including grading or new construction shall occur within a buffer zone until young have fledged or the nest is otherwise abandoned as determined by the qualified biologist. 


If construction work during the nesting season stops for 14 days or more and then resumes, then nesting bird surveys shall be repeated, to ensure that no new birds have begun nesting in the area.


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b: Bird Safe Building Practices


The project sponsor shall design and implement the project consistent with the San Francisco Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings and Planning Code Section 139. 


Biological Resources Polices or Ordinances


Impact BI-5: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. (Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential conflicts or compliance with local policies or ordinance protection biological resources. However, as discussed below, potential impacts associated with this issue would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Therefore, there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the FSEIR. 


The City’s Urban Forestry Ordinance protects San Francisco’s street trees, significant trees and landmark trees regardless of species. There are no mature trees within the project site, including landmark trees, significant trees, or street trees. Although the Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address this issue, this impact would be less than significant because no tree removal is proposed as part of the project. Furthermore, the project would not preclude the ability of the City to plant trees in a sidewalk or public right-of-way along the project site perimeter, and the project would not conflict with this ordinance. There are no other applicable local policies or ordinances that apply to this site.


Thus, the project would not conflict with applicable local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-BI-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on biological resources. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on biological resources encompasses the species occurrences, habitats, and sensitive natural communities within the regional vicinity of the project site, including the portion of the Pacific Flyway along the City's Bay shoreline. Cumulative impacts are considered in the context of past, present and reasonably foreseeable project in this area—such as those listed above under Approach to Analysis—that could contribute to impacts on biological resources. 


As described above in Impacts BI-1, BI-2, BI-3, and BI-4, the project site currently consists of either paved or undeveloped ruderal areas, with one notable depressed area containing some standing water, and overall habitat supportive of sensitive wildlife and plants is of marginal quality. With the exception of birds, the project, like other projects within the City's urbanized waterfront area, would have little or no potential to affect sensitive plants or wildlife, and therefore would not contribute to cumulative impacts on biological resources in the project area.


The proposed project could potentially result in adverse effects on various bird species through disruption of nests, collisions with buildings, or disorientation from night lighting. These impacts, in combination with other projects along the San Francisco waterfront, could potentially result in cumulative impacts to birds. However, other projects in San Francisco would be subject to the same environmental review requirements to provide mitigation for birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Department of Fish and Game Code. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BI-4a, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, and M-BI-4b, Bird Safe Building Practices, would not only reduce the project's impacts to less than significant, it would also reduce the project's contribution to any cumulative impact to less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: n_geology]14.	GEOLOGY AND SOILS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			i)	Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.)


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			ii)	Strong seismic ground shaking?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			iii)	Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			iv)	Landslides?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18‑1‑B of the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or property?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			f)	Change substantially the topography or any unique geologic or physical features of the site?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address having soils capable of supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste disposal systems. However, the proposed event center and other proposed developments would connect to the combined sewer system, and would not use septic tanks or other on-site land disposal systems for sanitary sewage. Therefore, criterion E.14(e) is not applicable to the proposed project.


[bookmark: _Toc402187908]Summary of Geology and Soils Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The geology and soils significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Seismicity section and the Initial Study Geology/Topography section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity setting section characterized existing soil and geologic conditions in the Mission Bay plan area, and discussed existing seismic and geologic hazards. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the Mission Bay plan area is underlain by artificial fill, silty clay (Bay Mud), sandy alluvium, and stiff marine Old Bay Clay that overly the Franciscan bedrock located at depth of 30 to 130 feet below sea level. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted the Mission Bay plan area is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, but is within a Seismic Hazards Zone for liquefaction as defined in the City’s Community Safety Element.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impacts section indicates the Mission Bay plan area is susceptible to earthquake-related groundshaking that would be strong enough to damage buildings and infrastructure, and could cause associated ground failure, such as liquefaction, all of which pose risks of injury or loss of life to people in or near the affected structure. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted that the San Francisco Building Code would require seismically-resistant construction in the Mission Bay plan area to reduce risks to people and structures during earthquakes. The Building Code requires that all new development in the Mission Bay plan area be preceded by special site-specific investigations to determine the type and degree of hazards present, and include site-specific modeling to accurately estimate seismic forces that could act on a structure. In accordance with the Building Code, the resultant measures must be incorporated into the plans and specifications for a building to ensure an appropriate engineering design that would ameliorate the identified seismic hazards. To address the potential for liquefaction-related damage, the Mission Bay FSEIR noted that the major structures within the Mission Bay plan area would be constructed on foundations supported by piles driven into competent geologic materials such as dense sands, stiff clays, or bedrock. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that compliance with the Building Code and construction of pile-supported structures would reduce seismic hazards to an acceptable level.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impacts section also notes that concrete piles are commonly used to penetrate the artificial fill and Bay Mud and that a sulfate-resistant mix of cement would be used to protect the concrete and reinforcing steel from the corrosive effects of the fill and young Bay Mud. To ensure compliance with this, the FSEIR includes Mitigation Measure H.07 requiring testing of the soil for sulfate and chloride content. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Geology/Topography section reported that there are no known unique geologic features in the Mission Bay plan area. The FSEIR Initial Study estimated that up to 300,000 cubic yards of fill would be added to the Mission Bay plan area over the course of construction; this included the proposed addition of between 1 and 1.5 feet of new fill in low spots east of Third Street. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study determined that this additional fill would cause no substantial change in the largely flat character of the site’s topography. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded the Mission Bay plan’s effect on changes in topography and unique geologic features would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Geology/Topography section concluded that the potential for settlement when a new structure is constructed is high because of the irregular nature of the artificial fill used to create the underlying land and the compressibility of the underlying Bay Mud. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported the alluvium, Old Bay Clay, and Franciscan Bedrock underlying these units are more competent and suitable for foundation support. The Initial Study concluded that utilizing foundations with piles supported in these materials would ameliorate the effects of settlement once the structure is constructed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187909]Impact Evaluation


Earthquake and Landslide Hazards


Impact GE‐1: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, seismically-induced ground failure, or landslides. (Less than Significant)


The preliminary geotechnical evaluation for the project[footnoteRef:53] identified similar geologic materials to those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, including artificial fill, young Bay Mud, dense sands of the Colma Formation, and Old Bay Clay that overly the Franciscan Bedrock encountered at a depth of 32 to 130 feet beneath the project site. As analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, no active faults cross the project site so the potential for fault rupture is low. The structures proposed under the project would be subject to strong groundshaking in the event of an earthquake on one of the regional faults, and the site is also located in a liquefaction potential zone identified by the California Department of Conservation under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990. However, as determined in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be less than significant with implementation of a site-specific geotechnical investigation and seismic analysis, and incorporation of the recommendations in these studies into the building design as required by the California and San Francisco Building Codes. The proposed structures would be supported on piles driven into competent materials beneath the artificial fill and young Bay Mud. [53:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.] 



Potential hazards associated with lateral spreading and seismically-induced settlement in the event of a major earthquake were not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, for the proposed project, these effects would also be addressed through implementation of site-specific geotechnical studies and adherence to the California and San Francisco Building Codes. On the basis of the preliminary geotechnical evaluation for the project,[footnoteRef:54] recommended measures for addressing these effects include improving the soil to resist liquefaction and lateral spreading as well as use of flexible utility connections, utility hangers, and hinged slabs to address differential settlement. The Mission Bay FSEIR also did not discuss the potential for earthquake-induced landslides. However, the project site is relatively flat and is not located in a landslide-potential zone identified by the California Department of Conservation under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990.[footnoteRef:55] Therefore, there is no project impact related to earthquake-induced landslides.  [54:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.]  [55:  	California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. State of California Seismic Hazard Zones, City and County of San Francisco, Official Map, November 17, 2000.] 



As indicated by the project-specific geotechnical evaluation, no substantial changes have occurred nor has new information become available that would result in new or more severe project impacts related to seismic hazards including fault rupture, seismic groundshaking, seismically induced ground failures, or landslides. No new or different mitigation measures or alternatives would be required to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.


Erosion or Loss of Top Soil


Impact GE‐2: The project would not result in substantial erosion or loss of top soil. (Topic Partially Analyzed Previously; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed erosion impacts relevant to the project site but not impacts related to loss of top soil. However, both impacts would be less than significant, as described below.


Erosion


Soil movement for foundation excavation could create the potential for wind- and water-borne soil erosion during construction site. However, the project site is relatively flat; therefore, substantial erosion and loss of soil would not be expected to occur during site preparation and construction.


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed erosion impacts in the Hydrology and Water Quality section under construction activity pollutants. As discussed below in Section E.15, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Initial Study (Impact HY-1), project construction would be required to comply with the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ (Construction General Stormwater Permit). This permit, adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board in 2009 subsequent to publication of the FSEIR, requires implementation of erosion and sedimentation controls for construction activities associated with ground disturbance. Once the project is constructed, the entire project site would be covered with structures, paved areas, or landscaping and the potential for erosion would be low. Therefore, impacts related to soil erosion during and after construction would be less than significant. 


The project would not result in new or more severe significant impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. No new or different mitigation would be required. 


Loss of Top Soil


Top soil is a fertile soil horizon that typically contains a seed base. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address loss of top soil. However, the project site was previously built out with commercial and industrial uses which have since been removed, and the site has been subject to subsequent grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities. Prior development and other ground disturbance would have involved removal of any top soil on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact related to loss of top soil. 


Settlement


Impact GE-3: The project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the project. (Topic Partially Analyzed Previously; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed settlement issues related to differential settlement of the underlying geologic materials that are relevant to the project site, but it did not address impacts related to settlement associated with excavation or dewatering. However, these impacts would all be less than significant, as described below.


Differential Settlement


Similar to the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Geology/Topography section, the proposed project could result in settlement once the project is constructed due to differential settlement of the artificial fill and compressibility of the Bay Mud. However, as part of the project and similar to the discussion in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the proposed event center and other proposed buildings and structures would be constructed with a foundation using piles supported in dense sands of the Colma Formation or in bedrock of the Franciscan Complex. The project would be designed in accordance with the recommendations of the site-specific geotechnical investigation that would be required under the California and San Francisco Building Codes. Furthermore, no substantial changes have occurred at the project site or new information become available that would result in new or more severe impacts related to settlement. On the basis 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 related to settlement, and no new mitigation measures or alternatives are required to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.


Settlement due to Excavation or Dewatering


Construction of the proposed project could also induce ground settlement as a result of excavation for construction of subsurface parking, construction dewatering, and heave during installation of piles. Following completion of construction, permanent, long-term dewatering would not be required. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address settlement as a result of these activities. Therefore, these potential settlement effects are described below, followed by San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (DBI) established procedures which would ensure that unstable conditions do not result from project construction.


Excavation. Construction of proposed subsurface facilities, including but not limited to, below-grade event center features and underground parking, could require excavation to depths of 8 to 25 feet [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED] below ground surface, and isolated deeper excavation could be required at the building cores. During excavation, artificial fill and Bay Mud would be removed and the surrounding soils could become unstable, potentially causing settlement of adjacent structures, including buildings, sidewalks, streets, and utilities. However, the project would be required to comply with the California and San Francisco Building Codes' specifications for shoring, such as conventional soldier pile and lagging, a deep soil mixed cutoff wall,[footnoteRef:56] or rigid and water‐tight internally braced secant walling.[footnoteRef:57] Implementation of these required measures would prevent this soil from becoming unstable. [56:  	A deep mixed soil cutoff wall is constructed by advancing augers or a cutting tool and pumping cement through the tips of the auger or cutting tool during drilling. The cement is mixed with the soil in place, forming a solidified column or panel of soil and cement that provides stability to the excavation sidewall and restricts groundwater inflow to the excavation.]  [57:  	A secant wall, in simplified form, is built by drilling a series of holes and filling them with concrete, resulting in a continuous series of concrete cylinders that form a water-tight barrier that retains soil behind it.] 



Further, the DBI would require a monitoring program utilizing an inclinometer to monitor for movement at the face of the excavation. The monitoring program would include a baseline survey and frequent surveying of the excavation as construction progresses to evaluate the effects of construction and ensure that the soil does not become unstable. DBI would review the final building plans and determine if an excavation monitoring plan would be required.


Construction Dewatering. Groundwater at the project site is relatively shallow (encountered at a depth of about 6½ feet to 7 feet below ground surface). Therefore, the proposed 25-foot excavation depth would extend approximately 18 feet [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED] beneath the groundwater table, and there is the potential for substantial water inflow into the excavation during construction, which would requiring dewatering to maintain dry construction conditions. Dewatering could potentially result in settlement of adjacent structures, including buildings, sidewalks, streets, and utilities. Although a water tight shoring system such as a deep soil mixed cutoff wall or secant walling could be used during excavation for structures, dewatering of excavations for installation of utilities and compaction of soil could be required. To address the potential for settlement as a result of excavation dewatering, DBI could require a site-specific dewatering plan to identify necessary measures to minimize the risk of settlement. DBI would review the final building plans and determine if a dewatering plan would be required.


Discharge of any groundwater removed during construction dewatering would also be subject to requirements of the City’s Sewer Use Ordinance (Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code; added by Ordinance No. 19-92, amended by Ordinance No. 116-97), as supplemented by Department of Public Works Order No. 158170, requiring a permit from the Wastewater Enterprise Collection System Division of the SFPUC. A permit may be issued only if an effective pretreatment system is maintained and operated. The permit for discharge would specify water quality standards and may require the project sponsor to install and maintain meters to measure the volume of the discharge to the combined sewer system. 


In addition, if the subsequent project‐specific geotechnical investigation determines that dewatering wells would likely be needed to draw the groundwater down below the planned depths of excavation, any dewatering wells would be subject to the requirements of the City’s Soil Boring and Well Regulation Ordinance (Article 12B of the Health Code; added by Ordinance No. 113‐05), requiring a project sponsor to obtain a permit from the Department of Public Health prior to constructing a dewatering well. A permit may be issued only if the project sponsors use construction practices that would prevent the contamination or pollution of groundwater during the construction or modification of the well or soil boring.


Heave as a Result of Pile Driving. The proposed event center and other proposed buildings and structures would be supported by foundations using piles. The piles may be drilled or driven into place, and the appropriate installation method would be determined on the basis of the site-specific geotechnical investigation implemented in accordance with the California and San Francisco Building Codes. In addition, noise and vibration concerns could limit the use of driven piles. 


If driven piles are used, pile driving during project construction may cause the ground to heave up to several inches, and the heave could adversely affect adjacent structures. To address this, the DBI may require a preconstruction survey and monitoring during pile driving. DBI would review the final building plans and determine if a preconstruction survey and subsequent monitoring would be required to address the potential for heave.


DBI Requirements. DBI would require a site‐specific geotechnical report for the project prior to issuing a building permit, and would review the report to ensure that the potential settlement effects of excavation, pile driving, and dewatering are appropriately addressed in accordance with Section 1704.15 of the San Francisco Building Code. DBI would also require that the report include a determination as to whether a lateral movement and settlement survey should be done to monitor any movement or settlement of surrounding buildings and adjacent streets during construction. If a monitoring survey were recommended, DBI would require that a Special Inspector be retained by the project sponsor to perform this monitoring. Groundwater observation wells could be required to monitor potential settlement and subsidence during dewatering.


If, in the judgment of the Special Inspector, unacceptable movement were to occur during construction, corrective actions would be used to halt this settlement. Groundwater recharge could be used to halt settlement due to dewatering. Further, DBI would review the final building plans and determine if additional site‐specific reports would be required.


With implementation of the recommendations provided in project‐specific detailed geotechnical study, subject to review and approval by DBI, and monitoring by a DBI Special Inspector (if required), impacts related to the potential for settlement and subsidence due to construction on soil that is unstable, or could become unstable as a result of such construction, would be less than significant.


Problematic Soils


Impact GE‐4: The project would not create substantial risks to life or property as a result of location on expansive soils or other problematic soils. (Topic Partially Analyzed Previously; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed issues related to corrosive soils, but it did not address impacts related to expansive soils. However, these impacts would all be less than significant, as described below.


Corrosive Soils


The event center and other proposed buildings and structures would be constructed with foundations supported on concrete piles driven into competent geologic materials beneath the artificial fill and young Bay Mud. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR stated that a sulfate-resistant mix of cement would be used to protect the concrete and reinforcing steel from the corrosive effects of the fill and young Bay Mud. To ensure compliance with this, the Mission Bay FSEIR includes Mitigation Measure H.07 requiring testing of the soil for sulfate and chloride content.


However, the site-specific geotechnical investigation conducted in accordance with the California and San Francisco Building Codes would address the potential for corrosion of the concrete piles where they are in contact with the artificial fill and young Bay Mud, and would include specifications for the concrete to ensure that the piles would not be adversely affected by corrosion.


Therefore, this impact is adequately addressed by the existing building code and implementation of Mitigation Measure H.07 of the Mission Bay FSEIR is no longer necessary to reduce impacts related to corrosive soil to a less-than-significant level.


Expansive Soils


Expansive soils are typically very fine grained with a high to very high percentage of clay. They are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume change (i.e., to shrink and swell) due to variations in soil moisture content which typically result from factors such as rainfall, landscape irrigation, utility leakage, and roof drainage. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address the effects of expansive soil on newly constructed structures. However, the presence of expansive soils is not an issue at the project site because the artificial fill beneath the site is sandy and would not be expansive, and because the young Bay Mud beneath the site is generally below the groundwater table, and thus is permanently saturated. Further, any backfill materials used for the project would have a low expansion potential in accordance with the recommendations of the geotechnical report for the project, completed in accordance with the California and San Francisco Building Codes. Therefore, impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant.


Topography or Unique Geologic Features


Impact GE-5: The project would not substantially change the topography or any unique geologic or physical feature of the project site. (Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study reported that there are no unique geologic features in the Mission Bay plan area and that the addition of limited amounts of new fill in low spots east of Third Street would not result in a substantial change in topography. Similarly, the project site is generally flat and there are no unique topographic, geologic, or physical features within the site. Construction of the proposed project would not involve the placement of fill and would not alter the topography of the site. No changes have occurred at the project site or new information has become available that would affect this impact. Therefore, the project would not result in any new impacts or increase the severity of previously identified impacts related to alteration of topography or damage to unique geologic features and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C‐GE‐1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to geologic hazards. (Less than Significant)


Geologic impacts are usually restricted to the immediate vicinity, and potential geologic impacts resulting from the proposed project that could contribute to a cumulative impact are limited to seismic effects and the potential for creation of an unstable geologic unit. Seismic effects could occur in the project vicinity, including the south of Market area. Therefore, this area is considered the geographic scope for seismic effects. The creation of unstable geologic units is a local effect; therefore, the geographic scope for this cumulative impact is the project area and immediate vicinity. This analysis is based on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in this area, including those listed above in Section D, Approach to Analysis.


Seismic Safety. Several cumulative projects would contribute to an increase in the number of persons potentially exposed to seismic risks in the south of Market area, which could result in a potential cumulative impact. However, as noted in Impact GE-1, the project site is not subject to fault rupture because there are no known earthquake faults that cross the site or vicinity. The proposed project and any development within the Mission Bay area would be subject to very strong groundshaking and could experience liquefaction effects in the event of an earthquake on a nearby fault. However, the project and any new buildings would be constructed in accordance with the most current building code requirements for seismic safety, providing for increased life-safety protection of residents and workers. These requirements would reduce potential cumulative impacts to a less-than-significant level, and the proposed project’s compliance with these requirements would ensure that it would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to seismic safety.


Unstable Geologic Unit. As discussed in Impact GE-3, implementation of the proposed project could result in ground settlement from excavation for construction of the below-ground parking, construction dewatering, and pile driving. Any nearby project that could contribute to cumulative impacts related to an unstable geologic unit in the immediate vicinity would be required to implement the DBI procedures described above, including preparation of a detailed geotechnical report and site-specific reports as needed to address the potential settlement and subsidence impacts of excavation and dewatering; implementation of a lateral movement and settlement survey to monitor any movement or settlement of surrounding buildings and adjacent streets during construction and monitoring by a Special Inspector, if needed; conducting a pre-construction survey and monitoring during pile driving; and implementation of corrective actions, as necessary. With implementation of these requirements under the proposed project and under any nearby projects, cumulative impacts related to ground settlement would be less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: o_hydro]15.	HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion of siltation on- or off-site?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			f)	Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			g)	Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood hazard delineation map?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			h)	Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			i)	Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			j)	Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts of the Mission Bay plan related to placing housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. However, the project would not include any housing or residential uses. Therefore, criterion E.15(g) does not apply to the proposed project. In addition, the project site is not located in the vicinity of a levee or dam, so criterion E.15(i) with respect to failure of a levee or dam is not applicable to this project. Similarly, the project site is not located on or near slopes that could be subject to mudflow, so criterion E.15(j) with respect to mudflow is not applicable to this project. Thus, these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.
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The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed potential effect on hydrology and water quality in the Hydrology and Water Quality, Community Services and Utilities, Initial Study Water, and Seismicity sections. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality setting section characterized existing drainage patterns and municipal sewer treatment facilities serving the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan area was located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage was collected, then conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek. At that time, the Mission Bay plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site were located in the Bay sub-basin which drained directly to the Bay, and the balance of Blocks 29-32 site was located within the Mariposa sub-basin portion of the Bayside drainage basin. Stormwater collected in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa pump station, and from there, to the SEWPCP. Stormwater occurring within the Bay sub-basin at that time drained directly to the Bay, and not the combined sewer system. 


As reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the annual average dry weather flows at the SEWPCP at that time were estimated at 67 mgd. During wet weather, the SEWPCP could treat up to 150 mgd to a secondary level, and an additional 100 mgd to a primary level.[footnoteRef:58] In addition, up to an additional 150 mgd of wet weather flows received primary treatment at the North Point Water Pollution Control Plant, increasing total wet weather treatment capacity for the Bayside drainage basin to 400 mgd. As also reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, if rainfall exceeded the total capacity of the SEWPCP, the North Point facility, and storage/transport facilities, then excess flows are directed to sewer discharge structures located along the City’s bayside. These flows receive flow-through treatment (similar to primary treatment) and are discharged to the Bay under the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  [58:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation.] 



Mission Bay Plan Area Drainage Plan


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality impacts section described the proposed Mission Bay plan’s drainage plan, which proposed a new separate storm sewer system for a portion of the Mission Bay plan area. Under the Mission Bay plan, stormwater within the Bay sub-basin (which included the eastern portion of Blocks 29-32 under 1998 conditions) would drain into new infrastructure and no longer directly to the Bay. The Mission Bay plan proposed a reconfigured Central/Bay sub-basin (that would include the northern portion of the Blocks 29-32 site) that would be served by separate sewer and storm drain systems. The sanitary-only sewers from the Central/Bay sub-basin would connect to the existing combined sewer system for treatment at the SEWCP. The separate storm drainage system proposed within the Central/Bay sub-basin would divert an initial portion of the stormwater flow (approximately 80 percent of the average annual flow) to the City’s combined system for treatment. Stormwater volumes greater than the initial flows and up to a 5-year storm would be discharged directly to four new stormwater outfalls (two to China Basin Channel and two to the Bay). Volumes greater than a 5-year event would pond or flow overland. The Mission Bay plan also proposed a reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin (that would include the southern portion Blocks 29-32), and would be served by the City’s existing combined sewer system.


Project Operational Effects on Water Quality 


The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Mission Bay plan would contribute pollutants to the Bay through 1) the discharge to municipal wastewater effluent from the SEWPCP, 2) the discharge of treated combined sewer overflows (CSOs) (these events are now referred to as combined sewer discharges or CSDs), and 3) the discharge of untreated stormwater, as described below. 


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Municipal Wastewater Effluent


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the Mission Bay plan would generate municipal wastewater and increase the total effluent from the SEWPCP by about 3 percent, and result in an approximate 3 percent increase in the pollutant loading to the Bay from municipal wastewater effluent. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the quality of municipal wastewater from the Mission Bay plan area would not differ substantially from the quality of other City wastewater flowing to the SEWPCP, and would not 
materially change the concentrations of pollutants in the effluent. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the effluent increases would be well within the City’s treatment plant capacity, and would not cause a violation of the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements regarding its discharge from the SEWPCP. The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the plan pollutant concentrations were within water quality screening values, including Water Quality Objectives adopted by the RWQCB. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects of municipal wastewater effluent on water quality would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Combined Sewer Discharges


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the Mission Bay plan would increase the average annual volume of CSDs (formerly referred to as combined sewer overflows, or CSOs) by approximately 0.2 percent, and increase the duration of each overflow event by a few minutes. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan would not change the concentrations of pollutants in the treated CSDs. In addition, this slight increase in CSD volumes and duration would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for the CSDs, and thus, would not adversely affect existing near-shore aquatic biota or water-contact recreation in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects of CSDs on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Direct Stormwater Discharge


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan would increase the volume of stormwater directly discharged to the Bay by approximately 2 percent and would also change the concentration of pollutants in the stormwater discharge due to the intensification of land uses proposed in the Mission Bay plan area. However, the FSEIR concluded that any potential increase in pollutants would be very small relative to those associated with municipal wastewater and treated CSDs. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that this increase in volumes and change in pollutant concentrations would not adversely affect existing aquatic biota in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects of direct stormwater discharge on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Sediment Quality


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the RWQCB identified China Basin Channel and Islais Creek as candidate toxic hot spots for sediment quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the Mission Bay plan would slightly decrease volumes of CSDs to China Basin Channel, however would increase flows elsewhere, most notably to Islais Creek. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that increased volumes of CSDs to Islais Creek with the Mission Bay plan would cause a corresponding increase in sediment deposition at that location. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the plan would not, however, measurably change the physical or chemical composition of the sediment layer, nor affect any determination by the RWQCB to designate China Basin Channel or Islais Creek as toxic hot spots. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects on sediment quality in Islais Creek and China Basin Channel would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Contribution to Cumulative Effects


The FSEIR reported that there were no significant cumulative impacts identified from the estimated increased volume and pollutant load of treated municipal wastewater effluent, treated CSDs, and direct stormwater discharges, because there would not be substantial degradation in water quality of the Bay or near-shore waters, no toxic effect on aquatic biota, and no substantial change sediment quality or beneficial uses.


However, the FSEIR determined that due to the lack of conclusive evidence refuting a causal relationship between treated CSDs, stormwater discharges, and sediment quality, the Mission Bay plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on near-shore waters of the Bay from multiple sources of CSDs and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel. The FSEIR concluded that the estimated plan contribution (0.2 percent) to the potential cumulative increase (11 percent) in Bayside CSD volumes, and the contribution of plan-related stormwater discharges to possible cumulative impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures K.03 and K.04 regarding CSD volumes and alternative treatment technologies.


Mission Bay Phased Development Effects on Water Quality from Stormwater


The Mission Bay FSEIR discussed U.S. EPA Phase II stormwater regulations that had been proposed but not finalized at the time of preparation of the FSEIR. These proposed regulations would require the City to develop and implement a stormwater management program to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable and protect water quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the lack of adopted regulatory requirements for a stormwater management program that addressed Mission Bay stormwater quality, and a failure to implement other BMPs to minimize stormwater pollution, could potentially conflict with the intent of the proposed stormwater permit requirements and result in a significant impact.


Mitigation Measure M.05 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (see Utilities and Services section in this Initial Study, above) required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay Basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. Mitigation Measure K.05 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section identified implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. The FSEIR also identified Mitigation Measure K.02 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section that required mandatory participation in the City’s existing Water Pollution Prevention Program. 


Mission Bay Plan Construction Effects on Water Quality


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section reported that construction activities would cause ground disturbance that would result in the potential for erosion, and potential for construction sedimentation and other pollutants in China Basin Channel and the Bay. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that construction activities proposed under the plan would be required to comply with the NPDES General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, as administered by the RWQCB, which requires preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The Mission Bay FSEIR also identified a number of best management practices (BMPs) that should be incorporated into the SWPPP as part of the plan, and included implementation of these BMPs as Mitigation Measures Mitigation Measures K.01a through K.01i. Regarding discharges of groundwater produced during construction-related dewatering, the FSEIR concluded that water quality effects related to these discharges would not be significant because the discharge would need to comply with the requirements of the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. Based on these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that construction-related impacts to water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Flooding


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Water section summarized relevant information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR regarding the issue of potential flooding. The 1990 Mission Bay FEIR indicated the existing elevation of the Mission Bay plan area ranged from approximately +6.0 to -2.0 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD).[footnoteRef:59] Groundwater in the Mission Bay plan area was reported at 3.5 to 9 feet below ground surface, and contiguous with the mean sea level in the adjacent Bay. As referenced in the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study, the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR determined that proposed structures or roadways in Mission Bay placed at elevations at or below ‑2.0 feet SFD, after settling on the site, could be subject to tidal flooding during a 100-year flood event, and that if sea level were to rise, groundwater levels in Mission Bay could rise similarly.  [59:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study included Mitigation Measures K.06a through K.06f, adapted from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR that required structures in the Mission Bay area to be designed and located in a way to protect low-lying shoreline areas from the dangers of tidal flooding, including consideration of a rise in relative sea level. The mitigation specified that to address effects of sea level rise, specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses must be conducted by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of ‑1.0 foot SFD. Potential measures identified by the mitigation included setback from the water’s edge, installation of seawalls, dikes and/or berms during construction of infrastructure; reducing the amount of excavation for utilities or basements; and use of fill to raise the grade of public open spaces. With implementation of these mitigation measures, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that plan effects related to flooding and sea level rise would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Groundwater Depletion and Recharge


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Water section determined that the Mission Bay plan would have a less than significant impact on depletion of groundwater resources and groundwater recharge, primarily because the plan does not propose to extract groundwater. The FSEIR Initial Study indicated that the Mission Bay plan would supply non-potable water uses by either recycled water, groundwater, or potentially a blend of imported groundwater and recycled water. However, the effects of groundwater extraction for this purpose were analyzed in a separate environmental review document for the recycled water project, which determined that the recycled water project would not adversely affect groundwater resources or groundwater recharge. 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study also determined that groundwater dewatering during construction would be subject to approval either by the City for discharge to the sewer system or at an off-site disposal facility. Therefore, impacts on groundwater depletion and recharge were determined to be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects Related to Tsunami and Seiche


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impact section estimated that based on evaluations conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the plan area would be subject to as much as 4.7 feet of wave run-up during the 100-year tsunami event, and 7.8 feet of wave run-up during the 500-year tsunami event. Based on this, the maximum flooding level would be -1 feet SFD for the 100-year event and 2 feet SFD for the 500-year event. The FSEIR stated that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers model estimated the height of "worst case" flooding during extreme high tide crest conditions, which occur about 30 times each year, and last for less than 2 hours each time and the likelihood of a 100-year tsunami occurring within that window is less than one hundredth of one percent. Thus, even during these rare events, only the lowest portions of the plan area would be inundated as a result of a tsunami. Given the fact that the likelihood of such events is less than one hundredth of one percent, the FSEIR determined that impacts would be less than significant.
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Water Quality


Impact HY‐1: The project would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality with respect to construction activities, construction dewatering and long‐term dewatering. (Less than Significant)


The project would not result in water quality impacts as a result of construction‐related stormwater discharges, construction‐related dewatering, or long‐term groundwater dewatering because these discharges would be required to be managed in accordance with existing San Francisco regulations, described below.


Water Quality Effects of Construction Activities


During construction, stormwater from the project site would drain to a separate storm drainage system that includes existing storm drain lines located along South Street, Third Street, and 16th Street (which have been built subsequent to the FSEIR consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan). As described above for the Mission Bay FSEIR, stormwater discharges during construction would require NPDES coverage under the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, as administered by the RWQCB. At the time the FSEIR was prepared, this general permit required preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP), but did not include specific BMPs to be implemented to avoid water quality effects associated with construction-related stormwater discharges. To address this, the Mission Bay FSEIR also identified a number of best management practices (BMPs) that should be incorporated into the SWPPP as part of the plan, and included as Mitigation Measures K.01a through K.01i. 


However, the State Water Resources Control Board subsequently adopted the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009‐0009‐DWQ (Construction General Stormwater Permit) in 2009 and this permit supersedes the permit in effect at the time of FSEIR publication. Construction activities subject to this permit include ground disturbance such as clearing, grading, and excavating, as well as soil stockpiling. Under the Construction General Stormwater Permit, construction projects are characterized by the level of risk to water quality. This is determined using a combination of the sediment risk of the project and the receiving water quality risk. Projects can be characterized as Level 1, Level 2, or Level 3, and the minimum Best Management Practices (BMPs) and monitoring that must be implemented during construction are based on the risk level. The BMPs are designed to prevent pollutants from coming in contact with stormwater and to keep all products of erosion and stormwater pollutants from moving offsite into receiving waters. They are specified in a SWPPP that must be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) and submitted to the San Francisco RWQCB before construction begins.


For construction activities characterized as Level 1, the Construction General Stormwater Permit specifies minimum BMPs to be implemented that address good housekeeping practices (including those for managing hazardous materials used during construction, non‐stormwater management, erosion and sediment control, and run‐on and runoff control. A qualified professional must inspect the required BMPs weekly when there is no rain and daily during a qualifying rainstorm. For construction activities characterized as Level 2 and 3, the minimum requirements identified for Level 1 apply, as well as some more stringent requirements. For instance, erosion controls must be implemented in conjunction with sediment controls in active construction areas, and linear sediment controls must be used along slopes. In addition, a QSD must prepare a rain event action plan for Level 2 and 3 construction activities. This plan would identify the designated site stormwater manager, the provider of erosion and sediment controls, and the stormwater sampling agent, as well as the trades active at the site during all construction phases. The plan would include suggested actions for each construction phase.


Compliance with the current General Construction NPDES Permit would ensure that construction-related stormwater discharges would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with implementation of regulatory requirements and FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.01a through K.01i. would be superseded by the specified regulatory requirements. No new mitigation measures are required, and the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts on water quality from construction activities than were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Water Quality Effects of Groundwater Dewatering


As noted in the Geology and Soils section of this Initial Study, the groundwater level at the project site is about 6½ feet to 7 feet below ground surface. Given that the estimated depth of excavation on the site would be up to 25 feet [TO BE UPDATED/CONFIRMED] deep, construction-related groundwater dewatering would likely be required. However, the project would be designed such that permanent dewatering would not be required. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study concluded that water quality impacts associated with discharge of groundwater during construction-related dewatering would be less than significant with implementation of the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. This ordinance is found in Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined sewer system. In accordance with Article 4.1 and Order No. 158170, the discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain contaminants related to past site activities, as discussed in, the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of this Initial Study, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the groundwater would be treated as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge. 


With discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with regulatory requirements, water quality impacts related to a violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater produced during construction-related dewatering would be less than significant. 


Although the FSEIR did not address water quality impacts associated with discharge of groundwater produced during long-term dewatering once the development projects were constructed, these discharges, if necessary under the proposed project, would be subject to the same regulatory requirements. Therefore, the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts on water quality from dewatering activities than previously identified in the FSEIR.


Groundwater


Impact HY‐2: The project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the Initial Study for the Mission Bay FSEIR stated that non-potable water supply for development projects within the plan area would use recycled water that would potentially be a blend of imported groundwater and recycled water. As stated in the Initial Study for the Mission Bay FSEIR, the effects of groundwater extraction for this purpose were analyzed in a separate environmental review document for the recycled water project which determined that the recycled water project would not adversely affect groundwater resources or groundwater recharge. However, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) has not yet constructed the planned recycled water system for the eastside of the City, and currently, does not intend to blend groundwater with recycled water. Although the project would be required to install dual plumbing for use of recycled water in accordance with the Recycled Water Ordinance found in Article 22 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the project would not use recycled water until it becomes available.


Further, implementation of the project would not result in depletion of groundwater resources because, other than potential pumping of groundwater during dewatering, the project would not involve the use or extraction of groundwater. Rather, potable water for the project would be provided by the SFPUC regional water system. If and when a supply of recycled water becomes available through the Eastside Recycled Water Project,[footnoteRef:60] the project would also use recycled water for non‐potable uses. Although groundwater dewatering could be required during construction and operation of the project, this dewatering would not deplete groundwater resources because the Downtown San Francisco Groundwater Basin is not used as a drinking water supply and there are no plans for development of this basin for groundwater production.  [60: 	The SFPUC plans to provide 2 million gallons per day of high quality recycled water to the customers in the east side of the City through the Eastside Recycled Water Project for non‐potable uses such as irrigation and toilet flushing. This project is still in the planning stages, and the implementation date is uncertain.] 



Project implementation would not interfere with groundwater recharge because although the project would replace the great majority of the currently unpaved portions of the site with impervious surfaces, the new impervious surfaces comprise a negligible portion of the total area of the Downtown Groundwater basin. Impacts related to depletion of groundwater resources and interference with groundwater recharge would be less than significant because the project would not include groundwater pumping other than for dewatering, the Downtown San Francisco Groundwater Basin is not used as a potable water supply, there are no plans for development of the basin for groundwater production, and there would be only a minor increase in impervious surfaces. Therefore, the project's impacts on groundwater supplies and recharge would be less than significant, and the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts from those previously identified in the FSEIR.


Drainage Patterns


Impact HY‐3: The project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on‐ or off‐site, and the project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff that would result in flooding on- or off-site. (Less than Significant)


The project site does not include any existing streams or water courses that could be altered or diverted. Therefore, the project would have no impact related to alteration of drainage patterns by altering the course of a stream in a manner that would cause erosion or flooding on or off‐site.


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, drainage at the project site was directed either to the combined sewer system in the Central sub-basin or Mariposa sub-basin or directly to the Bay. Since that time, a separate storm drainage system has been constructed along South Street, Third Street, and 16th Street, as part of implementation of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, so that portions of the site previously draining directly to the Bay now drain to a separate storm drain system. The remainder of the site continues to drain to the combined sewer system. 


Under the proposed project, some of the stormwater would continue to be routed to both the separate storm sewer system and the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system. Construction of the on-site project components would be required to comply with applicable stormwater design guidelines for the combined sewer system and separate storm sewer systems, which would ensure that no substantial erosion or siltation on-or off-site would occur. 


Currently, the project site is comprised of open ground and paved areas. Once constructed, the project would change the quantity of stormwater runoff from the site. However, in accordance with the Stormwater Design Guidelines, stormwater controls would be designed to treat 90 percent of the annual stormwater runoff to the separate storm sewer system and the project sponsor would be required to reduce the quantity and rate of runoff to the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system by 25 percent. Compliance with these design guidelines would ensure that no on- or off-site flooding would occur. Although flows to the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer could potentially exceed the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station, this impact will be discussed in the Utilities and Services section of the SEIR.


Therefore, neither alteration of existing drainage patterns at the project site nor changes in stormwater runoff volumes would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on‐ or off‐site, and this impact would be less than significant. The project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts related to alteration of drainage patterns from those previously identified in the FSEIR, and no new mitigation measures would be required.


Flooding


Impact HY‐4: The project would not expose people, housing, or structures, to substantial risk of loss due to existing flooding risks and would not redirect or impede flood flows. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that structures and roadways placed at elevations at or below -2.0 feet SFD could be subject to tidal flooding during a 100-year flood event and specified mitigation measures to address flooding issues. Elevations at the project site range from approximately -1 foot SFD to +3 feet SFD,[footnoteRef:61] therefore the project site would not be subject to tidal flooding during a 100-year flood event. In addition, since publication of the FSEIR, the CCSF published interim flood maps in 2008 that show 100-year flooding zones within the City and County of San Francisco and the project site is not located within an identified 100-year flood zone.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.]  [62:  	City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Interim Floodplain Map, Northeast, Final Draft. July, 2008.] 



Also subsequent to publication of the FSEIR in 1998, the SFPUC has specifically identified potential flooding hazards related to the depth of sewer lines relative to properties they serve. The SFPUC identified a potential flood zone south of Market Street but the proposed project is not within this zone.[footnoteRef:63] However, the proposed project site is within an area located on fill, and the SFPUC notes that subsidence in areas located on fill or Bay Mud could subside to a point where the sewers do not drain freely during a storm (and sometimes during dry weather), and the resulting sewer backups could result in localized flooding. Accordingly, the project sponsor would be referred to the SFPUC at the beginning of the building permit process to determine whether the project would result in ground level flooding during storms. If so, the applicant would be required to comply with SFPUC requirements for projects in flood‐prone zones as part of the permit approval process. These measures could include providing a pump station for the sewage flow, raising the elevation of entryways, providing special sidewalk construction, and constructing deep gutters, among others. [63:  	San Francisco Planning Department, Planning Director Bulletin No. 4, Review of Project Identified in Areas Prone to Flooding.] 



Therefore, impacts associated with exposure of people or structures to substantial risk of loss due to existing flooding risks and impedance of flood flows would be less than significant. Because the project would result in less than significant impacts related to flooding based on current flood hazard mapping by the CCSF and would be subject to SFPUC requirements for projects in flood zones that could result from sewer backups as part of the permit approval process (if needed), the project would result in less severe flooding impacts than those analyzed in the FSEIR. Therefore, compliance with SFPUC requirements for project in flood zones would obviate the need for Mitigation Measures K.06a through K.06f to mitigate existing flooding hazards, and these measure previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would not be necessary to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. As stated below, potential future flood risks due to projected sea level rise and the applicability of these mitigation measures related to flooding as a result of sea level rise will be addressed in the SEIR.


Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami


Impact HY‐5: The project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the FSEIR estimated that the maximum flooding level in the Mission Bay plan area would be -1 feet SFD for the 100-year tsunami event and 2 feet SFD for the 500-year tsunami event. In addition, based on the state’s official tsunami inundation maps published subsequent to publication of the FSEIR, the eastern portion of the project site is within a tsunami inundation zone.[footnoteRef:64]Based on modeling provided in the Tsunami Response Annex of the CCSF Emergency Response Plan, the potential tsunami and seiche run-up at the project site would be approximately 6 feet.[footnoteRef:65] [64: 	California Emergency Management Agency, California Geological Survey, University of Southern California. Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, San Francisco North Quadrangle/San Francisco South Quadrangle (SF Bay). June 15, 2009.]  [65: 	City and County of San Francisco, Emergency Response Plan, an Element of the CCSF Emergency Management Program, Tsunami Response Annex, March 2011, http://www.sfdem.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/DEM/PlansReports/
TsunamiAnnex-2008.pdf, accessed on September 10, 2014.] 



Although extremely rare, a tsunami or seiche could damage the proposed structures. Visitors and staff of the event center and other uses could also be endangered. However, as described below, the project includes many design features that would provide a buffer between the Bay shoreline and the proposed project and also raise most occupied portions of the arena and mixed use development above the inundation depth. Further, San Francisco has a well-established Tsunami Warning System that would be activated and would protect people from harm, as also discussed below. 


Structures. The proposed event center and other proposed structures would be constructed to current building standards. Although some damage to the structures could occur, the improvements constructed under the proposed project would be resilient to tsunamis or seiches. Therefore, impacts related to damage to structures from inundation by seiche and tsunami are considered less than significant and would not be a new significant impact or substantially more severe than impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


People. The proposed project would increase the number of people at Blocks 29-32, and would therefore expose more people to tsunami or seiche hazards than under existing conditions. However, the project would include many design features [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED] that would provide a buffer between the Bay shoreline and the proposed project and also raise most occupied portions of the event center and mixed use development above the inundation depth. Proposed design features would include:


· Providing a setback between the arena entry and the eastern property boundary with the 1,250 square-foot plaza area.


· Raising pedestrian access and outdoor areas to an elevation of 10 feet, including the main plaza, pedestrian path at the plaza, Bayfront Overlook, Bayfront Terrace, and Market Hall/Food Hall.


· Locating the base of the main arena entry and all office and retail entries at an elevation of 10 feet and providing access to the upper floors of the Market Hall/Food Hall from the elevated pedestrian path.


· Locating the base of the secondary arena entry at 26 feet and accessible from the elevated pedestrian path or stairs from the southeast plaza.


In the event that an earthquake occurred that would be capable of producing a seiche or tsunami that could affect San Francisco, the National Warning System would also provide warning to the City. The San Francisco outdoor warning system (sirens and loudspeakers, tested each Tuesday at 12:00 noon) would then be initiated which would sound an alarm alerting the public to tune into local TV, cable TV, or radio stations, which would carry instructions for appropriate actions to be taken as part of the Emergency Alert System. Police would also canvas the neighborhoods sounding sirens and bullhorns, as well as knocking on doors as needed, to provide emergency instructions. Evacuation centers would be set up if required. The advance warning system would allow for evacuation of people prior to a seiche or tsunami and would provide a high level of protection to public safety. 


Therefore, impacts related to exposure of people to risk from inundation by seiche and tsunami are considered less than significant. This would not be a new or more significant impact than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C‐HY‐1: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to construction activities, dewatering, groundwater supplies, drainage pattern, flooding, seiche or tsunami. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on water quality encompasses central San Francisco Bay and the Downtown Groundwater Basin. The geographic scope of effects on drainage and flooding consists of Bayside Drainage Basin. Impacts related to inundation by tsunami could occur along the entire San Francisco Waterfront; therefore the geographical scope for this impact includes the entire waterfront. This analysis is based on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in this area, including those listed above in Section D, Approach to Analysis.


As discussed in Impacts HY‐1 and HY-2, implementation of appropriate regulatory requirements would ensure that the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related to erosion and discharges of groundwater during dewatering. Other projects that could potentially contribute to a cumulative impact would be subject to the same or similar regulatory requirements including the Construction General NPDES permit and Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code as supplemented by DPW Order No. 158170 (including implementation of an erosion control plan). Implementation of these requirements under each individual project would ensure that all discharges comply with regulatory standards and would not result in a violation of water quality standards. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to these topics would be less than significant.


As discussed in Impacts HY‐3 and HY-4, project elements affecting drainage and flooding issues at the project site would be subject to compliance with established guidelines for the separate storm drainage system and/or the combined sewer system, which would reduce these impacts to less than significant. Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects within the Bayside Drainage Basin would also be subject to these regulations. Therefore, based on the City's established regulations and guidelines for the separate and combined sewer system, which are designed to serve the City as a whole, cumulative impacts would also be less than significant.


As discussed in Impact HY-5, a tsunami or seiche could would not significantly damage the proposed structures and visitors and staff of the event center and other uses would could alsonot be endangeredexposed to substantial risks related to tsunami or seiche, because . However, the proposed project includes many design features [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED]that would provide a buffer between the Bay shoreline and the proposed project and also raise mostthe occupied portions of the arena and mixed use development would be constructed above the 500-year tsunami inundation depthelevation. San Francisco also has a well-established Tsunami Warning System that would be activated and would protect people from harm and the new structures would be constructed in accordance with the current building code which would make them resilient to damage by tsunamis. Because other projects would be built to current building codes, and the Tsunami Warning System would also protect other people in the project vicinity from harm due to tsunamis, cumulative impacts related to inundation by tsunami or seiche would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc402187912]Issues to be Analyzed in the SEIR


The impact evaluation above explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to criteria E.15 (b), (c), (d), (f), (g), (h), or (j), and no further analysis is required on these subjects. However, with respect to criteria E.15(a), (e) and (i), additional evaluation of the proposed project is necessary for both direct and cumulative impacts related to certain aspects of these criteria. The SEIR will include a detailed analysis of:


· The potential for changes in stormwater runoff from the site and wastewater discharged to the combined sewer to affect the frequency or duration of combined sewer discharges. This analysis will also discuss the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.02, K.05, and M.05, which all pertain to stormwater management measures.


· The potential for changes in runoff patterns due to the proposed project and to cumulative development to affect the capacity of the combined sewer system. This analysis will also discuss the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.03 and K.04, which pertain to cumulative impacts on the combined sewer system.


· The potential for the project to expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss or injury due to future flooding from sea level rise and the applicability of Mitigation Measure K.06.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: p_hazmat]16.	HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			f)	For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			g)	Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			h)	Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The project site is not located within ¼ mile of an existing or proposed school. Therefore, criterion E.16(c) is not applicable to the proposed project. Similarly, the project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, criteria E.16(e) and E.16(f) are also not applicable. Thus, these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


[bookmark: _Toc402187913]Summary of Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed issues of hazards and hazardous materials in multiple sections: Health and Safety which addressed the proposed use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials during operation of the Mission Bay plan and emergency response; Contaminated Soil and Groundwater, which addressed issues related to potential soil and groundwater contamination in the Mission Bay plan area; Seismicity, which addressed issues related to emergency access and response; and Community Services and Utilities, which addressed public safety risks. Relevant information on hazards and hazardous materials from these sections is summarized below.


Mission Bay Plan Hazardous Materials Use, Waste Generation and Risk of Upset


Mission Bay Plan Hazardous Materials Use


The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section indicated that businesses within the Commercial Industrial, Commercial Industrial/Retail and UCSF portions of the Mission Bay plan area would use substantial quantities of hazardous materials. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that legal and regulatory requirements applicable to hazardous materials operations would require businesses to meet a range of health and safety laws and regulations, and that the implementation of these legally required health and safety measures would adequately address typical health and safety issues related to use and disposal of hazardous materials. 


However, the FSEIR acknowledged laws and regulations do not address certain health and safety concerns related to the use of biohazardous materials that could be used by some of the businesses such as UCSF and surrounding businesses that would engage in research and development activities complimentary to UCSF activities. To address the lack of enforceable guidelines as it relates to aerosol transmission of biohazardous materials, the FSEIR identified Mitigation Measures I.01, I.02, and I.03 requiring implementation of appropriate guidelines, filtration of exhausts for Biosafety Level 3 laboratories or equivalent measures to avoid substantial health risks to individuals in the vicinity of the exhaust, and restrictions on the types biohazardous materials that could be used by businesses in the plan area. The FSEIR concluded that with implementation of this mitigation, potential health related to handling of biohazardous materials would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Risk of Upset / Accidents


The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section described potential safety concerns related to possible hazardous materials accidents and concluded that most accident risks would be adequately addressed by implementing required health and safety plans, providing emergency response training, and providing emergency response services. The Mission Bay FSEIR also stated that releases of highly toxic materials subject to the federal and state Accidental Release Programs could present more of a risk. However, existing regulations require the implementation of appropriate operational measures in accordance with required Risk Management Plans to reduce the possibility and consequences of potential accidents that could pose potential risks to neighboring residents, schools, or other off-site receptors (this is a plan required under state and federal regulations to specify operating and emergency response procedures to prevent a release of highly toxic materials, and is different from the risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01, and discussed below). The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that implementation of Risk Management Plans required under the Accidental Release Programs for the use of these toxic materials and compliance with school siting criteria outlined in the California Health and Safety Code, Education Code, and California Code of Regulations would ensure the impacts of accidents involving highly toxic materials would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Contaminated Soil and Groundwater


Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater setting section described historic and current land uses in the Mission Bay plan area. The FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan area was filled beginning in 1859 and continuing for approximately 50 years, with the fill consisting primarily of earthquake rubble, municipal garbage, and rock and soil from other locations in the City. The FSEIR reported that uses previously and/or presently on Blocks 29-32 at that time included a range of commercial and industrial uses including, but not limited to, crude oil storage, offices, railroad tracks, trucking-related activities, maintenance and repair facilities, junk yard, stock corral, sand and gravel mixing, and open space. The Mission Bay FSEIR also reported that existing uses at the time of preparation of the FSEIR included a gravel plant, bus company facility, equipment rental, storage yard, railroad tracks, auto body shop, warehouse and parking.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater setting section also summarized the results of soil and groundwater studies conducted in Mission Bay, including a comprehensive investigation conducted by ENVIRON in 1997 of the entire Mission Bay plan area. The 1997 investigation detected chemicals of various types and concentrations in the soil and groundwater throughout the Mission Bay plan area. The 1997 investigation identified petroleum hydrocarbons in soil, groundwater, and floating on groundwater (called “petroleum free product”) in the vicinity of Illinois and 16th Streets (including within Blocks 31 and 32), and attributed the free product to former petroleum bulk storage, pipelines and transfer facilities in the vicinity. The FSEIR determined that concentrations of contaminants in soil or groundwater in the Mission Bay plan area, with the exception of the identified petroleum free product area, did not present a human health or ecological risk under existing conditions. The FSEIR reported that potential effects on near-shore and aquatic organisms associated with the free product were being investigated and if necessary would be remediated by the oil companies responsible for the contamination. 


Mission Bay Plan Development (Construction) Effects


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater impact section reported that the proposed development of the Mission Bay plan area could result in potential exposure of workers and the public (including residents, employees and visitors) in the Mission Bay plan area to chemicals in soil and groundwater that could be released during construction. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that vacant sites within the Mission Bay plan area could be a source of exposed soils during part or most of the approximately 20-year development period. In addition, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated construction activities within the Mission Bay plan area that would involve the disturbance of contaminated soil or groundwater would affect increasingly greater number of persons during the later phases of development. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR discussed various types of construction activities, including excavation, grading, trenching, soil movement/transport, pile installation, building demolition and removal of underground storage tanks that would potentially expose workers and the public to contaminated soils, dust, soil gases and other hazards. The Mission Bay FSEIR also noted the potential for construction dust-related effects on the aquatic and terrestrial environment. In addition, the FSEIR indicated that construction activities that would have the potential to affect groundwater, including pile driving activities (to potentially contaminate deeper groundwater zones), trenching activities (to result in potential horizontal migration of contaminants in groundwater and soil vapor), and construction dewatering (to potentially influence localized groundwater gradients and spread contaminated groundwater, particularly in and near the area discussed above that was identified with the petroleum free product on the groundwater). 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater section included Mitigation Measures J.01a through J.01k requiring preparation of a Risk Management Plan or Plans (RMP) incorporating specific measures that would provide for the management of risks associated with exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater and would be protective of human health and the aquatic environment. The Mission Bay FSEIR specified that the human health standard to be applied to the Mission Bay plan, as approved by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), would be a cumulative cancer risk of 10 in 1 million and a Hazard Index of 1 for non-cancer risks. Mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR specified minimum parameters to be included in the RMP for the addressing contaminated soils and groundwater prior to and during construction of individual development projects. The mitigation also provided measures for enforcement of the RMP. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that implementation of the RMP under the regulatory oversight, jurisdiction, and responsibility of the RWQCB would ensure any effects associated with contaminated soils and groundwater would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Contaminated Soil and Groundwater — Long-Term Occupancy (Post Development) Effects


The 1997 ENVIRON investigation summarized in the Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater impact section included a quantitative human health and ecological risk assessment to evaluate potential effects on human and aquatic populations upon plan completion. The risk evaluation showed that the potential risks posed by residual contaminants would remain after plan completion would be below applicable human health and aquatic ecological risk criteria. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that currently exposed soils would be covered by proposed buildings, pavement, or with open space areas using approved fill materials, that would create a protective barrier, or cap, between residual contaminants in soil and human or ecological populations and required establishment and maintenance of this cap as mitigation. Additional mitigation addressed the re-use of soil and prohibited the use of shallow groundwater for domestic, industrial, or irrigation purposes unless found acceptable using established risk assessment methodology.


The FSEIR also noted that deed restrictions required for each property within the Mission Bay plan area would place limits on future uses within Mission Bay consistent with the provisions of the RMP, and accordingly, property owners would be required to comply with applicable provisions of the RMP. These proposed RMP measures were included as Mitigation Measures J.01l through J.01o in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The FSEIR also provided Mitigation Measure J.02 requiring the RMP to include a process for investigating sites proposed for school or child-care center uses within the Mission Bay plan area to ensure these facilities would be properly sited. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the implementation of the RMP would ensure any potential post-development effects on human and aquatic populations would remain less than significant.


Mission Bay Emergency Response


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impacts section discussed impacts related to exposure of the concentrated population within the Mission Bay plan area to seismic hazards. Although the Mission Bay FSEIR noted that new fire station proposed at that time in Mission Bay South would improve emergency response to the area, the FSEIR also indicated potential difficulties in providing emergency access to the Mission Bay South plan area in the event of a major earthquake. This was determined to be a potentially significant impact. The FSEIR concluded that impacts associated with emergency access in the event of a major earthquake would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures H.01, H.02, H.03b, and H.05 requiring the project sponsor to store heavy construction equipment capable of negotiating roads damaged by an earthquake, coordinate emergency response plans with the City, and prepare a project-specific emergency response plan, and construct a new fire station.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section also described the potential for a catastrophic event (e.g., an earthquake) to result in accidents involving hazardous materials and causing fires or explosions, requiring emergency response. The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section determined that with mitigation identified in the FSEIR Seismicity section requiring preparation and implementation of comprehensive emergency preparedness and emergency response plan for the entire Mission Bay plan area, potential impacts to the public from hazardous materials accidents during a catastrophic event would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Interim/Temporary Stormwater Collection Facility Safety Risks 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section reported that interim detention basins would be created within the Mission Bay plan area to allow for temporary surface storage of rainwater associated with interim uses within Mission Bay (e.g., paved parking areas). The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that construction of fencing around any interim detention basins, included as part of the Mission Bay plan and specified in Mitigation Measure M.04 would prevent potential safety impacts associated with humans entering the detention basins.


[bookmark: _Toc402187914]Impact Evaluation


Risk of Upset


Impact HZ‐1: The project could create a significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or result in a substantial risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Transport, Use, and Disposal of Hazardous Materials


During operation, the proposed event center and other development would use common types of hazardous materials, such as cleaners, disinfectants, and chemical agents required to maintain the sanitation of the public use areas as well as the commercial bathrooms and food preparation areas. These commercial products are labeled to inform users of potential risks and to instruct them in appropriate handling procedures. In addition, the project anticipates installing on-site generators to provide a source of electricity in the event of an outage. These generators would require diesel for operation. Operations may also result in the production of minor amounts of hazardous waste associated with maintenance and cleaning that would require offsite disposition such as disposal or recycling. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section concluded that legally required health and safety measures would adequately address most common health and safety issues related to the use, disposal, and accidental release of common hazardous materials. In San Francisco, the specific regulatory requirements are specified in Articles 21 and 22 of the San Francisco Health Code which provide for the safe handling of hazardous materials and waste in the City. These articles are implemented by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), which also implements the requirements of state and federal hazardous materials regulations. In accordance with Article 21, any facility that handles hazardous materials in excess of specified quantities would be required to obtain a Certificate of Registration from the DPH and to implement a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) that includes inventories, a program for reducing the use of hazardous materials and generation of hazardous wastes, site layouts, a program and implementation plan for training all new employees and annual training for all employees, and emergency response procedures and plans. The proposed event center and individual site uses may also elect to participate in the San Francisco Green Business Program which would promote a reduction in the use of hazardous materials. Article 22 authorizes the DPH to implement the state hazardous waste regulations, including authority to conduct inspections and document compliance. Similarly, the transport of hazardous materials and wastes would be subject to the legal requirements discussed above and in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


As discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, use of highly toxic materials, referred to as regulated substances, would be subject to the federal and state Accidental Release Programs. None of the materials anticipated to be used at the arena and other developments would be classified as regulated substances under these programs. However, in the event that regulated substances could be needed for use at the event center (such as refrigerants or other chemicals to support the ice rink), a Risk Management Plan, specifying operational strategies to prevent a release and emergency procedures to be address a release should one occur, would be required in accordance with the California Accidental Release Program as implemented through Article 21A of the San Francisco Health Code as discussed in the FSEIR (this is different than the risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials in soil and groundwater discussed below in Impact HZ-2). In addition, none of the materials used would be classified as radioactive, and regulations pertaining to the management of these materials would not apply. 


At this time, it is not known specifically what uses might occupy the proposed office development, and the possibility of uses that would handle biohazardous materials cannot be precluded. Thus, as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, in the event that there could be future activities that handle biohazardous materials, implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measures I.01, I.02, and I.03 would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant.


As also discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the generation of household hazardous wastes from residential uses implemented under the Mission Bay Plan would be less than significant with implementation of appropriate City programs. However, this impact would not apply to the proposed project because it does not include any residential uses.


Implementation of the requirements of Articles 21, 21a and 22 also include implementation of emergency response procedures which would specify methods to prevent a release of hazardous materials, and control a release if one were to occur; this would ensure that impacts related to risk of upset involving a release of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 


Given that the project would be required to implement all measures in compliance with all applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations, operation of the project would not result in any new significant impacts, or increase the severity of previously identified impacts related to the routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials during operation. No new or different mitigation measures are required. With implementation of measures specified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, impacts associated with the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or associated with risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1a. Guidelines for Handling Biohazardous Materials


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.01. Require businesses that handle biohazardous materials and do not receive federal funding to certify that they follow the guidelines published by the National Research Council and the United States Department of Health and Human Services Public Health Service, National Institutes of Health, and Centers for Disease Control, as set forth in Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories, Guidelines for Research Involving Recombinant DNA Molecules (NIH Guidelines), and Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, or their successors, as applicable.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.02. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they use high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters or substantially equivalent devices on all exhaust from Biosafety Level 3 laboratories unless they demonstrate that exhaust from their Biosafety Level 3 laboratories would not pose substantial health or safety hazards to the public or the environment. Require such businesses to certify that they inspect or monitor the filters regularly to ensure proper functioning.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.03. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they do not handle or use biohazardous materials requiring Biosafety Level 4 containment (i.e., dangerous or exotic materials that pose high risks of life-threatening diseases or aerosol-transmitted infections, or unknown risks of transmission) in the Project Area.


Safety Hazards Associated with Stormwater Detention Basins


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section reported that interim detention basins constructed within the Mission Bay plan area to allow for temporary surface storage of rainwater associated with interim uses would present a safety hazard. The FSEIR included mitigation requiring construction of fencing around any interim detention basins. However, there would be no interim stormwater detention ponds constructed on the site under the proposed project. Therefore this impact would not be applicable to the proposed project, and the project would not result in any new or more sever impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Mitigation Measure M.04 does not apply to the project, and no new or different mitigation measures are required.


Risk of Upset Involving Exposure to Naturally Occurring Asbestos


Naturally occurring asbestos was identified as a Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) in 1986 by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and is present in many parts of California. It is commonly associated with serpentine[footnoteRef:66] and ultramafic[footnoteRef:67] rock types such as Franciscan Complex mélange. Chrysotile (a form of asbestos from the serpentine mineral group) and amphibole asbestos (including crocidolite) are naturally occurring asbestos minerals that may present a human health hazard, if they become airborne. [66:  	Serpentinite is a rock consisting of one or more serpentine minerals formed when ultramafic rocks have been metamorphosed (ultramafic rocks are formed in high-temperature environments well below the surface of the earth), and is commonly associated with ultramafic rock along faults such as the San Andreas fault. Serpentinite commonly contains chrysotile, an asbestiform variety of the serpentine minerals. Amphibole asbestos is also found in some forms of Franciscan Complex bedrock such as blueschist.]  [67:  	Ultramafic rocks are one type of igneous rock (formed at high temperatures well below the surface of the earth) that is rich in iron and magnesium.] 



The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address impacts associated with exposure to naturally occurring asbestos during construction of development projects under the Mission Bay Plan. However, the preliminary geotechnical evaluation completed for the project notes that the artificial fill at the site contains cobble and boulder sized pieces of serpentinite.[footnoteRef:68] Therefore, if naturally occurring asbestos is present in the serpentinite within the artificial fill to be excavated, the workers and the public could be exposed to naturally occurring asbestos during excavation activities. [68:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2014. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28.] 



In 2001, the CARB adopted the Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure (Asbestos ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations in areas of serpentine and other ultramafic rocks (17 CCR Section 93105), which became effective in July 2002. The ATCM protects public health and the environment by requiring the use of best available dust mitigation measures to prevent off-site migration of asbestos-containing dust from road construction and maintenance activities, construction and grading operations, and quarrying and surface mining operations in areas of ultramafic rock, serpentine, or asbestos. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) implements the regulation.


For construction activities that would disturb more than 1 acre of land such as the proposed project, construction contractors are required to prepare an asbestos dust mitigation plan specifying measures that will be taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property boundary during construction. The asbestos dust mitigation plan must be submitted to and approved by the BAAQMD prior to the beginning of construction, and the site operator must ensure the implementation of all specified dust mitigation measures throughout the construction project. In addition, the BAAQMD may require air monitoring for off-site migration of asbestos dust during construction activities and may change the plan on the basis of the air monitoring results. Title 17 CCR Section 93105(h)(9) defines asbestos containing material as any material that has an asbestos content of 0.25 percent or greater. 


While there is a well-established regulatory framework for managing naturally occurring asbestos during construction, this impact would be potentially significant because no sampling has been conducted to establish the asbestos content in the fill materials that would be excavated during construction. This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b, identified in this Initial Study, requiring the project sponsor to implement a geologic investigation to assess the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials. This mitigation also requires the project sponsor to implement the requirements of the asbestos ATCM, including implementation of a Dust Mitigation Plan for naturally-occurring asbestos, if the investigation determines that the asbestos content of the fill is 0.25 percent or greater. Implementation of this measure would ensure that if naturally occurring asbestos is present, no visible dust crosses the project boundaries, and could also require air monitoring to demonstrate compliance with this criterion if deemed necessary by the BAAQMD. Rock containing naturally occurring asbestos that would be disposed of off-site would not be considered a hazardous waste under California regulations.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  	Department of Toxic Substances Control, 2000. Letter to Jon A. Morgan, Director, Environmental Management Department, County of El Dorado. Naturally Occurring Asbestos. January 20.] 



Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b: Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos


The project sponsor shall conduct a geologic investigation in accordance with the guidelines of the California Geologic Survey[footnoteRef:70] to determine the naturally occurring asbestos content of fill materials to be excavated at the project site. If the investigation determines that the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials is 0.25 percent or greater, the project sponsor or its construction contractor shall submit the appropriate notification forms and prepare an asbestos dust mitigation plan in accordance with the Asbestos ATCM. The plan shall specify measures that will be taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property boundary during construction. The plan must specify the following measures: [70:  	California Geologic Survey, 2002. Guidelines for Geologic Investigations of Naturally Occurring Asbestos in California. Special Publication 124.] 



· Prevent and control visible track‑out from the property


· Ensure adequate wetting or covering of active storage piles


· Control disturbed surface areas and storage piles that would remain inactive for 7 days


· Control traffic on on-site unpaved roads, parking lots, and staging areas, including a maximum vehicle speed of 15 miles per hour


· Control earthmoving activities


· Control offsite transport of dust emissions that contain naturally-occurring asbestos-containing materials


· Stabilize disturbed areas following construction


The asbestos dust mitigation plan shall be submitted to and approved by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) prior to the beginning of construction, and the site operator must ensure the implementation of all specified dust mitigation measures throughout the construction project. In addition, if required by the BAAQMD, the project sponsor or a qualified third party consultant shall conduct air monitoring for offsite migration of asbestos dust during construction activities and shall modify the dust mitigation plan on the basis of the air monitoring results if necessary.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b, above, would reduce impacts associated with potential exposure to naturally occurring asbestos during construction to less than significant.


Contaminated Soil and Groundwater


Impact HZ‐2: The project would be located on a site identified on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Excavation could also require the handling of potentially contaminated soil and groundwater, potentially exposing workers and the public to hazardous materials, or resulting in a release into the environment during construction. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater setting section states that Blocks 29-32 were historically used for a variety of industrial and commercial uses. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment[footnoteRef:71] conducted in support of the proposed project also notes specific former uses on the site (between 1902 and 2010) included bulk fuel storage and distribution; railroad operations; a machine shop; boiler house; steel mill; well casing manufacturer; warehousing, shipping and receiving operations for a variety of products; fruit cannery, junk yards, vehicle parking and maintenance facilities and a ready-mix concrete facility.  [71:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2014. Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Site X, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California. April 11.] 



As summarized in the Mission Bay FSEIR, a 1997 investigation conducted to evaluate soil and groundwater quality throughout the Mission Bay plan area identified petroleum hydrocarbons in soil, groundwater, and floating on groundwater (petroleum free product) in the vicinity of Illinois and 16th Streets (including within Blocks 31 and 32), and attributed the free product to former petroleum bulk storage as well as pipelines and transfer facilities in the vicinity. This area is collectively referred to as the Pier 64 area. As summarized in the FSEIR, the concentrations of contaminants in soil or groundwater in the Mission Bay plan area, with the exception of the identified petroleum free product area, did not present a human health or ecological risk under existing conditions.


Actions Completed Since Publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR


Risk Management Plan. Subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, a RMP was prepared and approved by the RWQCB in 1999 to address risk management measures to be implemented prior to development, during development (during construction), after development of specific parcels within the Mission Bay plan area.[footnoteRef:72] All risk management measures in the RMP are deemed to be protective of human health and the environment under the conditions specific to each phase of development. [72:  	Environ Corporation, 1999. Risk Management Plan, Mission Bay Area, San Francisco, California. May 11.] 



Measures to be implemented prior to development are intended to manage risks associated with exposed soil before a site is developed and are protective of populations at and adjacent to the undeveloped parcel. Measures to be implemented during development are intended to manage risks during construction and are protective of construction site workers and the surrounding public. They include dust control measures, soil management protocols, stormwater pollution plan requirements, worker health and safety planning requirements, contingency requirements in the event that previously unidentified underground structures or contamination are identified, protocols for dewatering activities, and a framework for complying with the requirements of Article 20 of the San Francisco Health Code, commonly referred to a the Maher Ordinance (note that this ordinance was subsequently revised in 2013, and is now codified in Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code). Several of the measures apply specifically to the free product area where the project site is located; these measures are intended to control the release and migration of free product during project construction.


Risk management measures to be implemented after development are intended to manage risks to site occupants and ensure that they would have no contact with site soils and groundwater as well as risks to maintenance and utility workers that may contact soil left in place during their normal work activities. They include covering of exposed areas; limiting future residential development within the Mission Bay plan area to preclude single family homes with private front or back yards; restricting the future use of groundwater for domestic, industrial, or irrigation purposes; providing protocols for future subsurface activities; and implementing a long-term groundwater monitoring program.


In addition, the RMP specifies the process to ensure regulatory oversight of development activities within the Mission Bay plan area. Owners must specifically notify the RWQCB in advance of initiating construction and must also submit a dust monitoring notification to the RWQCB and DPH. In addition, the owner must document compliance with specified measures to the RWQCB and must also notify the RWQCB of any unanticipated structures or contamination encountered during construction, as well as any unanticipated environmental conditions not covered by the RMP. The owner must also submit quarterly reports to the RWQCB during construction and a completion letter once construction is complete.


As stated in the RMP, completion of this RMP satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01 and provides guidelines for implementing Mitigation Measure J.02, described above. The requirements of the RMP are enforced through an environmental covenant recorded against each parcel in the Mission Bay plan area. The environmental covenant requires compliance with the RMP and runs with the property, binding future site owners to also comply with the requirements of the RMP.


Site Investigations and Remediation, and Regulatory Actions. As summarized in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment completed for the project, the RWQCB adopted Order No. R2-2005-0028 in 2005 which established cleanup requirements for the Pier 64 area. The order divided the Pier 64 area into six operable units; portions of the Blocks 29-32 are located within the “North Terminal Operable Unit.” The site has been subject to several site investigations, underground tank removals, and remedial actions to address contaminants in the soil and groundwater prior to and pursuant to this order. As reported in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, the underground storage tank removals and remedial actions completed include:


Removal of a 13,500 gallon diesel underground storage tank from Block 31 in 1987 and a 1,000 gallon gasoline underground storage tank from Block 32 in 1997. These underground storage tanks were located with the area of the free petroleum product plume and free product in this area was removed during the remediation conducted in 2005 (discussed below);


Removal of a 4,000 gallon diesel underground storage tank, a 10,000 gallon underground tank, and a 5,000 gallon gasoline underground storage tank in 1995. These tanks were located in portions of Blocks 29 and 31 that are outside of the North Terminal Operable Unit. Localized soil and groundwater affected by petroleum hydrocarbons were addressed at the time of tank removal. These tanks were removed under the oversight and authority of the DPH Local Oversight Program and RWQCB, and case closure was granted in February 1995.


The Phase I soil remediation conducted in 2001 which included the removal of approximately 14,020 tons of visibly stained soil to a depth of approximately 2 feet below the groundwater table (a total depth of approximately 9 feet below ground surface) as well as petroleum pipelines encountered during excavation. During this remediation, free petroleum product accumulated on the groundwater surface was removed from the excavated area, and the excavation was backfilled.


The Phase II remediation conducted in 2005 which included demolition of the existing site structures and removal of approximately 90,000 tons of soil containing petroleum hydrocarbons from the North Terminal Operable Unit and adjacent areas. This excavation also extended to approximately two feet below the groundwater table, or nine feet below ground surface. During this remediation, free petroleum product accumulated on the groundwater surface was removed from the excavated area, and the excavation was backfilled. The revised RMP (described below) indicates that the site was not returned to original grade at this time, but that it would be the property owner's responsibility. 


On December 22, 2006, the RWQCB issued a no further action letter stating that no further soil remediation was required. With completion of the above activities, and based on the results of a groundwater monitoring program required by the RWQCB, twenty groundwater monitoring wells installed in the Pier 64 area as part of the groundwater monitoring program were properly abandoned in June, 2013. 


A Revised Risk Management Plan (RRMP) was prepared in 2006 in accordance with Order R2-2005-028 to reflect remedial actions conducted within the Pier 64 area in 2001 and 2005.[footnoteRef:73] The RRMP determined that based on completion of the above described remedial actions, the risk management measures required prior to development no longer applied to the North Terminal Operable Unit where the proposed project is located. All of the RMP risk management measures applicable during development and after development would still apply, with the exception of those measures specific to development in the free product area (because the previous remediations in the North Terminal Operable Unit successfully removed from product within this area).  [73:  	BBL Environmental Services, Inc., 2006. Revised Risk Management Plan, Former Petroleum Terminals and Related Pipelines Located at Pier 64 and Vicinity, City and County of San Francisco, California. August.] 



As stated in the RRMP, Catellus (the then owner of the North Terminal Operable Unit) and the City and County of San Francisco each recorded a Covenant and Environmental Restriction (deed restriction) on the property that, among other things, required property owners to comply with the terms of the Mission Bay RMP. Because this Covenant and Environmental Restriction will run with the property as discussed in the RMP, future site owners (including the project sponsor) will be subject to the requirements of the RMP. In 2014, the RWQCB issued order R2-2014-022 rescinding Order R2-2005-2008 because the above-described remediations and groundwater monitoring satisfied the requirements of that order. Order R2-2014-022 states that any residual contamination in the Pier 64 area poses acceptable risks to human health and the environment and can be effectively managed using the existing Mission Bay RMP.


While the completion of remedial actions described above would be considered substantial changes that have occurred at the project site, implementation of these actions has effectively removed free petroleum products in the Pier 64 area and reduced risks to human health and the environment in this area compared to conditions described in the FSEIR. With implementation of the Mission Bay RMP, prepared in accordance with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01, human health and environmental health risks would be remain within acceptable levels, and the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts relative to the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Preparation of the Mission Bay RMP satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01; therefore this mitigation does not apply to the proposed project. In addition, compliance with the RMP as required by the deed restriction would ensure that human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project would be within acceptable levels and no new or different mitigation would be required.


As stated above, the RWQCB has determined that the Mission Bay RMP, completed in accordance with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01, adequately addresses human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project. Therefore, Mitigation Measure J.01, already implemented, adequately addresses impacts associated with contaminated soil and groundwater. Compliance with the RMP, as required by the deed restriction, would ensure that human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project would be within acceptable levels and no new or different mitigation would be required. Furthermore, in the event that child care facilities were to occur under the proposed project, implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.02 would reduce this impact to less than significant.


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2: RMP Provisions for Child Care Facilities


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.02. Carry out a site-specific risk evaluation for each site in a non-residential area proposed to be used for a public school or child care facility; submit to RWQCB for review and approval. If cancer risks exceed 1 x 10-5 and/or noncancer risk exceeds a Hazard Index of 1, carry out remediation designed to reduce risks to meet these standards or select another site that is shown to meet these standards.


Emergency Response


Impact HZ‐3: The project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would increase the number of employees and visitors in the Mission Bay South area. There would be an additional 2,341 [TO BE UPDATED] new full-time equivalent (FTE) employees associated with the team operations and event center management, retail, cinema, and office uses, and additional 825 [TO BE UPDATED] day-of-game staff during a game/event at the event center. Depending on the game/event up to 18,500 [TO BE UPDATED] patrons could be attendance at the event center, and there would be additional visitors associated with the retail and cinema uses. The project employees and visitors could contribute to congestion if an emergency evacuation of the Mission Bay plan area were required. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impact section concluded that with implementation of mitigation requiring the project sponsor to store heavy construction equipment capable of negotiating roads damaged by an earthquake, coordinate emergency response plans with the City, prepare a project-specific emergency response plan, and construct a new fire station, impacts associated with emergency access in the event of a major earthquake would be less than significant.


Section 12.202(e)(1) of the San Francisco Fire Code currently requires that all owners of high-rise buildings (taller than 75 feet), such as the event center and office buildings, “shall establish or cause to be established procedures to be followed in case of fire or other emergencies. All such procedures shall be reviewed and approved by the chief of division.” Additionally, project construction would have to conform to the provisions of the Building Code and Fire Code, which require additional life-safety protections for high-rise buildings and the final building plans for the new facilities would be reviewed by the San Francisco Fire Department (as well as DBI) to ensure conformance with the applicable provisions, including development of an emergency procedure manual and an exit drill plan. This regulatory requirement fulfills the intent of Mitigation Measure H.03b.


Although not “adopted” by legislative action, the City has a published Emergency Response Plan dated 2009 and prepared by the Department of Emergency Management as part of the City’s Emergency Management Program.[footnoteRef:74] This plan includes plans for hazard mitigation and disaster preparedness and recovery, and identifies hazards to which San Francisco is particularly susceptible such as earthquake, hurricane, tsunami, flood, winter storm, and act of terrorism, including use of chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and explosive weapons. The Emergency Response Plan complies with several relevant state and federal directives for emergency planning, including the California Standardized Emergency Management System and the Incident Command System. The Plan includes sections on operations, including management and procedures; staffing, operations, and logistics regarding the City’s emergency operations center; and mutual aid involving other agencies. The Emergency Response Plan assigns responsibilities for disaster planning, operations (including fire and rescue, law enforcement, human services, infrastructure, transportation, communications, and community support), and logistics, as well as finance and administration, to City agencies and departments. The Emergency Response Plan also identifies volunteer agencies, such as the American Red Cross, that are integral to disaster response efforts. [74: 	San Francisco Department of Emergency Management, City and County of San Francisco Emergency Response Plan, December 2009. Available at: http://www.sfdem.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=1154. Reviewed September 9, 2011.] 



The Emergency Response Plan contains 16 “annexes” (similar to appendices), consistent with a federally established framework, that cover topics including firefighting, public works and engineering, mass casualty care, and earthquakes, among numerous others. The Earthquake Annex, in particular, sets forth planning assumptions for a series of earthquakes of varying magnitudes on different faults, and sets forth procedures for assessment of damage and injuries, and operational response and strategies in the event of a major earthquake.


Implementation of the project would increase the number of on-site employees and also the number of visitors that would be subject to a potential disaster, including a major earthquake or any of the other hazards identified in the Emergency Response Plan. However, in the event of such a disaster, implementation of the San Francisco Emergency Response Plan, prepared in 2008 (subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR) would ensure that adequate city resources are available for response. Implementation of the site-specific emergency response plan required under the Fire Code, and life safety requirements of the Building and Fire Codes as described above would ensure that the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of the City’s Emergency Response Plan, nor would it necessarily interfere with emergency evacuation planning. Preparation of the Emergency Response Plan, and implementation of these regulatory requirements fulfill the intent of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures H.01 and H.02, therefore these measures do not apply to the proposed project. 


In addition, the project site is located adjacent to Third Street, a primary evacuation route identified in the Emergency Response Plan. In addition, Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a designated Tsunami Evacuation Route. Project construction could interfere with implementation of the Emergency Response Plan if construction activities restricted access for emergency response vehicles or evacuating vehicles. However, any construction activities that could restrict access would be of a temporary nature. The Construction Management Plan required as part of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Transportation Advisory Staff Committee would address localized construction effects (such as increased traffic and the need for coordination with emergency response providers) prior to construction. The plan would include measures to minimize construction‐related disruptions and would be reviewed by the multi‐agency Transportation Advisory Staff Committee. Due to the short duration of disruption and required coordination and review of the project’s construction management plan, construction would not likely interfere with the Emergency Response Plan. Issues related to long-term emergency access will be discussed in the SEIR under the Transportation section.


Although not discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project would be constructed in a developed area of San Francisco, which lacks an “urban-wildland interface” and where fire, medical, and police services are available and provided. The street grid provides ample access for emergency responders and egress for event attendees and workers, and the proposed project would neither directly nor indirectly alter that situation. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly result in the additional exposure of persons to fire risk. 


Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third Street and Mission Rock was completed in the summer of 2014, and satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure H.05. Therefore, this mitigation measure is no longer applicable to the proposed project.


As discussed above, implementation of the city’s Emergency Response Plan, the site-specific emergency response plan required under the Fire Code, and life safety requirements of the Building and Fire Codes would ensure that the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of the City’s Emergency Response Plan, nor would it necessarily interfere with emergency evacuation. These regulatory requirements fulfill the requirements of mitigation specified in the Mission Bay FSEIR for this impact, and no additional mitigation is required.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C‐HZ‐1: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials. (Less than Significant)


Hazardous materials impacts related to implementation of the proposed project could result from use of hazardous materials (Impact HZ-1), excavation within materials containing naturally occurring asbestos (Impact HZ-1), and conducting construction activities within potentially contaminated soil and groundwater and subsequent use of the site (Impact HZ-2). These impacts would be primarily restricted to the project site and immediate vicinity; therefore, the geographic scope for cumulative impacts related to hazards includes the project site and immediate vicinity.


As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts with respect to hazards or hazardous materials that could not be mitigated to a less‐than‐significant level. All cumulative development in San Francisco would be subject to the same regulatory framework as would the project for the transport use, and storage of hazardous materials (Impact HZ-1) and compliance with these existing regulations would serve to minimize any cumulative impacts. 


The project could result in exposure to naturally occurring asbestos during construction (Impact HZ-1), and cumulative projects in the area could also encounter these materials potentially resulting in a significant cumulative impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M‑HZ-1a requiring a geologic investigation, and compliance with the Asbestos ATCM would ensure that the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact is less than significant with mitigation. 


With implementation of the RMP for the entire Mission Bay Plan area, cumulative impacts related to soil and groundwater contamination would be less than significant as discussed in Impact HZ-2. Similarly, other projects within the Plan area would be required to investigate and, as necessary, abate soil and groundwater contamination on a project‐by‐project basis in accordance with Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to soil and groundwater contamination would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effort to address cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal impacts related to large quantity hazardous waste generators would require additional commitment of federal, State, and other local agencies. Therefore, efforts to offset the plan contribution to cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal effects may not be successful, resulting in a residual impact that may be significant and unavoidable. However, as discussed in impact HZ-1, the project would only generate small quantities of hazardous wastes associated with maintenance and cleaning. Therefore, the project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to this cumulative impact, such that there would be no new or substantially more severe impact than what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Issues related to long term emergency access will be discussed in the SEIR under the Transportation section.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects
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			a)	Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Encourage activities which result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts of the Mission Bay plan on mineral resources. However, the project site at Blocks 29-32 does not contain any known mineral resources delineated in the San Francisco General Plan or any other land use plans and does not include mineral resources that are of value to the region and the residents of the state.[footnoteRef:75] Therefore, criteria E.17(a) and E.17(b) do not apply to the proposed project, and these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.  [75:  	California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 1996. Update of Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials in the South San Francisco Bay Production-Consumption Zone, Open File Report 96-03.] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187915]Summary of Energy Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Energy/Natural Resources section estimated that existing operational energy consumption within Mission Bay in 1998 was approximately 160 billion Btu[footnoteRef:76] annually for electricity and natural gas sources, and approximately 420 billion Btu annually for transportation sources. [76:  	Electric energy is usually measured in kilowatt hours (kWh), and natural gas in million cubic feet (MMcf). Both may be converted to British thermal units (Btu); 1 Btu is the quantity of heat necessary to raise the temperature of 1 pound of water 1 degree Fahrenheit.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study estimated that at buildout, operational energy consumption from the Mission Bay plan would be about 2,109 billion Btu annually for electricity and natural gas sources, and 3,212 billion Btu annually for transportation sources. However, impacts associated with this increase in energy use were considered less than significant because compliance with Title 24 Energy Conservation Standards would ensure that electricity and natural gas would not be used in a wasteful manner. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Energy/Natural Resources section estimated that construction of projects under the Mission Bay plan would consume approximately 20,645 billion Btu. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts to energy resources from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to energy resources.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 million gallons per day (mgd) of water at build-out. The FSEIR specified water conservation measures, proposed as part of the plan and included as Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02f that would ensure that the effects of plan implementation on water supply would remain less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc402187916]Impact Evaluation


Energy and Water Use


Impact ME‐1: The project would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner. (Less than Significant)


Construction Energy


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Energy/Natural Resources section estimated that the construction of development projects under the Mission Bay Plan would use approximately 20,645 billion Btu of energy. Construction of the event center and other proposed developments would also require the use of fuel, energy, and water. The FSEIR did not estimate energy consumption specific to the development of proposed on Blocks 29-32 or the amount of water that would be used during construction. However, the amount of these resources used for construction of the proposed project would be typical of a normal construction project in San Francisco, and energy consumption would be expected to be commensurate with the percentage of development at this site relative to total development under the Plan. Therefore, as indicated in the FSEIR, the use of these resources during construction would not be wasteful, and impacts related to the use of energy resources during construction would be less than significant. No new mitigation would be required.


Operational Energy and Water Resources


Fuels. As stated above, the Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that at full build out of the Mission Bay plan, fuel usage for transportation would be 3,212 billion Btu, approximately 8 times greater than the use of fuels at the time of FSEIR publication. The amount of fuel use attributable to development on Blocks 29-32 was not specifically calculated in the FSEIR.


The project could contribute to the estimated increase in the use of transportation fuels by introducing new event attendees, employees, and site visitors to the project site. However, as described in the Project Description, the event center and other proposed developments will be served by multiple public transportation opportunities; Terry A. François Boulevard would be realigned and reconfigured to include a two-way bicycle route; the project would include a bicycle valet and bicycle parking and incorporate alternative transportation facilities. With these features, the event attendees, employees, and site visitors would be encouraged to use public transportation or use alternative transportation methods. Should one travel in a personal vehicle, the use of low emission and fuel efficient vehicles would be encouraged by providing designated parking spots in the parking garage in accordance with Section 5.103.1.10 of the San Francisco Green Building Code. Therefore, the project would not result in the wasteful use of transportation fuels and this impact would be less than significant. No new mitigation is necessary.


Energy. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not estimate energy consumption specific to the development proposed on Blocks 29-32, but concluded that compliance with Title 24 Energy Conservation Standards would ensure that the area-wide 13 fold increase in energy use at full build out in the Mission Bay plan area would not result in a wasteful use of energy. 


The proposed event center and other proposed developments would require the use of energy for purposes such as lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation, food storage and preparation, and equipment operation. Subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, San Francisco adopted its own green building code, implementing the California Green Building Code and California Building Energy Efficiency Standards, with amendments. Accordingly, the design of the buildings would need to meet or exceed the energy efficiency requirements of the 2013 San Francisco Green Building Code which, at a minimum, would require compliance with the 2013 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards. In accordance with the San Francisco Green Building Code, the project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Gold standards, including provision of either some on-site renewable energy or purchase of green energy credits. Alternatively, the project could exceed the energy efficiency requirements specified in the 2013 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards by 10 percent. In addition, in accordance with the San Francisco Green Building Code, the project sponsor would be required to commission the building’s energy systems and components to verify that they meet the energy code requirements.


As described in the Project Description, the project would use a campus approach for LEED certification. This approach treats the entire site as a shared campus, allowing several LEED credits to be pre-approved under a campus site application and then referenced by each individual or group of buildings located on the site. The arena would pursue LEED for New Construction certification as an individual building, while the mixed-use development would pursue LEED for Core and Shell certification as a group project. Some examples of energy conservation measures that could be addressed in the building designs include sustainable building envelope strategies; shading; plug load reduction such as occupancy and daylight sensors; VAV demand control ventilation systems; water-cooled chillers, variable speed pumps, and airside/waterside economizers.


No new mitigation measures or alternatives are required because, as for the Mission Bay FSEIR, compliance with Title 24 regulations and now the San Francisco Green Building Code would ensure that the proposed project would not use energy in a wasteful manner.


Water. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 million gallons per day (mgd) of water at build-out and specified water conservation measures, proposed as part of the plan and included as mitigation, that would ensure that the effects of plan implementation on water supply would remain less than significant. Implementation of these measures would also ensure that water used under Mission Bay plan would not be used in a wasteful manner.


The proposed project would require the indoor use of water for toilet flushing and other sanitary needs, food preparation, and other indoor activities. However, the project would be required to comply with the water conservation measures specified in the 2013 California Green Building Code. Further, in accordance with the 2013 San Francisco Green Building Code, the project sponsor would be required to incorporate plumbing fixtures and fixture fittings to reduce the amount of potable water used by 30 percent. If and when a supply of recycled water becomes available through the Eastside Recycled Water Project[footnoteRef:77] the project would also use recycled water for non‐potable uses. [77: 	The SFPUC plans to provide 2 million gallons per day of high quality recycled water to the customers in the east side of the City through the Eastside Recycled Water Project for non‐potable uses such as irrigation and toilet flushing. This project is still in the planning stages, and the implementation date is uncertain.] 



For outdoor water use (landscape irrigation), the project sponsor would be required to use climate-appropriate plants and submit the required landscape documentation to the SFPUC in accordance with the San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance and the San Francisco Green Landscaping Ordinance. Installation of weather- or soil moisture-based irrigation controllers that would automatically adjust irrigation in response to changes in plants’ needs as weather conditions change would also be required. 


Compliance with the above standards would ensure that water is not used wastefully during operation of the event center and other proposed developments, and would in effect implement FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02f. Therefore, impacts related to wasteful use of water would be less than significant and FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02f are no longer required for the proposed project. No new mitigation measures are required. 


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-ME-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on energy resources. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would use fuel, energy, and water. Although other projects in the region would also use these resources, cumulative impacts would be less than significant because all of the regional projects, including the proposed project, would be required to comply with the California Green Building Standards Code and Building Energy Efficiency Standards at a minimum. Furthermore, many of the regional projects would also be subject to local green building requirements such as those of the City and County of San Francisco, which must be as stringent as the state requirements and are often more stringent. These building codes encourage sustainable construction and operational practices related to planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency, and conservation. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to wasteful use of fuel, energy, and water resources would be less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: r_agriculture]18. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
—Would the project





			a)	Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526)?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts of the Mission Bay plan on agriculture and forest resources. However, the project site at Blocks 29-32 does not contain any prime farmland, unique farmland, farmland of statewide importance, forest, or timberlands; does not support agricultural or timber uses; is not zoned for agricultural or timber uses; and is not under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, none of the agriculture and forest resources significance criteria are not applicable to the proposed project, and these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


	


F. [bookmark: _Toc402187917]
MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES


This section lists the mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study. Implementation of these measures would mitigate significant project environmental impacts, and/or considerable project contribution to cumulative environmental impacts such that all corresponding impacts would be reduced to less than significant. The listed mitigation measures include those measures originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR that are applicable to the proposed project, as well as certain new mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study to reduce potential impacts to less than significant. Mitigation measures are numbered to correspond to the Initial Study impact number, with a cross reference to the impact numbering system from the Mission Bay FSEIR where appropriate.


It should also be noted that certain mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR are no longer applicable to the proposed project, as described in Section E above; those measures are not listed in this section. For those topics and impact areas to be analyzed in the SEIR, additional mitigation measures will be identified in the SEIR as needed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187918]Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.06)	Comment by VWise: This is changing, right? 


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 OCII officer or its designated representative with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) 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 OCII officer or its designated representative and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until OCII officer or its designated representative has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


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


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative for review and approval. Once approved by OCII officer or its designated representative, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and OCII officer or its designated representative shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. OCII and the Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall each 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a: Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds


To the extent practicable, vegetation removal and grading of the site in advance of new site construction shall be performed between September 1 and January 31 in order to avoid breeding and nesting season for birds. If these activities cannot be performed during this period, a preconstruction survey of onsite vegetation for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified biologist.


In coordination with the OCII or its designated representative, pre-construction surveys of onsite vegetation shall be performed during bird breeding season (February 1 – August 31) no more than 14 days prior to vegetation removal, grading, or initiation of construction in order to locate any active passerine nests within 250 feet of the project site and any active raptor nests within 500 feet of the project site. Surveys shall be performed in accessible areas within 500 feet of the project site and include suitable habitat within line of sight as access is available. If active nests are found on either the project site or within the 500-foot survey buffer surrounding the project site, no-work buffer zones shall be established around the nests. Buffer distances will consider physical and visual barriers between the active nest and project activities, existing noise sources and disturbance, as well as sensitivity of the bird species to disturbance. Modification of standard buffer distances, 250 feet for active passerine nests and 500 feet for active raptor nests, will be determined by a qualified biologist in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). No vegetation removal or ground-disturbing activities including grading or new construction shall occur within a buffer zone until young have fledged or the nest is otherwise abandoned as determined by the qualified biologist.


If construction work during the nesting season stops for 14 days or more and then resumes, then nesting bird surveys shall be repeated, to ensure that no new birds have begun nesting in the area.


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b: Bird Safe Building Practices


The project sponsor shall design and implement the project consistent with the San Francisco Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings and Planning Code Section 139.


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1a. Guidelines for Handling Biohazardous Materials


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.01. Require businesses that handle biohazardous materials and do not receive federal funding to certify that they follow the guidelines published by the National Research Council and the United States Department of Health and Human Services Public Health Service, National Institutes of Health, and Centers for Disease Control, as set forth in Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories, Guidelines for Research Involving Recombinant DNA Molecules (NIH Guidelines), and Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, or their successors, as applicable.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.02. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they use high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters or substantially equivalent devices on all exhaust from Biosafety Level 3 laboratories unless they demonstrate that exhaust from their Biosafety Level 3 laboratories would not pose substantial health or safety hazards to the public or the environment. Require such businesses to certify that they inspect or monitor the filters regularly to ensure proper functioning.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.03. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they do not handle or use biohazardous materials requiring Biosafety Level 4 containment (i.e., dangerous or exotic materials that pose high risks of life-threatening diseases or aerosol-transmitted infections, or unknown risks of transmission) in the Project Area.


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b: Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos


The project sponsor shall conduct a geologic investigation in accordance with the guidelines of the California Geologic Survey[footnoteRef:78] to determine the naturally occurring asbestos content of fill materials to be excavated at the project site. If the investigation determines that the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials is 0.25 percent or greater, the project sponsor or its construction contractor shall submit the appropriate notification forms and prepare an asbestos dust mitigation plan in accordance with the Asbestos ATCM. The plan shall specify measures that will be taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property boundary during construction. The plan must specify the following measures: [78:  	California Geologic Survey, 2002. Guidelines for Geologic Investigations of Naturally Occurring Asbestos in California. Special Publication 124.] 



· Prevent and control visible track‑out from the property


· Ensure adequate wetting or covering of active storage piles


· Control disturbed surface areas and storage piles that would remain inactive for 7 days


· Control traffic on on-site unpaved roads, parking lots, and staging areas, including a maximum vehicle speed of 15 miles per hour


· Control earthmoving activities


· Control offsite transport of dust emissions that contain naturally-occurring asbestos-containing materials


· Stabilize disturbed areas following construction


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2: RMP Provisions for Child Care Facilities


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.02. Carry out a site-specific risk evaluation for each site in a non-residential area proposed to be used for a public school or child care facility; submit to RWQCB for review and approval. If cancer risks exceed 1 x 10-5 and/or noncancer risk exceeds a Hazard Index of 1, carry out remediation designed to reduce risks to meet these standards or select another site that is shown to meet these standards.





	


G. [bookmark: _Toc402187919]
DETERMINATION


On the basis of this Initial Study:


			|_|


			I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.





			|_|


			I find that although the proposed project could have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 





			|_|


			I find that the proposed project MAY have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.





			|X|


			I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially new or substantially more severe significant impact” or “potentially new or substantially more severe significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. A SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 





			|_|


			I find that although the proposed project could have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental documentation is required. 























							___________________________________


Tiffany Bohee


Executive Director


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 


DATE_______________			
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			[bookmark: _Toc395852999][bookmark: _Toc395853712]TABLE 1
SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State 
Status


			Calif. Rare Plant Rank


			Habitat Description / 
Blooming Period


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Species Listed or Proposed for Listing





			Presidio Manzanita
Arctostaphylos montana ssp. ravenii


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Open, rocky, serpentine slopes in chaparral, coastal scrub, and coastal prairie.


February – March


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Marsh sandwort
Arenaria paludicola


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Freshwater or brackish marshes and swamps.


May – August


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Presidio clarkia
Clarkia franciscana


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Serpentine outcrops in coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grassland.


May – July


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Beach layia
Layia carnosa


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Sand dunes.


March – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco lessingia 
Lessingia germanorum


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Coastal scrub, sandy soils free of competing species.


July – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			White rayed pentachaeta 
Pentachaeta bellidiflora


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Open, dry, rocky slopes and grassy areas, usually on serpentine.


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Marin western flax
Hesperolinon congestum


			FT


			CT


			1B.1


			Chaparral and grassland, usually on serpentine barrens.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			California seablite
Suaeda californica


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal Salt Marsh, wetland-riaprian


July - October


			Low. Documented occurrences south of the proposed project at Pier 94 and India Basin. Suitable habitat not present within the project site.





			Franciscan manzanita
Arctostaphylos franciscana


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Open, rocky, serpentine outcrops in chaparral.


February – April 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present. This species was believed to be extinct in the wild (although still extant through cultivation), but was rediscovered in Presidio National Park in late 2009.





			Robust spineflower
Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Sandy or gravelly coastal dunes, coastal scrub, cismontane woodland and maritime chaparral.


April – September 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Showy ranchería clover
Trifolium amoenum





			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Valley grassland, wetland riparian


April - June


			Low. No suitable habitat present. No local records documented in San Francisco.











			[bookmark: _Toc400381586][bookmark: _Toc402188560]TABLE 1 (Continued)
SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State 
Status


			Calif. Rare Plant Rank


			Habitat Description / 
Blooming Period


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Species Listed or Proposed for Listing (cont.)





			San Bruno Mountain manzanita
Arctostaphylos imbricada


			--


			CE


			1B.1


			Chaparral and coastal scrub, usually on sandstone outcrops.


February – May 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Pacific manzanita
Arctostaphylos pacifica


			--


			CE


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub and chaparral.


February – April


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys diffusus


			--


			CE


			1B.1


			Coastal prairie, and valley and foothill grasslands.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern





			Adobe sanicle
Sanicula maritima


			--


			Rare


			1B.1


			Moist clay or ultramafic soil in chaparral, coastal prairie, meadows, seeps, and valley and foothill grassland.


February – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Hairless popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys glaber


			--


			--


			1A


			Coastal salt marshes and alkaline meadows.


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			coast lilly
Lilium maritimum


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal Prairie, mixed evergreen forest, northern coastal scrub, closed-cone pine forest, north coastal coniferous forest, wetland-riparian


May – August


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Northern curly-leaved mondarella
Mondarella sinuata ssp. Nigrescens


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal strand, chaparral


May - July


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Blue coast gilia
Gilia capitata spp. chamissonis


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal dunes and scrub.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Extant population is present within the Presidio of San Francisco.





			Kellogg’s horkelia
Horkelia cuneata ssp. sericea


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal scrub, dunes, and openings of closed-cone coniferous forests.


February – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Rose leptosiphon
Leptosiphon rosaceus


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal bluff scrub.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Fragrant fritillary 
Fritillaria liliacea


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On clay, often serpentine derived soils in coastal scrub, grassland, and coastal prairie.


February – April 


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Extant population located at Twin Peaks.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Bent-flowered fiddleneck
Amsinckia lunaris


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal bluff scrub, cismontane woodland, and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Montara manzanita
Arctostaphylos montaraensis


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Slopes and ridges in chaparral and coastal scrub.


January – March 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.	





			Alkali milk-vetch
Astragualus tener var. tener


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Alkali flats, flooded grassland, playas and vernal pools.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species presumed extirpated in San Francisco.





			Pappose tarplant
Centromadia parryi ssp. parryi


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Chaparral, coastal prairie, meadows, seeps, coastal salt marshes and swamps, and vernally mesic, often alkaline, valley and foothill grasslands.


May – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Franciscan thistle
Cirsium andrewsii


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal bluff scrub, coastal prairie, coastal mesic scrub, and broadleaf upland forest; sometimes on serpentine.


March – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco Bay spineflower
Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub, dunes and grassland.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Point Reyes bird’s-beak
Chloropyron maritimum ssp. palustre


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal salt marshes and swamps.


June – October 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Compact cobwebby thistle
Cirsium occidentale var. 
compactum


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub, grassland, and dunes.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Round-headed Chinese-houses
Collinsia corymbosa


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal dunes and coastal prairie.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species has not been seen in San Francisco for more than 100 years.





			San Francisco collinsia
Collinsia multicolor


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On humus-covered soil derived from mudstone in closed-cone coniferous forest, coastal scrub. 


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Dark-eyed gilia
Gilia millefoliata


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal dunes.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species potentially extirpated in San Francisco.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Diablo helianthella
Helianthella castanea


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On rocky soils in broadleaf upland forest, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, riparian woodland, and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			White seaside tarplant
Hemizonia congesta ssp. congesta


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Grassy valleys and hills, often on fallow fields in coastal scrub.


April – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Short-leaved evax
Hesperevax sparsiflora var. brevifolia


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Sandy bluffs and flats in coastal scrub and coastal dunes.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Arcuate bush mallow 
Malacothamnus arcuatus


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Gravelly alluvium in chaparral and cismontane woodland.


April – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Marsh microseris
Microseris paludosa


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Closed-cone coniferous forest, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grassland.


August – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Choris’s popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Mesic sites in chaparral, coastal scrub, and coastal prairie.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco campion 
Silene verecunda ssp. verecunda


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Mudstone, shale, or serpentine substrates in coastal scrub, coastal prairie, chaparral and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Santa Cruz microseris
Stebbinsoseris decipiens


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On sandstone, shale or serpentine derived seaward facing slopes in broadleaf upland forest, closed-cone coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal prairie, and coastal scrub.


April – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Coastal triquetrella
Triquetrella californica


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On shaded soil, rocks sand or gravel in dry or moist conditions or in coastal bluff and coastal scrub.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco owl’s clover
Triphysaria floribunda


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Grasslands.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Bristly sedge
Carex comosa


			--


			--


			2B.1


			Lake margins, marshes, swamps, coastal prairie, and valley and foothill grasslands.


May – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Oregon polemonium
Polemonium carneum


			--


			--


			2B.2


			Coastal prairie, coastal scrub, lower montane coniferous forest.


April – September


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco gumplant
Grindelia hirsutula var. maritima


			--


			--


			3.2


			On sandy or serpentine slopes of sea bluffs in coastal scrub, or valley and foothill grasslands.


June – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			


NOTES:


	The “Potential for Effect” category is defined as follows:


	High = Species is expected to occur and habitat meets species requirements. 


	Moderate = Habitat is only marginally suitable or is suitable but not within species geographic range.


	Low = Habitat does not meet species requirements as currently understood in the scientific community.





STATUS CODES:


Federal:


FE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FSC	=	NOAA Fisheries designated “species of concern”


FPD	=	Proposed delisted


FD	=	Delisted





State:


CE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the California Endangered Species Act


CT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the California Endangered Species Act


CSC	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “species of special concern”


CFP	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “fully protected” 


SC	= California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “candidate threatened” 


WL	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “watch list”


3503.5	=	Eggs, Nests, and Nestlings Protected under section 3503.5 of the California Department of Fish and Game Code


*	=	California special animal





California Rare Plant Rank:


List 1A	=	Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere 


List 1B	=	Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere


List 2A	=	Plants presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere


List 2B	=	Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere


List 3	=	Plants about which we need more information--a review list


List 4	=	Plants of limited distribution--a watch list





SOURCE: USFWS (2014), CDFW (2014), CNPS (2014).
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TABLE 2
SPECIAL-STATUS ANIMAL SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32


			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State Status


			Habitat Description


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Invertebrates





			San Bruno elfin butterfly
Callophrys mossii bayensis


			FE


			--


			Coastal scrub on rocky outcrops with broadleaf stonecrop (Sedum spathulifolium)


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Three known populations at San Bruno Mountain, Montara, and Pacifica.





			Bay checkerspot butterfly
Euphydryas editha bayensis


			FT


			--


			Serpentine grasslands.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Mission blue butterfly
Plebejus icarioides missionensis


			FE


			--


			Grassland with Lupinus albifrons, L. Formosa, and L. varicolor.


			Low. Closest suitable habitat present at Twin Peaks. Species unlikely to occur at the project site.





			Callippe silverspot butterfly
Speyeria callippe callippe


			FE


			--


			Found in native grasslands with Viola pedunculata as larval food plant.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Monarch butterfly
Danaus plexippus


			--


			*


			Eucalyptus groves (wintering sites).


			Low. No suitable habitat present though may occur on a transient basis. Several records of this species wintering in eucalyptus groves within San Francisco including Golden Gate Park, the Presidion, Fort Mason, and Telegraph Hill. 





			Tomales isopod
Caecuditea tomalensis


			--


			--


			Still-to slow-moving water in vegetated ponds, preferably spring-fed.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Reptiles and Amphibians





			Western pond turtle 
Emys marmorata


			--


			CSC


			Ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation ditches with aquatic vegetation. Requires basking sites and suitable upland habitat for egg-laying. Nest sites most often characterized as having gentle slopes (<15%) with little vegetation or sandy banks.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco garter snake
Thamnophis sirtalis 
tetrataenia


			FE


			SE


			Densely vegetated ponds near open hillsides with abundant small mammal burrows.


			Absent. Species is considered likely extirpated from San Francisco.





			California red-legged frog 
Rana draytonii


			FT


			CSC


			Freshwater ponds and slow streams with emergent vegetation for egg attachment.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Birds





			California clapper rail
Rallus longirostris obsoletus


			FE


			CE


			Salt marsh wetlands along the San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Bank swallow 
Riparia riparia (nesting)


			--


			CT


			Vertical banks and cliffs with sandy soil, near water. Nests in holes dug in cliffs and river banks.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. 





			Yellow warbler 
Dendroica petechia brewsteri


			--


			CSC


			Nests in dense riparian cover and montane chaparral. Breeding distribution includes the coast ranges and western slopes of the Sierra Nevada. Rare to uncommon in lowland areas.


			Low. No suitable riparian habitat present.
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SPECIAL-STATUS ANIMAL SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State Status


			Habitat Description


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Birds (cont.)





			California black rail
Laterallus jamaicensis
coturniculus


			--


			CT


			Salt and brackish marshes; also in freshwater marshes at low elevations.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. 





			Salt marsh common yellowthroat
Geothlypis trichas sinuous


			--


			CSC


			Forages in various marsh, riparian and upland habitats. Nests on or near the ground in concealed locations.


			Low. No suitable riparian habitat present.





			Alameda song sparrow
Melospiza melodia pusillula


			--


			CSC


			Salt marshes of eastern and south San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Pablo song sparrow
Melospiza melodia samuelis


			--


			CSC


			Salt marshes of eastern and north San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Peregrine falcon
Falco peregrinus


			FD


			FP


			Woodlands, coastal habitats, riparian areas, coastal and inland waters, human made structures that may be used as nest or temporary perch sites.


			Low. May forage over the project area though proposed project site does not provide nesting habitat.





			Double-crested cormorant
Phalacrocorax auritus


			--


			WL, 3503.5


			Coastal areas and inland lakes in fresh, saline, and estuarine waters.


			Low. No suitable nesting habitat present at the proposed project site though colonies are known to nest on the Bay Bridge. Species may occur in adjacent Bay waters or over the project site on a transient basis.





			Cooper’s hawk 
Accipiter cooperii


			--


			3503.5


			Nests in riparian areas and oak woodlands, forages at woodland edges. 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Sharp-shinned hawk 
Accipiter striatus


			--


			3503.5


			Nests in riparian areas and oak woodlands, forages in open areas


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Great horned owl
 Bubo virginianus


			--


			3503.5


			Riparian, coniferous, chaparral and desert habitats.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Red-tailed hawk
 Buteo jamaicensis


			--


			3503.5


			Found in nearly all habitats and elevations.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. May occur over the project on a transient basis.





			Red-shouldered hawk
Buteo lineatus


			--


			3503.5


			Riparian woodlands with swamps and emergent wetlands.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			American kestrel
Falco sparverius


			--


			3503.5


			Frequents generally open grasslands, pastures, and fields; primarily a cavity nester.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. May occur over the project on a transient basis.





			Osprey
Pandion haliaetus


			--


			3503.5


			Habitat varies greatly and usually includes adequate supply of accessible fish, shallow waters, open and elevated nest sites (10-60 feet in height), and artificial structures such as towers. Builds large platform stick nests near or in open waters such as lakes, estuaries, bays, reservoirs, and within the surf zone. 


			Low. No suitable habitat is present. May forage in adjacent waters. Project site does not provide suitable nesting habitat.





			Birds (cont.)





			Great blue heron
Ardea herodias


			--


			3503.5


			Shallow estuaries and fresh and saline emergent wetlands.


			Low. May forage in standing water of the onsite basin. 





			American goldfinch
Carduelis tristis


			--


			3503.5


			Cismontane foothills; riparian and cropland habitats.


			Present. Suitable habitat is present.





			Barn swallow
Hirundo rustica


			--


			3503.5


			Open areas from coastal grassland and shrubland to mixed coniferous forests.


			Moderate. Suitable habitat is present.





			Mammals





			Western red bat 
Lasiurus blossevillii


			--


			CSC


			Roosts primarily in trees, 2-40 feet above ground, from sea level up through mixed conifer forests. Prefers habitat edges and mosaics with trees that are protected from above and open below with open areas for foraging.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			Pallid bat 
Antrozous pallidus


			--


			CSC


			Prefers caves, crevices, hollow trees, or buildings in areas adjacent to open space for foraging. Associated with lower elevations in California.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			Townsend’s big-eared bat 
Corynorhinus townsendii


			--


			CSC
SC


			Throughout California in a wide variety of habitats. Most common in mesic sites. Roosts in the open, hanging from walls and ceilings of rocky areas with caves or tunnels. Roosting sites limited. Extremely sensitive to human disturbance.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			American badger
Taxidea taxus


			--


			CSC


			Open grasslands with loose, friable soils.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.	





			Point Reyes jumping mouse
Zapus trinotatus orarius


			--


			CSC


			Upland areas of bunch grass in marshes in Point Reyes.


			Low. Project site is south of the known range for this species.





			NOTES:


	The “Potential for Effect” category is defined as follows:


	High = Species is expected to occur and habitat meets species requirements. 


	Moderate = Habitat is only marginally suitable or is suitable but not within species geographic range.


	Low = Habitat does not meet species requirements as currently understood in the scientific community.





			STATUS CODES:


Federal:


FE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FSC	=	NOAA Fisheries designated “species of concern”


FPD	=	Proposed delisted


FD	=	Delisted


State:


CE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the California Endangered Species Act


CT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the California Endangered Species Act


CSC	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “species of special concern”


CFP =	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “fully protected” 


SC = California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “candidate threatened” 


WL	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “watch list”


3503.5	=	Eggs, Nests, and Nestlings Protected under section 3503.5 of the California Department of Fish and Game Code


*	=	California special animal


SOURCE: USFWS (2014), CDFW (2014), CNPS (2014). 
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Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.       a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.       Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·        When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·        There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive the
forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·        We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
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Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Sharpe, Catherine; Gavin, John (MYR); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII);


Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)
Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
Date: Saturday, November 08, 2014 9:53:57 AM


Yes, 3:00 works for me.  Thanks Catherine and Clarke. 


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


> On Nov 8, 2014, at 9:07 AM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:
>
> 3pm works best for me. Adam, can you make that work? I can circulate a phone number and GoTo
invite once we're confirmed on the time.
> Thanks,
> Clarke
>
> Clarke Miller
> Strada Investment Group
>
>> On Nov 8, 2014, at 8:20 AM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>>
>> On Tuesday I'm open before 10:30 and between 1 and 4
>>
>>
>> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>>
>>
>> -------- Original message --------
>> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
>> Date:11/08/2014 12:51 AM (GMT-07:00)
>> To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>
>> Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
>> Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>>
>> Sure, what time?  I will have my kids who are off for Veteran's Day but could call in and, depending
on the time, Clarke is available.
>>
>> Have a great time in Park City.  Have you tried the High West Distillery?
>>
>> Adam Van de Water
>> Project Manager
>> Office of Economic and Workforce Development
>> City and County of San Francisco
>> 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
>> San Francisco, CA 94102
>> 415.554.6625
>>
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>>
>>> On Nov 7, 2014, at 7:28 PM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>>>
>>> Unfortunately, Adam, I'm in Park City until Monday afternoon.  Could we meet on Tuesday?
>>>
>>>
>>> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>>>
>>>
>>> -------- Original message --------
>>> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
>>> Date:11/07/2014 6:19 PM (GMT-07:00)
>>> To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>
>>> Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
>>> Subject: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>>>
>>> Catherine:
>>>
>>> Thanks for gathering the biotech community on Tuesday to share your thoughts on arena
circulation patterns.  I thought it was a very productive meeting and helped us better understand your
needs, concerns and work schedules.
>>>
>>> We’re pulling together the details of a draft Transportation Management Plan for the arena (arrival
routes, transit service plan, curb management strategies, PCO locations, etc) to share at next
Thursday’s MBCAC meeting and would love to get your thoughts beforehand.  Do you have time on
Monday for a sneak preview?  We’re available all afternoon.
>>>
>>> Best,
>>>
>>> Adam Van de Water
>>> Office of Economic and Workforce Development
>>> City Hall Room 448
>>> San Francisco, CA 94102
>>> (415) 554-6625
>>








From: Clarke Miller
To: Sharpe, Catherine
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine


(CII); Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)
Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
Date: Saturday, November 08, 2014 9:07:24 AM


3pm works best for me. Adam, can you make that work? I can circulate a phone number and GoTo
invite once we're confirmed on the time.
Thanks,
Clarke


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


> On Nov 8, 2014, at 8:20 AM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>
> On Tuesday I'm open before 10:30 and between 1 and 4
>
>
> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>
>
> -------- Original message --------
> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
> Date:11/08/2014 12:51 AM (GMT-07:00)
> To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>
> Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
> Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>
> Sure, what time?  I will have my kids who are off for Veteran's Day but could call in and, depending
on the time, Clarke is available.
>
> Have a great time in Park City.  Have you tried the High West Distillery?
>
> Adam Van de Water
> Project Manager
> Office of Economic and Workforce Development
> City and County of San Francisco
> 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
> San Francisco, CA 94102
> 415.554.6625
>
>
>> On Nov 7, 2014, at 7:28 PM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>>
>> Unfortunately, Adam, I'm in Park City until Monday afternoon.  Could we meet on Tuesday?
>>
>>
>> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>>
>>
>> -------- Original message --------
>> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
>> Date:11/07/2014 6:19 PM (GMT-07:00)
>> To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:casharpe@Fibrogen.com

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:john.gavin@sfgov.org

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:TEllington@warriors.com





>> Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
>> Subject: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>>
>> Catherine:
>>
>> Thanks for gathering the biotech community on Tuesday to share your thoughts on arena circulation
patterns.  I thought it was a very productive meeting and helped us better understand your needs,
concerns and work schedules.
>>
>> We’re pulling together the details of a draft Transportation Management Plan for the arena (arrival
routes, transit service plan, curb management strategies, PCO locations, etc) to share at next
Thursday’s MBCAC meeting and would love to get your thoughts beforehand.  Do you have time on
Monday for a sneak preview?  We’re available all afternoon.
>>
>> Best,
>>
>> Adam Van de Water
>> Office of Economic and Workforce Development
>> City Hall Room 448
>> San Francisco, CA 94102
>> (415) 554-6625
>>
>








From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
To: Sharpe, Catherine
Cc: Gavin, John (MYR); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Theo


Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)
Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:51:01 PM


Sure, what time?  I will have my kids who are off for Veteran's Day but could call in and, depending on
the time, Clarke is available.


Have a great time in Park City.  Have you tried the High West Distillery?


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


> On Nov 7, 2014, at 7:28 PM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>
> Unfortunately, Adam, I'm in Park City until Monday afternoon.  Could we meet on Tuesday?
>
>
> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>
>
> -------- Original message --------
> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
> Date:11/07/2014 6:19 PM (GMT-07:00)
> To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>
> Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
> Subject: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>
> Catherine:
>
> Thanks for gathering the biotech community on Tuesday to share your thoughts on arena circulation
patterns.  I thought it was a very productive meeting and helped us better understand your needs,
concerns and work schedules.
>
> We’re pulling together the details of a draft Transportation Management Plan for the arena (arrival
routes, transit service plan, curb management strategies, PCO locations, etc) to share at next
Thursday’s MBCAC meeting and would love to get your thoughts beforehand.  Do you have time on
Monday for a sneak preview?  We’re available all afternoon.
>
> Best,
>
> Adam Van de Water
> Office of Economic and Workforce Development
> City Hall Room 448
> San Francisco, CA 94102
> (415) 554-6625
>
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Sharpe, Catherine
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine


(CII); Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)
Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
Date: Saturday, November 08, 2014 12:47:13 PM


I'll be in a meeting in Oakland immediately prior, so I'm afraid it'll have to be phone and online. I'll
circulate an invite this weekend. Thanks, Catherine.


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


> On Nov 8, 2014, at 10:14 AM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>
> Good. Confirming 3. Call in, only or f2f?
>
>
> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>
>
> -------- Original message --------
> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
> Date:11/08/2014 10:53 AM (GMT-07:00)
> To: Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>
> Cc: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>, "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>,
"Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
> Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>
> Yes, 3:00 works for me.  Thanks Catherine and Clarke.
>
> Adam Van de Water
> Project Manager
> Office of Economic and Workforce Development
> City and County of San Francisco
> 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
> San Francisco, CA 94102
> 415.554.6625
>
>
>> On Nov 8, 2014, at 9:07 AM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:
>>
>> 3pm works best for me. Adam, can you make that work? I can circulate a phone number and GoTo
invite once we're confirmed on the time.
>> Thanks,
>> Clarke
>>
>> Clarke Miller
>> Strada Investment Group
>>
>>> On Nov 8, 2014, at 8:20 AM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>>>
>>> On Tuesday I'm open before 10:30 and between 1 and 4
>>>
>>>
>>> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>>>



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:casharpe@Fibrogen.com

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:john.gavin@sfgov.org

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:TEllington@warriors.com





>>>
>>> -------- Original message --------
>>> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
>>> Date:11/08/2014 12:51 AM (GMT-07:00)
>>> To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>
>>> Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
>>> Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>>>
>>> Sure, what time?  I will have my kids who are off for Veteran's Day but could call in and,
depending on the time, Clarke is available.
>>>
>>> Have a great time in Park City.  Have you tried the High West Distillery?
>>>
>>> Adam Van de Water
>>> Project Manager
>>> Office of Economic and Workforce Development
>>> City and County of San Francisco
>>> 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
>>> San Francisco, CA 94102
>>> 415.554.6625
>>>
>>>
>>>> On Nov 7, 2014, at 7:28 PM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>>>>
>>>> Unfortunately, Adam, I'm in Park City until Monday afternoon.  Could we meet on Tuesday?
>>>>
>>>>
>>>> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>>>>
>>>>
>>>> -------- Original message --------
>>>> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
>>>> Date:11/07/2014 6:19 PM (GMT-07:00)
>>>> To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>
>>>> Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
>>>> Subject: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>>>>
>>>> Catherine:
>>>>
>>>> Thanks for gathering the biotech community on Tuesday to share your thoughts on arena
circulation patterns.  I thought it was a very productive meeting and helped us better understand your
needs, concerns and work schedules.
>>>>
>>>> We’re pulling together the details of a draft Transportation Management Plan for the arena
(arrival routes, transit service plan, curb management strategies, PCO locations, etc) to share at next
Thursday’s MBCAC meeting and would love to get your thoughts beforehand.  Do you have time on
Monday for a sneak preview?  We’re available all afternoon.
>>>>
>>>> Best,
>>>>
>>>> Adam Van de Water
>>>> Office of Economic and Workforce Development
>>>> City Hall Room 448
>>>> San Francisco, CA 94102
>>>> (415) 554-6625
>>>
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From: Stewart, Luke
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Antonio, Joe; Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: confirmation of presentation at Parks Coord mtg
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 9:54:56 AM


Sorry, we can't make it. Joe is out this month and we have a morning P27 mtg and a 12:30
internal MBDG meeting already booked. 


Sent from a mobile device


On Nov 10, 2014, at 9:43 AM, Hussain, Lila (CII) <lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


Joe/Luke,


Any chance either of you can attend MJM's parks coordination meeting this Wed.  Catherine and I cannot
make it this Wed.  If you cant, email both me and Catherine.  


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Saturday, November 8, 2014 9:42 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: confirmation of presentation at Parks Coord mtg
 
Sorry. I have an all day GSW meeting. Nicole can cover it. I can walk her thru stuff on Monday. Not a lot
to say about the new parks.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


Resent-From: <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
From: "Nicole Agbayani" <nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org>
Date: November 7, 2014 at 3:18:49 PM PST
To: "'Hussain, Lila \(CII\)'" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
Subject: confirmation of presentation at Parks Coord mtg


Hi Lila,
 
Happy Friday! I’m emailing to confirm you will be presenting an update on new parks for
2015 and park phasing at the Parks Coordination meeting on 11/12 at 12:00 pm at the
Pavilion.  Please confirm, thank you!
 
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
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Brian Boxer
Subject: Agenda for GSW MB 11/12 work session
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:00:47 AM
Attachments: 2014_11_12_GSW CEQA Meeting_Agenda_Draft.docx


All,
Attached is the agenda for the work session.  ESA will have copies available for
everyone's use at the meeting.
We are hopeful that we can complete everything on Weds.
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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November 12, 2014
)CEQA Meeting Agenda


GSW Mission Bay, Initial Study


AGENDA





Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay


CEQA Environmental Review Meeting





Wednesday, November 12, 2014, 9:00 a.m. to 5 p.m.


at ESA, 550 Kearny St, Suite 800





 SCREENCHECK INITIAL STUDY, WORK SESSION 





1. NOP Cover page:  Confirm Scoping meeting date, time, location


2. Project Description:


· Need comments on revised PD from EP and OCII


· Figure 3, MB Land Use Map.  Confirm if acceptable (OCII)


· Figure 4, New site plan (GSW)


· Updated Table 1, deleted cinema


· Increased office/retail employment and day-of-game employment


· Construction schedule, to be confirmed (GSW)


· Confirm construction times are OK (OCII)


· Confirm archeological testing proposed as part of project (GSW)


· Confirm waterproofing design and no operational dewatering


· Revised maximum excavation depth/quantities  


· OCII: further restrictions in MB for extreme noise-generating activities.  What is the source of this requirement? 


3. Project Setting


4. Project Approvals


· Added DPW approval of subdivision map (JM)


· MB South D4D, amendment and modification, is this redundant? (IB) TEXT REVISED


5. Zoning and Plans


6. Approach to Analysis: Fixed the boxes to check only those topics to be covered in the SEIR.


7. Cumulative Projects: We will need to revise all cumulative impact discussions to reflect these changes, as appropriate.


· changes to UCSF LRDP


· Pier 70 (EP)


· *Kaiser Permanente--let’s discuss how you treat this one (CR)


8. Land Use


· Summary of FSEIR, confirm bldg heights of what was in FSEIR vs what was adopted (CR) 


· Impact LU-2, regarding UCSF LRDP, Blocks 33/34 were not included in the 2008 EIR (CR), confirm changes consistent with revised LRDP description (VW). TEXT REVISED


· Impact C-LU-1, Regarding projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, introduction of more residential, commercial, and mixed-use buildings in the Central Waterfront and Showplace Square / Potrero Hill areas, would alter the lane use character of these areas. NEW TEXT ADDED: These land use effects have been analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR (GSW). 
DONE: Should mention whether Mission Bay build out was considered part of background conditions in the EN EIR analysis; if so then these effects have already been analyzed. (GSW)
Added discussion of SWL 337/Pier 48 and Pier 70 projects to the cumulative impact analysis.


9. Aesthetics


· Clarified reference to SB 743, "Chapter 386 of the 2013 California Legislative Session" (JM)


· Need completed Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist (EP)


10. Pop/Housing


· Impact PH-1, as of July 2014, the net loss in construction employment in the five-county region since 2007 stands at about 15,000 jobs.  What is the source of this information? (GSW) FOOTNOTE ADDED


· Impact PH-2. NEW TEXT ADDED: Given the continuing population of unemployed construction workers, as well as the project being subject to OCII’s workforce development program (which includes goals to hire local workers for construction), nearly all project construction labor needs would readily be met by current residents of San Francisco and the rest of the five-county region. (GSW)


· Impact PH-3.  These parking facilities use fully-automated pay stations, so no workers are required for daily lot operations. NEW TEXT ADDED: (there may be daily pass bys by the employees servicing the pay stations). (CR)


· Impact PH-4, Impact C-PH-1: operational impacts updated per revised square footages, revised Table 2


11. *Cultural Resources: Need comments from EP, OCII, GSW, CAO on revised section that responded to Randall Dean's comments, and specifically changes to archaeo impacts and new mitigation measure. Do we need both mitigation measures?


12. Transportation: focused out criterion E.5(c) regarding air traffic


13. Noise


· Focused out criterion E.6(g) regarding the project being affected by existing noise levels


14. Air Quality


15. *Greenhouse Gases:  Need comments on draft GHG checklist.  Text is revised to reflect the draft GHG checklist. However, we need to finalize the checklist prior to publication of the Initial Study.


16. Wind and Shadow: Need to coordinate with GSW, which is also doing a shadow study (CR)


17. Recreation


· update acres of open space in Mission Bay from 47 to 49 acres, and revise phasing of open space to 0.45 acres for each acre of developable area per the OPA, also update Impact C-RE-1 (CR)- TEXT REVISED


· Impact RE-1: added footnote to acknowledge that the proposed project could affect the physical design of Park P22 (JM).  
*JM: Perhaps this is an item we can discuss live to determine how and where, if at all, this is addressed.
JM: concept of water taxi stop on 16th?  propose to remain silent on this in Initial Study and discuss as appropriate in SEIR under Transportation.


18. Utilities and Service Systems


· *Impact UT-1, Water Supply:  Need updated water demand memo verifying that demand < 0.109 mgd (GSW)


· Impact UT-2, water supply infrastructure:  TEXT REVISED to indicate that Master Developer has responsibility and will work with SFPUC. 
Response to Note from CR: The Master Developer is required to install the utility mains up to the property line per the OPA Infrastructure Plan. If additional backbone infrastructure is required to be installed the Master Developer and OCII would look to GSW to pay for that since we cannot increase our use of Tax Increment.  However, practically, the Master Developer would probably be the one to talk with the PUC instead of GSW since it would make sense to install the larger mains when the rest of the infrastructure goes in.  The Master Developer would most likely enter into an agreement with GSW to ensure the Master Developer was made whole for any net increases in cost.  Can the following be made to be more generalized since we do not know exactly the process, but do know it will occur?


· Impact UT-3, Solid Waste: revised numbers based on new square footages


19. Public Services


· Criterion b, fire and police, confirm which box to check, new sig effect or more severe impact? or new or more severe impact? (BB)


20. Biological Resources


· Summary of FSEIR, removal of salt marsh habitat by (?) (GSW) TEXT ADDED


· Impact BI-1, presence of algal mats as indicator of low WQ (CK) TEXT REVISED
Insert NEW TEXT by GSW:  These changes in conditions on the project site have not altered the fact that the site provides no suitable habitat for any sensitive or special-status species due to the sparse and ruderal nature of onsite vegetation, as well as the site’s location in a densely urbanized environment. as confirmed through the reconnaissance survey and database review of special-status species occurrences within the vicinity of the project site.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Impact BI-3, portions of the site are ponded year round (CK) TEXT REVISED


· Impact BI-4, State whether Planning Code Section 139 would apply if the project were not within the Mission Bay Plan area; specifically, is the project site within 300 feet of the bay?  If not, then Planning Code section 139 would not apply even if the project were outside Mission Bay. (GSW) NOT NECESSARY?
Per JM, due to discretionary language in Section 139,  added consultation with Planning Dept and Zoning Administrator concerning application of Planning Code Section 139 to Mitigation Measure M-BI-1-4b.  NEW TEXT ADDED


21. Geology and Soils


22. Hydrology and WQ


· Summary of FSEIR MB Drainage Plan: doesn’t the 5-year flood go to the bay as well? (CR); TEXT REVISED


· *Impact HY-3, drainage: Under the proposed project, some of the stormwater would continue to be routed to both the separate storm sewer system and the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system.  Need to check if ultimately there will be a separated system (CR)
TEXT REVISED, BUT NEED TO CONFIRM WITH GSW IF ALL STORMWATER TO BE ROUTED TO A SEPARATE SYSTEM


· Impact HY-5, tsunami: the base of the main arena entry and all office and retail entries at an elevation of 10 feet and providing access to the upper floors of the Market Hall/Food Hall from the elevated pedestrian path. (the retail entrances to the Market Hall will also be at ground level along TFB (CR).  the base of the secondary arena entry at 26 feet and accessible from the elevated pedestrian path or stairs from the southeast plaza. The secondary entry also is at ground level (CR)  THESE ITEMS DELETED.


23. Hazards


· Impact HZ-3, updated to reflect new employee numbers


24. Energy


25. Mitigation Measures


· Added new archeo mit measure


26. Process for Mailing and Posting NOP


· CAC Mailing List


· Placement of newspaper ads


· Hard copy mailing


· Procedures to post on OCII and/or EP website


27. FSEIR Mitigation Measure Road Map: to be included as appendix to SEIR


28. Project Schedule: to be revised and available for discussion by Friday, Nov 14


29. Next meeting: Nov 19 or Dec 3?


www.sfplanning.org
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Brian Boxer
Subject: Agenda for GSW MB 11/12 work session
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:00:47 AM
Attachments: 2014_11_12_GSW CEQA Meeting_Agenda_Draft.docx


All,
Attached is the agenda for the work session.  ESA will have copies available for
everyone's use at the meeting.
We are hopeful that we can complete everything on Weds.
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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GSW Mission Bay, Initial Study


AGENDA





Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay


CEQA Environmental Review Meeting





Wednesday, November 12, 2014, 9:00 a.m. to 5 p.m.


at ESA, 550 Kearny St, Suite 800





 SCREENCHECK INITIAL STUDY, WORK SESSION 





1. NOP Cover page:  Confirm Scoping meeting date, time, location


2. Project Description:


· Need comments on revised PD from EP and OCII


· Figure 3, MB Land Use Map.  Confirm if acceptable (OCII)


· Figure 4, New site plan (GSW)


· Updated Table 1, deleted cinema


· Increased office/retail employment and day-of-game employment


· Construction schedule, to be confirmed (GSW)


· Confirm construction times are OK (OCII)


· Confirm archeological testing proposed as part of project (GSW)


· Confirm waterproofing design and no operational dewatering


· Revised maximum excavation depth/quantities  


· OCII: further restrictions in MB for extreme noise-generating activities.  What is the source of this requirement? 


3. Project Setting


4. Project Approvals


· Added DPW approval of subdivision map (JM)


· MB South D4D, amendment and modification, is this redundant? (IB) TEXT REVISED


5. Zoning and Plans


6. Approach to Analysis: Fixed the boxes to check only those topics to be covered in the SEIR.


7. Cumulative Projects: We will need to revise all cumulative impact discussions to reflect these changes, as appropriate.


· changes to UCSF LRDP


· Pier 70 (EP)


· *Kaiser Permanente--let’s discuss how you treat this one (CR)


8. Land Use


· Summary of FSEIR, confirm bldg heights of what was in FSEIR vs what was adopted (CR) 


· Impact LU-2, regarding UCSF LRDP, Blocks 33/34 were not included in the 2008 EIR (CR), confirm changes consistent with revised LRDP description (VW). TEXT REVISED


· Impact C-LU-1, Regarding projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, introduction of more residential, commercial, and mixed-use buildings in the Central Waterfront and Showplace Square / Potrero Hill areas, would alter the lane use character of these areas. NEW TEXT ADDED: These land use effects have been analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR (GSW). 
DONE: Should mention whether Mission Bay build out was considered part of background conditions in the EN EIR analysis; if so then these effects have already been analyzed. (GSW)
Added discussion of SWL 337/Pier 48 and Pier 70 projects to the cumulative impact analysis.


9. Aesthetics


· Clarified reference to SB 743, "Chapter 386 of the 2013 California Legislative Session" (JM)


· Need completed Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist (EP)


10. Pop/Housing


· Impact PH-1, as of July 2014, the net loss in construction employment in the five-county region since 2007 stands at about 15,000 jobs.  What is the source of this information? (GSW) FOOTNOTE ADDED


· Impact PH-2. NEW TEXT ADDED: Given the continuing population of unemployed construction workers, as well as the project being subject to OCII’s workforce development program (which includes goals to hire local workers for construction), nearly all project construction labor needs would readily be met by current residents of San Francisco and the rest of the five-county region. (GSW)


· Impact PH-3.  These parking facilities use fully-automated pay stations, so no workers are required for daily lot operations. NEW TEXT ADDED: (there may be daily pass bys by the employees servicing the pay stations). (CR)


· Impact PH-4, Impact C-PH-1: operational impacts updated per revised square footages, revised Table 2


11. *Cultural Resources: Need comments from EP, OCII, GSW, CAO on revised section that responded to Randall Dean's comments, and specifically changes to archaeo impacts and new mitigation measure. Do we need both mitigation measures?


12. Transportation: focused out criterion E.5(c) regarding air traffic


13. Noise


· Focused out criterion E.6(g) regarding the project being affected by existing noise levels


14. Air Quality


15. *Greenhouse Gases:  Need comments on draft GHG checklist.  Text is revised to reflect the draft GHG checklist. However, we need to finalize the checklist prior to publication of the Initial Study.


16. Wind and Shadow: Need to coordinate with GSW, which is also doing a shadow study (CR)


17. Recreation


· update acres of open space in Mission Bay from 47 to 49 acres, and revise phasing of open space to 0.45 acres for each acre of developable area per the OPA, also update Impact C-RE-1 (CR)- TEXT REVISED


· Impact RE-1: added footnote to acknowledge that the proposed project could affect the physical design of Park P22 (JM).  
*JM: Perhaps this is an item we can discuss live to determine how and where, if at all, this is addressed.
JM: concept of water taxi stop on 16th?  propose to remain silent on this in Initial Study and discuss as appropriate in SEIR under Transportation.


18. Utilities and Service Systems


· *Impact UT-1, Water Supply:  Need updated water demand memo verifying that demand < 0.109 mgd (GSW)


· Impact UT-2, water supply infrastructure:  TEXT REVISED to indicate that Master Developer has responsibility and will work with SFPUC. 
Response to Note from CR: The Master Developer is required to install the utility mains up to the property line per the OPA Infrastructure Plan. If additional backbone infrastructure is required to be installed the Master Developer and OCII would look to GSW to pay for that since we cannot increase our use of Tax Increment.  However, practically, the Master Developer would probably be the one to talk with the PUC instead of GSW since it would make sense to install the larger mains when the rest of the infrastructure goes in.  The Master Developer would most likely enter into an agreement with GSW to ensure the Master Developer was made whole for any net increases in cost.  Can the following be made to be more generalized since we do not know exactly the process, but do know it will occur?


· Impact UT-3, Solid Waste: revised numbers based on new square footages


19. Public Services


· Criterion b, fire and police, confirm which box to check, new sig effect or more severe impact? or new or more severe impact? (BB)


20. Biological Resources


· Summary of FSEIR, removal of salt marsh habitat by (?) (GSW) TEXT ADDED


· Impact BI-1, presence of algal mats as indicator of low WQ (CK) TEXT REVISED
Insert NEW TEXT by GSW:  These changes in conditions on the project site have not altered the fact that the site provides no suitable habitat for any sensitive or special-status species due to the sparse and ruderal nature of onsite vegetation, as well as the site’s location in a densely urbanized environment. as confirmed through the reconnaissance survey and database review of special-status species occurrences within the vicinity of the project site.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Impact BI-3, portions of the site are ponded year round (CK) TEXT REVISED


· Impact BI-4, State whether Planning Code Section 139 would apply if the project were not within the Mission Bay Plan area; specifically, is the project site within 300 feet of the bay?  If not, then Planning Code section 139 would not apply even if the project were outside Mission Bay. (GSW) NOT NECESSARY?
Per JM, due to discretionary language in Section 139,  added consultation with Planning Dept and Zoning Administrator concerning application of Planning Code Section 139 to Mitigation Measure M-BI-1-4b.  NEW TEXT ADDED


21. Geology and Soils


22. Hydrology and WQ


· Summary of FSEIR MB Drainage Plan: doesn’t the 5-year flood go to the bay as well? (CR); TEXT REVISED


· *Impact HY-3, drainage: Under the proposed project, some of the stormwater would continue to be routed to both the separate storm sewer system and the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system.  Need to check if ultimately there will be a separated system (CR)
TEXT REVISED, BUT NEED TO CONFIRM WITH GSW IF ALL STORMWATER TO BE ROUTED TO A SEPARATE SYSTEM


· Impact HY-5, tsunami: the base of the main arena entry and all office and retail entries at an elevation of 10 feet and providing access to the upper floors of the Market Hall/Food Hall from the elevated pedestrian path. (the retail entrances to the Market Hall will also be at ground level along TFB (CR).  the base of the secondary arena entry at 26 feet and accessible from the elevated pedestrian path or stairs from the southeast plaza. The secondary entry also is at ground level (CR)  THESE ITEMS DELETED.


23. Hazards


· Impact HZ-3, updated to reflect new employee numbers


24. Energy


25. Mitigation Measures


· Added new archeo mit measure


26. Process for Mailing and Posting NOP


· CAC Mailing List


· Placement of newspaper ads


· Hard copy mailing


· Procedures to post on OCII and/or EP website


27. FSEIR Mitigation Measure Road Map: to be included as appendix to SEIR


28. Project Schedule: to be revised and available for discussion by Friday, Nov 14


29. Next meeting: Nov 19 or Dec 3?
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Brian Boxer
Subject: Agenda for GSW MB 11/12 work session
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:04:48 AM
Attachments: 2014_11_12_GSW CEQA Meeting_Agenda_Draft.docx


All,
Attached is the agenda for the work session.  ESA will have copies available for
everyone's use at the meeting.
We are hopeful that we can complete everything on Weds.
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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CEQA Environmental Review Meeting





Wednesday, November 12, 2014, 9:00 a.m. to 5 p.m.


at ESA, 550 Kearny St, Suite 800





 SCREENCHECK INITIAL STUDY, WORK SESSION 





1. NOP Cover page:  Confirm Scoping meeting date, time, location


2. Project Description:


· Need comments on revised PD from EP and OCII


· Figure 3, MB Land Use Map.  Confirm if acceptable (OCII)


· Figure 4, New site plan (GSW)


· Updated Table 1, deleted cinema


· Increased office/retail employment and day-of-game employment


· Construction schedule, to be confirmed (GSW)


· Confirm construction times are OK (OCII)


· Confirm archeological testing proposed as part of project (GSW)


· Confirm waterproofing design and no operational dewatering


· Revised maximum excavation depth/quantities  


· OCII: further restrictions in MB for extreme noise-generating activities.  What is the source of this requirement? 


3. Project Setting


4. Project Approvals


· Added DPW approval of subdivision map (JM)


· MB South D4D, amendment and modification, is this redundant? (IB) TEXT REVISED


5. Zoning and Plans


6. Approach to Analysis: Fixed the boxes to check only those topics to be covered in the SEIR.


7. Cumulative Projects: We will need to revise all cumulative impact discussions to reflect these changes, as appropriate.


· changes to UCSF LRDP


· Pier 70 (EP)


· *Kaiser Permanente--let’s discuss how you treat this one (CR)


8. Land Use


· Summary of FSEIR, confirm bldg heights of what was in FSEIR vs what was adopted (CR) 


· Impact LU-2, regarding UCSF LRDP, Blocks 33/34 were not included in the 2008 EIR (CR), confirm changes consistent with revised LRDP description (VW). TEXT REVISED


· Impact C-LU-1, Regarding projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, introduction of more residential, commercial, and mixed-use buildings in the Central Waterfront and Showplace Square / Potrero Hill areas, would alter the lane use character of these areas. NEW TEXT ADDED: These land use effects have been analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR (GSW). 
DONE: Should mention whether Mission Bay build out was considered part of background conditions in the EN EIR analysis; if so then these effects have already been analyzed. (GSW)
Added discussion of SWL 337/Pier 48 and Pier 70 projects to the cumulative impact analysis.


9. Aesthetics


· Clarified reference to SB 743, "Chapter 386 of the 2013 California Legislative Session" (JM)


· Need completed Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist (EP)


10. Pop/Housing


· Impact PH-1, as of July 2014, the net loss in construction employment in the five-county region since 2007 stands at about 15,000 jobs.  What is the source of this information? (GSW) FOOTNOTE ADDED


· Impact PH-2. NEW TEXT ADDED: Given the continuing population of unemployed construction workers, as well as the project being subject to OCII’s workforce development program (which includes goals to hire local workers for construction), nearly all project construction labor needs would readily be met by current residents of San Francisco and the rest of the five-county region. (GSW)


· Impact PH-3.  These parking facilities use fully-automated pay stations, so no workers are required for daily lot operations. NEW TEXT ADDED: (there may be daily pass bys by the employees servicing the pay stations). (CR)


· Impact PH-4, Impact C-PH-1: operational impacts updated per revised square footages, revised Table 2


11. *Cultural Resources: Need comments from EP, OCII, GSW, CAO on revised section that responded to Randall Dean's comments, and specifically changes to archaeo impacts and new mitigation measure. Do we need both mitigation measures?


12. Transportation: focused out criterion E.5(c) regarding air traffic


13. Noise


· Focused out criterion E.6(g) regarding the project being affected by existing noise levels


14. Air Quality


15. *Greenhouse Gases:  Need comments on draft GHG checklist.  Text is revised to reflect the draft GHG checklist. However, we need to finalize the checklist prior to publication of the Initial Study.


16. Wind and Shadow: Need to coordinate with GSW, which is also doing a shadow study (CR)


17. Recreation


· update acres of open space in Mission Bay from 47 to 49 acres, and revise phasing of open space to 0.45 acres for each acre of developable area per the OPA, also update Impact C-RE-1 (CR)- TEXT REVISED


· Impact RE-1: added footnote to acknowledge that the proposed project could affect the physical design of Park P22 (JM).  
*JM: Perhaps this is an item we can discuss live to determine how and where, if at all, this is addressed.
JM: concept of water taxi stop on 16th?  propose to remain silent on this in Initial Study and discuss as appropriate in SEIR under Transportation.


18. Utilities and Service Systems


· *Impact UT-1, Water Supply:  Need updated water demand memo verifying that demand < 0.109 mgd (GSW)


· Impact UT-2, water supply infrastructure:  TEXT REVISED to indicate that Master Developer has responsibility and will work with SFPUC. 
Response to Note from CR: The Master Developer is required to install the utility mains up to the property line per the OPA Infrastructure Plan. If additional backbone infrastructure is required to be installed the Master Developer and OCII would look to GSW to pay for that since we cannot increase our use of Tax Increment.  However, practically, the Master Developer would probably be the one to talk with the PUC instead of GSW since it would make sense to install the larger mains when the rest of the infrastructure goes in.  The Master Developer would most likely enter into an agreement with GSW to ensure the Master Developer was made whole for any net increases in cost.  Can the following be made to be more generalized since we do not know exactly the process, but do know it will occur?


· Impact UT-3, Solid Waste: revised numbers based on new square footages


19. Public Services


· Criterion b, fire and police, confirm which box to check, new sig effect or more severe impact? or new or more severe impact? (BB)


20. Biological Resources


· Summary of FSEIR, removal of salt marsh habitat by (?) (GSW) TEXT ADDED


· Impact BI-1, presence of algal mats as indicator of low WQ (CK) TEXT REVISED
Insert NEW TEXT by GSW:  These changes in conditions on the project site have not altered the fact that the site provides no suitable habitat for any sensitive or special-status species due to the sparse and ruderal nature of onsite vegetation, as well as the site’s location in a densely urbanized environment. as confirmed through the reconnaissance survey and database review of special-status species occurrences within the vicinity of the project site.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Impact BI-3, portions of the site are ponded year round (CK) TEXT REVISED


· Impact BI-4, State whether Planning Code Section 139 would apply if the project were not within the Mission Bay Plan area; specifically, is the project site within 300 feet of the bay?  If not, then Planning Code section 139 would not apply even if the project were outside Mission Bay. (GSW) NOT NECESSARY?
Per JM, due to discretionary language in Section 139,  added consultation with Planning Dept and Zoning Administrator concerning application of Planning Code Section 139 to Mitigation Measure M-BI-1-4b.  NEW TEXT ADDED


21. Geology and Soils


22. Hydrology and WQ


· Summary of FSEIR MB Drainage Plan: doesn’t the 5-year flood go to the bay as well? (CR); TEXT REVISED


· *Impact HY-3, drainage: Under the proposed project, some of the stormwater would continue to be routed to both the separate storm sewer system and the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system.  Need to check if ultimately there will be a separated system (CR)
TEXT REVISED, BUT NEED TO CONFIRM WITH GSW IF ALL STORMWATER TO BE ROUTED TO A SEPARATE SYSTEM


· Impact HY-5, tsunami: the base of the main arena entry and all office and retail entries at an elevation of 10 feet and providing access to the upper floors of the Market Hall/Food Hall from the elevated pedestrian path. (the retail entrances to the Market Hall will also be at ground level along TFB (CR).  the base of the secondary arena entry at 26 feet and accessible from the elevated pedestrian path or stairs from the southeast plaza. The secondary entry also is at ground level (CR)  THESE ITEMS DELETED.


23. Hazards


· Impact HZ-3, updated to reflect new employee numbers


24. Energy


25. Mitigation Measures


· Added new archeo mit measure


26. Process for Mailing and Posting NOP


· CAC Mailing List


· Placement of newspaper ads


· Hard copy mailing


· Procedures to post on OCII and/or EP website


27. FSEIR Mitigation Measure Road Map: to be included as appendix to SEIR


28. Project Schedule: to be revised and available for discussion by Friday, Nov 14


29. Next meeting: Nov 19 or Dec 3?


www.sfplanning.org
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Joyce
Subject: Reminder for You re: GSW
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:39:26 PM
Importance: High


Catherine:


Thanks for all your input today; it was really appreciated.  You wanted me to remind you of what we
need you to follow up on
 


1)      The following is how the administrative draft Initial Study currently reads:


“While the Mission Bay FSEIR provided CEQA environmental analysis for the entire
Mission Bay program, it divided the plan area into subareas to facilitate the analysis.
Block 29-32 was located within the East Subarea (the area bounded by Terry François
Blvd, Mariposa Street, Third Street, and Mission Commons). Development of this
subarea was assumed to include up to 2,952,000 gross square feet of research and
development, light manufacturing, and office use; about 340,000 gross square feet of
retail use; about 7 acres of open space; and associated parking for about 4,600
vehicles. The retail uses would include about 273,000 gross square feet of city-serving
retail and about 67,000 gross square feet of ground floor neighborhood-serving retail.
Buildings in the subarea would be allowable up to 90 feet in height, with 7 percent of
the developable area allowable up to 160 feet high (along Third Street). Buildings along
the Bayside linear park would be restricted to 90 feet in height, with development
adjacent to a portion of the park frontage limited to 55 feet in height.”


As you pointed out today, this discussion currently reports information in the Draft MB FSEIR
said, however, the final approved MB plan was a more of a hybrid version of different plans. 
You indicated you will review and update the above discussion based on information in the
Conditions/Findings as needed to reflect any potential changes for the approved plan.


 


2)      Please provide the Mission Bay CAC mailing list.


 
We would appreciate your response to these items as soon  as possible.  Thanks again.


 
 


 
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:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Archeology scope?
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 12:24:21 PM


Chris, were you able to dig up an archeology scope that we could use for soliciting a proposal?
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com






From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: Bio Tech Memo for GSW Initial Study
Date: Thursday, November 06, 2014 4:49:03 PM
Attachments: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32_Habitat Value Assessment Tech Memo_20141106.docx


Chris:
 
Attached is the bio tech memo to support the biological resources section of the Initial Study. 
Please call 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
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mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com
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memorandum


[bookmark: Text7]date	November 6, 2014





to	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Project File



from	Rachel Danielson; Chris Rogers





subject	Habitat Value Assessment at the Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Project Site








[bookmark: _Toc319490269]Reconnaissance Survey


Biological resources within the proposed project site were verified by an ESA biologist through field reconnaissance conducted on August 28, 2014. Prior to the reconnaissance survey, a review of database queries was conducted for the project site and surrounding area. The field reconnaissance consisted of a pedestrian survey within the proposed project site’s boundary and visual observations of the adjacent environments. Field surveys focused on identifying habitat for special-status plant and wildlife species. General habitat conditions were noted and incidental species observations were recorded. The findings of the reconnaissance survey were used in conjunction with review of literature and database queries to compile the list of special-status species that may occur at the project site and to characterize the local project setting, described below. 


[bookmark: _Toc319490272]Project Site Description


The proposed project site is approximately 11acres located at Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South redevelopment planning area of the southeastern San Francisco waterfront. The site is bounded by South Street to the north, Third Street to the west, 16th Street to the south, and future realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east. The San Francisco Bay shoreline is directly east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately 200 feet from the project site. 


Historically, the Mission Bay area was a shallow, salt marsh-dominated, wide-mouthed embayment covering 260 acres of the San Francisco Bay. The present-day China Basin Channel is the only remnant of the original Mission Bay which consists of an unlined, dredged waterway approximately 200 feet wide and 3,400 feet long, with engineered concrete rubber rip-rap and earthen banks.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  	City and County of San Francisco Department of Planning, 1998. Final Mission Bay Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. San Francisco, CA.] 



The Mission Bay area of San Francisco is now undergoing substantial urban growth with the development of the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Medical Center, UCSF campus facilities, office buildings and biotech laboratories, and residential condominiums which surround the proposed project site.  


The proposed project site includes two operational, paved parking lots along the north and west boundaries with the remainder of the site consisting of an undeveloped ruderal lot largely covered in gravel and surrounded by chain link fencing. Large stockpiles covered in plastic are located along the east boundary adjacent Terry A. Francois Blvd. Topography of the proposed site is mostly flat with the exception of a depression in the southwest portion which was created by excavation and backfill associated with prior remediation of the site under the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Order R2-2005-028. The depression is what remains of the primary excavation pit within the project site that was substantially larger during remediation activities then partially backfilled to its current condition. The deepest excavation of the depression is approximately 0.67-acre in size and roughly rectangular in shape with a graduated depth of between four and seven feet. At the time of the reconnaissance site visit the depression was retaining water which was covered with floating algae. Shallow depressions in the upland portion of the site occur directly to the east of the deepest excavation and are also the result of soil remediation and the excavation and backfilling of the main pit. A narrow channel enters the north end of the deep excavation from the east which drains the shallow depressions of the adjacent uplands.


Vegetation Communities and Habitat within the Project Site


Vegetation within the ruderal site is dominated by non-native annual grasses and opportunistic weedy species which thrive in such ruderal environments and include, foxtail brome (Bromus madritensis), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft brome (Bromus hordeaceus), Italian rye grass (Festuca perennis), rattail sixweeks grass (Festuca myuros), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), pampas grass (Cortaderia jubata), bristly ox tongue (Helminthotheca echioides), black mustard (Brassica nigra), stinkwort (Dittrichia graveolens), white sweetclover (Melilotus albus), cut leaf plantain (Plantago coronopus), and cheeseweed (Malva parviflora). Native prostate coyote bush (Baccharis pilularis) was also prevalent throughout the site. Birds commonly found in such areas with limited habitat value are seed-eating and include non-native species such as English sparrow (Passer domesticus) and European starling (Sturnus vulgaris) as well as birds native to the area, including house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), lesser goldfinch (Spinus psaltria), Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), and rock pigeon (Columba livia). Other common wildlife present in such an urban landscape which might forage or inhabit the site would be urban in nature and include species such as striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), raccoon (Procyon lotor), Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae) and other small rodents.


Vegetation within the depression differs from the ruderal upland portion of the site and includes wetland species such as alkali bulrush (Bolboschoenus maritimus) concentrated in the southeast and northwest corners where the excavation is the deepest, with saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), brass buttons (Cotula coronopifolia), fat-hen (Atriplex prostrata) along the shallow banks. Vegetation within the shallow depressions east of the depression is a composition of non-native Bermuda grass and native saltgrass. Though the standing water within the depression appears to be of low quality as evidences by large areas of floating algal plant mats, it is still supportive of common wildlife. A snowy egret (Egretta thula) was observed hunting at the water’s edge and a black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans) was sallying insects from a bulrush perch. Evidence of Canada goose (Branta canadensis) feeding on non-native grass and saltgrass in the shallow depressions is present on the site. 


Special-Status Species


A review of database queries was conducted for special-status species occurrences documented in the regional project vicinity (i.e. San Francisco County, San Francisco North and San Francisco South 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey quadrangles) including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW[footnoteRef:2]) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)[footnoteRef:3], U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)[footnoteRef:4], and California Native Plant Society (CNPS)[footnoteRef:5]. Lists compiled of sensitive plant and animal species from these databases document 34 sensitive plant species and 41 sensitive animal species within the regional vicinity of the project site. Table 1, Special-Status Plant Species Reported or with Potential to Occur Near The Event Center And Mixed-Use Development Area at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 and Table 2, Special-Status Animal Species Reported or with Potential to Occur Near The Event Center And Mixed-Use Development Area at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, lists special-status plants and animals, their preferred habitats and plant blooming periods, and their potential to occur in the project area. Conclusions regarding habitat suitability and species occurrence are based on the analysis of existing literature and database query results described above, and the reconnaissance survey conducted by ESA on August 28, 2014. It was then determined whether there is a low, moderate, or high potential for species occurrence on the project site based on previous special-status species record locations, habitat requirements, and current site conditions. Of the 75 special-status species reported within the regional project vicinity, none were determined to have a moderate or high potential to occur on the proposed project site due to lack of suitable habitat or  supportive vegetation communities which these species require for sustained use. [2: 	The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) changed its name on January 1, 2013 to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). In this document, references to literature published by CDFW prior to Jan. 1, 2013 are cited as ‘CDFG, [year]’. The agency is otherwise referred to by its new name, CDFW.”]  [3:  	CDFW, 2014. California Natural Diversity Database Rarefind 5. Biogeographic Data Branch, Sacramento, CA. Data dated September 3, 2014.]  [4:  	USFWS, 2014. Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that Occur in or May be Affected by Projects in the San Francisco North and San Francisco South U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute Quadrangles. USFWS Endangered Species Division. http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ES_Species/Lists/es_species_lists-form.cfm.]  [5:  	CNPS, 2014. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (online edition, v8-02). Sacramento, California. http://www.cnps.org/cnps/rareplants/inventory/ (accessed September 10, 2014).] 



Wetlands


The deeper excavation and surrounding shallow depressions within the proposed project site are features that exhibit hydrology and vegetation characteristics of wetlands. Hydric soil is presumed present due to the year-round inundation and presence of obligate[footnoteRef:6] wetland plants. The deeper excavation is at a sufficient depth to intersect groundwater and a review of aerial imagery reveals water within the deeper excavation year round, while the shallow depressions appear to be seasonally wetted[footnoteRef:7]. Vegetation composition within the deeper excavation differ from the upland, ruderal portions of the site and include several species that commonly occur in wetlands such as alkali bulrush, brass buttons, and fat-hen and require constant or extended periods of saturation to survive. Vegetation within the shallow depressions include a combination of saltgrass and Bermuda grass which can be found in both upland and wetland communities. Such seasonal wetlands are inundated during the wet season and support annual and perennial native and nonnative wetland indicator species, many of which can be found in both seasonal wetland and upland communities which appears to be the case at the proposed project site. This plant association may not resemble a wetland community during the dry season when some wetland indicator species are dormant and true upland annual grasses and forbs may take their place as the soils dry.  [6:  	Plants that occur almost always (estimated probability >99%) in wetlands under natural conditions, but which may also occur rarely (estimated probability <1%) in non-wetlands.]  [7:  	“Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.” 37°46’04.39”N 122°23’14.32” W. Google Earth. February 2007, June 2007, April 2008, September 2008, October 2008, January 2010, April 2011, and February 2014. Accessed September 5, 2014.] 



Conclusions


[bookmark: _GoBack]Habitat quality of the wetlands, as with the upland portions of the proposed project site at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, is of limited value to resident and migratory birds and common urban wildlife. Occasional visitation by waterfowl associated with San Francisco Bay or by passerine and raptor species stopping over seasonally while traveling along the Pacific Flyway migratory corridor may occur; however, the site would not be considered essential habitat for these species or of local or regional importance to wildlife due to its overall ruderal nature and surrounding built-up environment. Site conditions suggest that the most likely species to use the site would be common wildlife, described above, which readily adapt to urbanized environments. Lastly, no special-status species have been observed or documented on the site and would not be expected to occupy the site in its current condition. 


			[image: bio]
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			[bookmark: _Toc395852999][bookmark: _Toc395853712]TABLE 1
SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State 
Status


			Calif. Rare Plant Rank


			Habitat Description / 
Blooming Period


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Species Listed or Proposed for Listing





			Presidio Manzanita
Arctostaphylos montana ssp. ravenii


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Open, rocky, serpentine slopes in chaparral, coastal scrub, and coastal prairie.


February – March


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Marsh sandwort
Arenaria paludicola


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Freshwater or brackish marshes and swamps.


May – August


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Presidio clarkia
Clarkia franciscana


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Serpentine outcrops in coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grassland.


May – July


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Beach layia
Layia carnosa


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Sand dunes.


March – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco lessingia 
Lessingia germanorum


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Coastal scrub, sandy soils free of competing species.


July – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			White rayed pentachaeta 
Pentachaeta bellidiflora


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Open, dry, rocky slopes and grassy areas, usually on serpentine.


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Marin western flax
Hesperolinon congestum


			FT


			CT


			1B.1


			Chaparral and grassland, usually on serpentine barrens.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			California seablite
Suaeda californica


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal Salt Marsh, wetland-riaprian


July - October


			Low. Documented occurrences south of the proposed project at Pier 94 and India Basin. Suitable habitat not present within the project site.





			Franciscan manzanita
Arctostaphylos franciscana


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Open, rocky, serpentine outcrops in chaparral.


February – April 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present. This species was believed to be extinct in the wild (although still extant through cultivation), but was rediscovered in Presidio National Park in late 2009.





			Robust spineflower
Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Sandy or gravelly coastal dunes, coastal scrub, cismontane woodland and maritime chaparral.


April – September 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Showy ranchería clover
Trifolium amoenum





			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Valley grassland, wetland riparian


April - June


			Low. No suitable habitat present. No local records documented in San Francisco.
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SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
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			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State 
Status


			Calif. Rare Plant Rank


			Habitat Description / 
Blooming Period


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Species Listed or Proposed for Listing (cont.)





			San Bruno Mountain manzanita
Arctostaphylos imbricada


			--


			CE


			1B.1


			Chaparral and coastal scrub, usually on sandstone outcrops.


February – May 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Pacific manzanita
Arctostaphylos pacifica


			--


			CE


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub and chaparral.


February – April


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys diffusus


			--


			CE


			1B.1


			Coastal prairie, and valley and foothill grasslands.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern





			Adobe sanicle
Sanicula maritima


			--


			Rare


			1B.1


			Moist clay or ultramafic soil in chaparral, coastal prairie, meadows, seeps, and valley and foothill grassland.


February – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Hairless popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys glaber


			--


			--


			1A


			Coastal salt marshes and alkaline meadows.


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			coast lilly
Lilium maritimum


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal Prairie, mixed evergreen forest, northern coastal scrub, closed-cone pine forest, north coastal coniferous forest, wetland-riparian


May – August


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Northern curly-leaved mondarella
Mondarella sinuata ssp. Nigrescens


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal strand, chaparral


May - July


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Blue coast gilia
Gilia capitata spp. chamissonis


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal dunes and scrub.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Extant population is present within the Presidio of San Francisco.





			Kellogg’s horkelia
Horkelia cuneata ssp. sericea


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal scrub, dunes, and openings of closed-cone coniferous forests.


February – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Rose leptosiphon
Leptosiphon rosaceus


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal bluff scrub.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Fragrant fritillary 
Fritillaria liliacea


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On clay, often serpentine derived soils in coastal scrub, grassland, and coastal prairie.


February – April 


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Extant population located at Twin Peaks.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Bent-flowered fiddleneck
Amsinckia lunaris


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal bluff scrub, cismontane woodland, and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Montara manzanita
Arctostaphylos montaraensis


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Slopes and ridges in chaparral and coastal scrub.


January – March 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.	





			Alkali milk-vetch
Astragualus tener var. tener


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Alkali flats, flooded grassland, playas and vernal pools.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species presumed extirpated in San Francisco.





			Pappose tarplant
Centromadia parryi ssp. parryi


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Chaparral, coastal prairie, meadows, seeps, coastal salt marshes and swamps, and vernally mesic, often alkaline, valley and foothill grasslands.


May – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Franciscan thistle
Cirsium andrewsii


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal bluff scrub, coastal prairie, coastal mesic scrub, and broadleaf upland forest; sometimes on serpentine.


March – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco Bay spineflower
Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub, dunes and grassland.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Point Reyes bird’s-beak
Chloropyron maritimum ssp. palustre


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal salt marshes and swamps.


June – October 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Compact cobwebby thistle
Cirsium occidentale var. 
compactum


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub, grassland, and dunes.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Round-headed Chinese-houses
Collinsia corymbosa


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal dunes and coastal prairie.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species has not been seen in San Francisco for more than 100 years.





			San Francisco collinsia
Collinsia multicolor


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On humus-covered soil derived from mudstone in closed-cone coniferous forest, coastal scrub. 


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Dark-eyed gilia
Gilia millefoliata


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal dunes.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species potentially extirpated in San Francisco.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Diablo helianthella
Helianthella castanea


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On rocky soils in broadleaf upland forest, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, riparian woodland, and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			White seaside tarplant
Hemizonia congesta ssp. congesta


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Grassy valleys and hills, often on fallow fields in coastal scrub.


April – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Short-leaved evax
Hesperevax sparsiflora var. brevifolia


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Sandy bluffs and flats in coastal scrub and coastal dunes.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Arcuate bush mallow 
Malacothamnus arcuatus


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Gravelly alluvium in chaparral and cismontane woodland.


April – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Marsh microseris
Microseris paludosa


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Closed-cone coniferous forest, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grassland.


August – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Choris’s popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Mesic sites in chaparral, coastal scrub, and coastal prairie.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco campion 
Silene verecunda ssp. verecunda


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Mudstone, shale, or serpentine substrates in coastal scrub, coastal prairie, chaparral and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Santa Cruz microseris
Stebbinsoseris decipiens


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On sandstone, shale or serpentine derived seaward facing slopes in broadleaf upland forest, closed-cone coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal prairie, and coastal scrub.


April – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Coastal triquetrella
Triquetrella californica


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On shaded soil, rocks sand or gravel in dry or moist conditions or in coastal bluff and coastal scrub.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco owl’s clover
Triphysaria floribunda


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Grasslands.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Bristly sedge
Carex comosa


			--


			--


			2B.1


			Lake margins, marshes, swamps, coastal prairie, and valley and foothill grasslands.


May – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Oregon polemonium
Polemonium carneum


			--


			--


			2B.2


			Coastal prairie, coastal scrub, lower montane coniferous forest.


April – September


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco gumplant
Grindelia hirsutula var. maritima


			--


			--


			3.2


			On sandy or serpentine slopes of sea bluffs in coastal scrub, or valley and foothill grasslands.


June – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			


NOTES:


	The “Potential for Effect” category is defined as follows:


	High = Species is expected to occur and habitat meets species requirements. 


	Moderate = Habitat is only marginally suitable or is suitable but not within species geographic range.


	Low = Habitat does not meet species requirements as currently understood in the scientific community.





STATUS CODES:


Federal:


FE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FSC	=	NOAA Fisheries designated “species of concern”


FPD	=	Proposed delisted


FD	=	Delisted





State:


CE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the California Endangered Species Act


CT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the California Endangered Species Act


CSC	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “species of special concern”


CFP	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “fully protected” 


SC	= California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “candidate threatened” 


WL	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “watch list”


3503.5	=	Eggs, Nests, and Nestlings Protected under section 3503.5 of the California Department of Fish and Game Code


*	=	California special animal





California Rare Plant Rank:


List 1A	=	Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere 


List 1B	=	Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere


List 2A	=	Plants presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere


List 2B	=	Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere


List 3	=	Plants about which we need more information--a review list


List 4	=	Plants of limited distribution--a watch list





SOURCE: USFWS (2014), CDFW (2014), CNPS (2014).
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SPECIAL-STATUS ANIMAL SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State Status


			Habitat Description


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Invertebrates





			San Bruno elfin butterfly
Callophrys mossii bayensis


			FE


			--


			Coastal scrub on rocky outcrops with broadleaf stonecrop (Sedum spathulifolium)


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Three known populations at San Bruno Mountain, Montara, and Pacifica.





			Bay checkerspot butterfly
Euphydryas editha bayensis


			FT


			--


			Serpentine grasslands.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Mission blue butterfly
Plebejus icarioides missionensis


			FE


			--


			Grassland with Lupinus albifrons, L. Formosa, and L. varicolor.


			Low. Closest suitable habitat present at Twin Peaks. Species unlikely to occur at the project site.





			Callippe silverspot butterfly
Speyeria callippe callippe


			FE


			--


			Found in native grasslands with Viola pedunculata as larval food plant.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Monarch butterfly
Danaus plexippus


			--


			*


			Eucalyptus groves (wintering sites).


			Low. No suitable habitat present though may occur on a transient basis. Several records of this species wintering in eucalyptus groves within San Francisco including Golden Gate Park, the Presidion, Fort Mason, and Telegraph Hill. 





			Tomales isopod
Caecuditea tomalensis


			--


			--


			Still-to slow-moving water in vegetated ponds, preferably spring-fed.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Reptiles and Amphibians





			Western pond turtle 
Emys marmorata


			--


			CSC


			Ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation ditches with aquatic vegetation. Requires basking sites and suitable upland habitat for egg-laying. Nest sites most often characterized as having gentle slopes (<15%) with little vegetation or sandy banks.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco garter snake
Thamnophis sirtalis 
tetrataenia


			FE


			SE


			Densely vegetated ponds near open hillsides with abundant small mammal burrows.


			Absent. Species is considered likely extirpated from San Francisco.





			California red-legged frog 
Rana draytonii


			FT


			CSC


			Freshwater ponds and slow streams with emergent vegetation for egg attachment.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Birds





			California clapper rail
Rallus longirostris obsoletus


			FE


			CE


			Salt marsh wetlands along the San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Bank swallow 
Riparia riparia (nesting)


			--


			CT


			Vertical banks and cliffs with sandy soil, near water. Nests in holes dug in cliffs and river banks.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. 





			Yellow warbler 
Dendroica petechia brewsteri


			--


			CSC


			Nests in dense riparian cover and montane chaparral. Breeding distribution includes the coast ranges and western slopes of the Sierra Nevada. Rare to uncommon in lowland areas.


			Low. No suitable riparian habitat present.
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			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State Status


			Habitat Description


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Birds (cont.)





			California black rail
Laterallus jamaicensis
coturniculus


			--


			CT


			Salt and brackish marshes; also in freshwater marshes at low elevations.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. 





			Salt marsh common yellowthroat
Geothlypis trichas sinuous


			--


			CSC


			Forages in various marsh, riparian and upland habitats. Nests on or near the ground in concealed locations.


			Low. No suitable riparian habitat present.





			Alameda song sparrow
Melospiza melodia pusillula


			--


			CSC


			Salt marshes of eastern and south San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Pablo song sparrow
Melospiza melodia samuelis


			--


			CSC


			Salt marshes of eastern and north San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Peregrine falcon
Falco peregrinus


			FD


			FP


			Woodlands, coastal habitats, riparian areas, coastal and inland waters, human made structures that may be used as nest or temporary perch sites.


			Low. May forage over the project area though proposed project site does not provide nesting habitat.





			Double-crested cormorant
Phalacrocorax auritus


			--


			WL, 3503.5


			Coastal areas and inland lakes in fresh, saline, and estuarine waters.


			Low. No suitable nesting habitat present at the proposed project site though colonies are known to nest on the Bay Bridge. Species may occur in adjacent Bay waters or over the project site on a transient basis.





			Cooper’s hawk 
Accipiter cooperii


			--


			3503.5


			Nests in riparian areas and oak woodlands, forages at woodland edges. 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Sharp-shinned hawk 
Accipiter striatus


			--


			3503.5


			Nests in riparian areas and oak woodlands, forages in open areas


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Great horned owl
 Bubo virginianus


			--


			3503.5


			Riparian, coniferous, chaparral and desert habitats.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Red-tailed hawk
 Buteo jamaicensis


			--


			3503.5


			Found in nearly all habitats and elevations.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. May occur over the project on a transient basis.





			Red-shouldered hawk
Buteo lineatus


			--


			3503.5


			Riparian woodlands with swamps and emergent wetlands.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			American kestrel
Falco sparverius


			--


			3503.5


			Frequents generally open grasslands, pastures, and fields; primarily a cavity nester.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. May occur over the project on a transient basis.





			Osprey
Pandion haliaetus


			--


			3503.5


			Habitat varies greatly and usually includes adequate supply of accessible fish, shallow waters, open and elevated nest sites (10-60 feet in height), and artificial structures such as towers. Builds large platform stick nests near or in open waters such as lakes, estuaries, bays, reservoirs, and within the surf zone. 


			Low. No suitable habitat is present. May forage in adjacent waters. Project site does not provide suitable nesting habitat.





			Birds (cont.)





			Great blue heron
Ardea herodias


			--


			3503.5


			Shallow estuaries and fresh and saline emergent wetlands.


			Low. May forage in standing water of the onsite basin. 





			American goldfinch
Carduelis tristis


			--


			3503.5


			Cismontane foothills; riparian and cropland habitats.


			Present. Suitable habitat is present.





			Barn swallow
Hirundo rustica


			--


			3503.5


			Open areas from coastal grassland and shrubland to mixed coniferous forests.


			Moderate. Suitable habitat is present.





			Mammals





			Western red bat 
Lasiurus blossevillii


			--


			CSC


			Roosts primarily in trees, 2-40 feet above ground, from sea level up through mixed conifer forests. Prefers habitat edges and mosaics with trees that are protected from above and open below with open areas for foraging.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			Pallid bat 
Antrozous pallidus


			--


			CSC


			Prefers caves, crevices, hollow trees, or buildings in areas adjacent to open space for foraging. Associated with lower elevations in California.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			Townsend’s big-eared bat 
Corynorhinus townsendii


			--


			CSC
SC


			Throughout California in a wide variety of habitats. Most common in mesic sites. Roosts in the open, hanging from walls and ceilings of rocky areas with caves or tunnels. Roosting sites limited. Extremely sensitive to human disturbance.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			American badger
Taxidea taxus


			--


			CSC


			Open grasslands with loose, friable soils.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.	





			Point Reyes jumping mouse
Zapus trinotatus orarius


			--


			CSC


			Upland areas of bunch grass in marshes in Point Reyes.


			Low. Project site is south of the known range for this species.





			NOTES:


	The “Potential for Effect” category is defined as follows:


	High = Species is expected to occur and habitat meets species requirements. 


	Moderate = Habitat is only marginally suitable or is suitable but not within species geographic range.


	Low = Habitat does not meet species requirements as currently understood in the scientific community.





			STATUS CODES:


Federal:


FE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FSC	=	NOAA Fisheries designated “species of concern”


FPD	=	Proposed delisted


FD	=	Delisted


State:


CE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the California Endangered Species Act


CT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the California Endangered Species Act


CSC	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “species of special concern”


CFP =	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “fully protected” 


SC = California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “candidate threatened” 


WL	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “watch list”


3503.5	=	Eggs, Nests, and Nestlings Protected under section 3503.5 of the California Department of Fish and Game Code


*	=	California special animal


SOURCE: USFWS (2014), CDFW (2014), CNPS (2014). 
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com)
Subject: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 9:58:00 AM


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 



mailto:Corinnewoods@cs.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Theo Ellington
To: corinnewoods@cs.com
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: CAC TMP Preview
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 11:17:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Hey Corinne,
 
Have you seen a draft of our TMP presentation?  Are you around tomorrow (preferably at 11:00
AM)  to review with Clarke and I?
 
Thanks,
 
Theo Ellington
Director, Public Affairs
510.986.2278 | 310.347.8447(cell)
tellington@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



mailto:TEllington@warriors.com

mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:tellington@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014












From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: "Clarke Miller"; "David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com)"; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel


(CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); "jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com";
"lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; Van de Water, Adam (MYR); "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)";
"Catherine Mukai"; Michael Keinath; Joyce


Subject: CEQA Info Submissions, CONTINUED
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 6:24:03 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2014.11.07_CEQA_Project_Construction_Schedule.pdf
2014.11.07_GSW_CEQA_ConstructionEquipment.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_T-4_.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_HaulRoutes&Staging.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_TrashCollection.docx
2014.11.07_Updated_StormwaterManagementPlan.pdf
2014.11.07_Updated_Water&Wastewater_Utility_Plan.pdf


Paul,
Additional outstanding CEQA information is provided below, and attached. Please note that NEW
information is being provided for Task 47, for which I already sent you a memo from Langan earlier
this week.
 
As per my note earlier this afternoon, we were unaware the architect w/ the site plan files would be
flying at this hour. They will be in your inbox tomorrow, if not later tonight. Please note these plans
will be for group use during the “war room” session(s) next week, to understand the minimal
changes to the project design and master plan. FINAL site plans need to be approved by GSW
ownership and OCII/Planning staff before they are published for public review. We are working on
securing that sign-off asap.  
 
Thanks and enjoy your weekend,
Kate


 
·         Task 23 (Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans)


o    See updated plan, attached
·         Task 24 (Project Stormwater Management Plan)


o    See updated plan, attached
·         Task 43 (Trash Collection)


o    See attached revised description of proposed waste hauling operations and design
·         Task 45 (Construction Schedule)


o    See revised construction schedule, attached
·         Task 46 (Hours of Construction)


o    Our proposed construction schedule is based upon a normal 5 day work week, with
holidays and historical normal anticipated adverse weather days. 


o    Weekend work:
§  Generally, we anticipate a limited amount of work to take place on weekends, with


weekend days primarily being reserved for make-up days as a result of adverse
weather incurred during the Monday through Friday work week. 


§  We anticipate working weekends excavating the site for a 3 month duration. 
o    Shift work:


§  A typical day shift is 7:00am through 5:30pm, and a typical second shift is 4:00pm



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

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

mailto:jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:cmukai@environcorp.com

mailto:mkeinath@environcorp.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com



WARRIZ%RS









Activity Name



Golden State Warriors Arena Development Milestones
Golden State Warriors Arena Development
Design and Preconstruction
Mobilization and Temporary Construction
Construction
Overall Development
Construction
Anticipated Adverse Weather
Pile and Soil Compaction Test Program
Demo/Clear and Grub
Cut-off Wall/Earth Retention
Excavation



Arena/Practice Courts/Skybar
Construction
Foundations
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Event Level Service Loop
Mechanical Equipment
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Food Service Equipment
Bowl Rough-in/Finishes
Sports Equipment and Systems
Site Improvements
Commissioning / Project Closeout



Owner Move-in Period
Parking Garage and Podium
Construction
Foundations
Structure



SW Tower
Construction
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



NW Tower
Construction
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



Gate House
Construction
Structure
Enclosure
Event Level Service Loop
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



North Retail
Construction
Structure
Enclosure
Event Level Service Loop
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout
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Item 50: Construction Equipment


Types of large and small equipment:


· [bookmark: _GoBack]E.g., drill rigs, cranes, excavators, graders, dozers, folk lifts, concrete boom pumps, dewatering pumps, saw cutters, chop saws, stud impact guns, etc.


Equipment needs by construction activity:


a) Support of Excavation: Drilled soil-cement cut off wall. Track mounted drill rigs


b) Excavation: Back hoe, front end loaders, 10 wheel dump trucks, dewatering pumps for ground water


c) Deep Foundations: Track mounted drill rigs, track mounted cranes. 


d) Concrete: Small back hoes, 10 wheel dump trucks, track mounted mobile cranes for the arena construction, tower cranes for the Podium and Office Buildings, all terrain forklifts, concrete pump trucks, and an array of small tools including skill saws, vibrators, 


e) Steel Erection: Tower cranes for the Office Buildings, track mounted mobile cranes for the arena and an array of small tools required including welding machines, torque wrenches, cut off saws, impact drills, spud wrenches


f) Precast Erection: Track mounted mobile cranes, and an array of small tools including welding machines, cut off saws, impact wrenches, levels.


g) Facade: Tower crane for the Office Buildings, tire mounted mobile cranes for the arena.


h) Interior Finishes: Material / Personnel hoists for the Office Building and Arena. There will be an array of small tools required including drills, saws, cut off saws, powder actuated fastners,  lasers, scaffolding, levels


Assumed hours of use for construction equipment: 


· A typical day shift is 7:00am through 5:30pm, and a typical second shift is 4:00pm to 12:30am.


· Single shift: hours vary from 8 hours to 10 hours.


· Second shift: 8 hours.







			Table T-4


Summary of Construction Phases and Duration,


and Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase








			Phase


			Duration


(months)


			Number of Daily Construction Trucks


			Number of Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition (Entire Site)


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring (Entire Site)


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Arena


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation & Below Grade Construction 


			6


			25


			20





			125


			100





			Base Building 


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing 


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage/Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation & Below Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building 


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			NW Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building 


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing 


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			SW Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building 


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing 


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			[bookmark: _GoBack]Street Improvements 


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40













CEQA Request: Construction Staging / Haul Routes


a) Please describe proposed construction staging for the project.


The proposed construction staging for the majority of the project will take place between Terry Francois Boulevard and the west face of the arena. We would utilize this area until the re-alignment of Terry Francois Boulevard. 





b) [bookmark: _GoBack]Are off-site construction staging areas proposed? (If so, where, and for what purpose, e.g. material, equipment, etc.)


For any deliveries that cannot be sustained within the area as described above, we would stage material deliveries on Terry Francois Boulevard adjacent to Piers 48 and 50. We do not anticipate staging equipment off-site. 





c) Would any of the travel lanes on Third, South, 16th Streets or Terry Francois Boulevard be closed and 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. 


We would anticipate using the sidewalk and one lane on both South and 16th Street, from 3rd Street to Terry Francois Boulevard. We would anticipate closing the sidewalk on 3rd Street due to the construction activity adjacent to 3rd Street. The lane and sidewalk on South and 16th Street would be utilized for material deliveries for the two office buildings on the north east and south east corners of the project site. Terry Francois Boulevard would be our primary means of egress and ingress to the project site.





d) Would the existing Third Street sidewalk be closed for a portion of the entire duration of the construction effort? If so, would a protected pedestrian walkway be provided?


We would anticipate closing the sidewalk prior to erection of the structural steel to avoid any public safety concerns, and reopening it after all new site improvements are complete.





e) Where is construction worker parking proposed to occur?


It is our experience in San Francisco that many of the trades will commute using Bart, Muni light rail and bus systems. Those not utilizing public transportation usually car pool and use public parking near the project site.





f) Are any restrictions on construction activities anticipated?


We have taken into account the flight path patterns for the UCSF emergency helicopters and have sized and located the tower cranes to avoid any conflict. 





g) Are there any specific construction-related truck routing plans to and from the project site?


· 3rd Street, Illinois and Terry Francois Boulevard will be the main routes for material deliveries to the project site.  


· Northbound traffic from I-280 and/or US101 would exit at either Mariposa Street (smaller trucks) or Cesar Chavez Street (larger trucks) turning north onto 3rd Street or Illinois Street to the site.  


· Southbound traffic entering onto I-280 would do so at either Pennsylvania Avenue from Cesar Chavez Street (after traveling south on 3rd Street or Illinois Street from the site) (larger trucks) or from the intersection of Mariposa and Owens (smaller trucks).  


· Southbound traffic from US101/I-80 would exit at Cesar Chavez Street and turn north onto 3rd Street or Illinois Street to the site.  


· Northbound and Southbound traffic entering onto US101 would do so at Cesar Chavez Street having traveled south along 3rd Street or Illinois Street from the site.




GSW Blocks 29-32 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.


· Office, retail, and other uses:


· Every four (4) days (assumes maximum compactor size)


· Typically in off hours (e.g. early morning or late night) as determined by the waste hauling company 


· Arena: 


· One pick-up (incremental to the office/retail pick-up above) per arena event 


· Arena trash is usually collected after all events (avoiding peak commute hours)





b. 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?


· Trash associated with ground floor retail and restaurant uses will be accommodated within on-site trash rooms, not taken to the edge of the sidewalk. The trash will be taken to trash compactors in the loading dock area. 





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?


· Yes, trash trucks will be able to access the on-site loading area below-grade 


· This area includes trash truck docks and trash compactors as well as the arena loading area


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Driveway/loading dock clearance height is 17’-6’’ as required


(SOURCE: Recology; Systems Design International; MANICA Architecture; former Toyota Center GM) 







T



DD



FH FH



D



D



S



D



S



D D



D



DDD



D



S S



W



UUU



T



E



E



E



U
U



U



U



U W T T QCV
U



U



W



E



E



E
E



E



E



U



U



TUU



S



DDD



D



S



D



FH



DD D



S



U



E



E



E



E



E



T



T



U



U



U



U



D D



U



U



D D D



S



U



S



U U



FH



W



D



D



E



D



S



D



DD



TH
IR



D 
ST



RE
ET



16TH STREET



IL
LI



N
O



IS
 S



TR
EE



T



TE
RR



Y 
A.



 FR
AN



CO
IS



 B
LV



D.



SOUTH STREET



FU
TU



RE
 T



ER
RY



 A
. F



RA
N



CO
IS



 B
LV



D.



A-1
94,003 SF



A-2
81,262 SF



A-3
95,807 SF



A-4
133,652 SF



A-5
47,403 SF



A-6
26,154 SF



NOTES



ABBREVIATIONS



TRIBUTARY AREA (SF) TREATMENT AREA PROVIDED (SF) GREEN ROOF (SF)



A-1 94,003 3,463 23,488
A-2 81,262 3,347 11,276
A-3 95,807 4,010 6,439
A-4 133,652 5,762 9,993
A-5 47,403 2,216 0
A-6 26,154 1,068 0



Total 478,281 19,866 51,196



TREATMENT AREA SUMMARY
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to 12:30am.
§  Our proposed baseline plan limits the amount of “shift work” (not typical daytime


hours) to below grade perimeter concrete walls and pile caps, and the
installation of precast stadia scope of work, which will both be installed on a
second shift. 


·         The concrete walls and pile caps are exterior, below grade work.
·         The installation of the precast occurs within the interior of the arena


only.
§  All other project work is presumed to occur during a typical day shift.


·         TASK 47 (SOIL EXCAVATION)
o    REVISED MAX. EXCAVATION DEPTH: 30’ (based on pile cap below office cores)
o    CONFIRMATION: The project will be designed to prevent infiltration (“bathtub”) and


long-term dewatering will not be conducted.
·         Task 48 (Estimated Pile Count)


o    Approximately 1,400 auger cast piles, 24’’ diameter, 110’ deep
o    All pending final structural and geotechnical design


·         Task 49 (Pile Installation Method)
o    The project will be utilizing drilled auger cast piles across the site.
o    There will be three (3) drill rigs. Each rig will install approximately 12 pile per day.
o    There will be no pile striking.


·         Task 50 (Construction equipment)
o    See attached list of equipment needs by construction activity


·         Task 51 (Potential construction delivery by barge)
o    There will be no deliveries by barge.


·         Task 52 (Daily construction trucks and workers by phase)
o    See attached revision to Table T-4


·         Task 53 (Construction staging/haul routes)
o    See attached revised answers


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


 








From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: "Clarke Miller"; "David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com)"; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel


(CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); "jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com";
"lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; Van de Water, Adam (MYR); "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)";
"Catherine Mukai"; Michael Keinath; Joyce


Subject: CEQA Info Submissions, CONTINUED
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 6:24:03 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2014.11.07_CEQA_Project_Construction_Schedule.pdf
2014.11.07_GSW_CEQA_ConstructionEquipment.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_T-4_.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_HaulRoutes&Staging.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_TrashCollection.docx
2014.11.07_Updated_StormwaterManagementPlan.pdf
2014.11.07_Updated_Water&Wastewater_Utility_Plan.pdf


Paul,
Additional outstanding CEQA information is provided below, and attached. Please note that NEW
information is being provided for Task 47, for which I already sent you a memo from Langan earlier
this week.
 
As per my note earlier this afternoon, we were unaware the architect w/ the site plan files would be
flying at this hour. They will be in your inbox tomorrow, if not later tonight. Please note these plans
will be for group use during the “war room” session(s) next week, to understand the minimal
changes to the project design and master plan. FINAL site plans need to be approved by GSW
ownership and OCII/Planning staff before they are published for public review. We are working on
securing that sign-off asap.  
 
Thanks and enjoy your weekend,
Kate


 
·         Task 23 (Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans)


o    See updated plan, attached
·         Task 24 (Project Stormwater Management Plan)


o    See updated plan, attached
·         Task 43 (Trash Collection)


o    See attached revised description of proposed waste hauling operations and design
·         Task 45 (Construction Schedule)


o    See revised construction schedule, attached
·         Task 46 (Hours of Construction)


o    Our proposed construction schedule is based upon a normal 5 day work week, with
holidays and historical normal anticipated adverse weather days. 


o    Weekend work:
§  Generally, we anticipate a limited amount of work to take place on weekends, with


weekend days primarily being reserved for make-up days as a result of adverse
weather incurred during the Monday through Friday work week. 


§  We anticipate working weekends excavating the site for a 3 month duration. 
o    Shift work:


§  A typical day shift is 7:00am through 5:30pm, and a typical second shift is 4:00pm
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Activity Name



Golden State Warriors Arena Development Milestones
Golden State Warriors Arena Development
Design and Preconstruction
Mobilization and Temporary Construction
Construction
Overall Development
Construction
Anticipated Adverse Weather
Pile and Soil Compaction Test Program
Demo/Clear and Grub
Cut-off Wall/Earth Retention
Excavation



Arena/Practice Courts/Skybar
Construction
Foundations
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Event Level Service Loop
Mechanical Equipment
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Food Service Equipment
Bowl Rough-in/Finishes
Sports Equipment and Systems
Site Improvements
Commissioning / Project Closeout



Owner Move-in Period
Parking Garage and Podium
Construction
Foundations
Structure



SW Tower
Construction
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



NW Tower
Construction
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



Gate House
Construction
Structure
Enclosure
Event Level Service Loop
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



North Retail
Construction
Structure
Enclosure
Event Level Service Loop
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout
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Item 50: Construction Equipment


Types of large and small equipment:


· [bookmark: _GoBack]E.g., drill rigs, cranes, excavators, graders, dozers, folk lifts, concrete boom pumps, dewatering pumps, saw cutters, chop saws, stud impact guns, etc.


Equipment needs by construction activity:


a) Support of Excavation: Drilled soil-cement cut off wall. Track mounted drill rigs


b) Excavation: Back hoe, front end loaders, 10 wheel dump trucks, dewatering pumps for ground water


c) Deep Foundations: Track mounted drill rigs, track mounted cranes. 


d) Concrete: Small back hoes, 10 wheel dump trucks, track mounted mobile cranes for the arena construction, tower cranes for the Podium and Office Buildings, all terrain forklifts, concrete pump trucks, and an array of small tools including skill saws, vibrators, 


e) Steel Erection: Tower cranes for the Office Buildings, track mounted mobile cranes for the arena and an array of small tools required including welding machines, torque wrenches, cut off saws, impact drills, spud wrenches


f) Precast Erection: Track mounted mobile cranes, and an array of small tools including welding machines, cut off saws, impact wrenches, levels.


g) Facade: Tower crane for the Office Buildings, tire mounted mobile cranes for the arena.


h) Interior Finishes: Material / Personnel hoists for the Office Building and Arena. There will be an array of small tools required including drills, saws, cut off saws, powder actuated fastners,  lasers, scaffolding, levels


Assumed hours of use for construction equipment: 


· A typical day shift is 7:00am through 5:30pm, and a typical second shift is 4:00pm to 12:30am.


· Single shift: hours vary from 8 hours to 10 hours.


· Second shift: 8 hours.







			Table T-4


Summary of Construction Phases and Duration,


and Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase








			Phase


			Duration


(months)


			Number of Daily Construction Trucks


			Number of Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition (Entire Site)


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring (Entire Site)


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Arena


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation & Below Grade Construction 


			6


			25


			20





			125


			100





			Base Building 


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing 


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage/Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation & Below Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building 


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			NW Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building 


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing 


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			SW Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building 


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing 


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			[bookmark: _GoBack]Street Improvements 


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40













CEQA Request: Construction Staging / Haul Routes


a) Please describe proposed construction staging for the project.


The proposed construction staging for the majority of the project will take place between Terry Francois Boulevard and the west face of the arena. We would utilize this area until the re-alignment of Terry Francois Boulevard. 





b) [bookmark: _GoBack]Are off-site construction staging areas proposed? (If so, where, and for what purpose, e.g. material, equipment, etc.)


For any deliveries that cannot be sustained within the area as described above, we would stage material deliveries on Terry Francois Boulevard adjacent to Piers 48 and 50. We do not anticipate staging equipment off-site. 





c) Would any of the travel lanes on Third, South, 16th Streets or Terry Francois Boulevard be closed and 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. 


We would anticipate using the sidewalk and one lane on both South and 16th Street, from 3rd Street to Terry Francois Boulevard. We would anticipate closing the sidewalk on 3rd Street due to the construction activity adjacent to 3rd Street. The lane and sidewalk on South and 16th Street would be utilized for material deliveries for the two office buildings on the north east and south east corners of the project site. Terry Francois Boulevard would be our primary means of egress and ingress to the project site.





d) Would the existing Third Street sidewalk be closed for a portion of the entire duration of the construction effort? If so, would a protected pedestrian walkway be provided?


We would anticipate closing the sidewalk prior to erection of the structural steel to avoid any public safety concerns, and reopening it after all new site improvements are complete.





e) Where is construction worker parking proposed to occur?


It is our experience in San Francisco that many of the trades will commute using Bart, Muni light rail and bus systems. Those not utilizing public transportation usually car pool and use public parking near the project site.





f) Are any restrictions on construction activities anticipated?


We have taken into account the flight path patterns for the UCSF emergency helicopters and have sized and located the tower cranes to avoid any conflict. 





g) Are there any specific construction-related truck routing plans to and from the project site?


· 3rd Street, Illinois and Terry Francois Boulevard will be the main routes for material deliveries to the project site.  


· Northbound traffic from I-280 and/or US101 would exit at either Mariposa Street (smaller trucks) or Cesar Chavez Street (larger trucks) turning north onto 3rd Street or Illinois Street to the site.  


· Southbound traffic entering onto I-280 would do so at either Pennsylvania Avenue from Cesar Chavez Street (after traveling south on 3rd Street or Illinois Street from the site) (larger trucks) or from the intersection of Mariposa and Owens (smaller trucks).  


· Southbound traffic from US101/I-80 would exit at Cesar Chavez Street and turn north onto 3rd Street or Illinois Street to the site.  


· Northbound and Southbound traffic entering onto US101 would do so at Cesar Chavez Street having traveled south along 3rd Street or Illinois Street from the site.




GSW Blocks 29-32 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.


· Office, retail, and other uses:


· Every four (4) days (assumes maximum compactor size)


· Typically in off hours (e.g. early morning or late night) as determined by the waste hauling company 


· Arena: 


· One pick-up (incremental to the office/retail pick-up above) per arena event 


· Arena trash is usually collected after all events (avoiding peak commute hours)





b. 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?


· Trash associated with ground floor retail and restaurant uses will be accommodated within on-site trash rooms, not taken to the edge of the sidewalk. The trash will be taken to trash compactors in the loading dock area. 





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?


· Yes, trash trucks will be able to access the on-site loading area below-grade 


· This area includes trash truck docks and trash compactors as well as the arena loading area


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Driveway/loading dock clearance height is 17’-6’’ as required


(SOURCE: Recology; Systems Design International; MANICA Architecture; former Toyota Center GM) 
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A-1
94,003 SF



A-2
81,262 SF



A-3
95,807 SF



A-4
133,652 SF



A-5
47,403 SF



A-6
26,154 SF



NOTES



ABBREVIATIONS



TRIBUTARY AREA (SF) TREATMENT AREA PROVIDED (SF) GREEN ROOF (SF)



A-1 94,003 3,463 23,488
A-2 81,262 3,347 11,276
A-3 95,807 4,010 6,439
A-4 133,652 5,762 9,993
A-5 47,403 2,216 0
A-6 26,154 1,068 0



Total 478,281 19,866 51,196



TREATMENT AREA SUMMARY
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to 12:30am.
§  Our proposed baseline plan limits the amount of “shift work” (not typical daytime


hours) to below grade perimeter concrete walls and pile caps, and the
installation of precast stadia scope of work, which will both be installed on a
second shift. 


·         The concrete walls and pile caps are exterior, below grade work.
·         The installation of the precast occurs within the interior of the arena


only.
§  All other project work is presumed to occur during a typical day shift.


·         TASK 47 (SOIL EXCAVATION)
o    REVISED MAX. EXCAVATION DEPTH: 30’ (based on pile cap below office cores)
o    CONFIRMATION: The project will be designed to prevent infiltration (“bathtub”) and


long-term dewatering will not be conducted.
·         Task 48 (Estimated Pile Count)


o    Approximately 1,400 auger cast piles, 24’’ diameter, 110’ deep
o    All pending final structural and geotechnical design


·         Task 49 (Pile Installation Method)
o    The project will be utilizing drilled auger cast piles across the site.
o    There will be three (3) drill rigs. Each rig will install approximately 12 pile per day.
o    There will be no pile striking.


·         Task 50 (Construction equipment)
o    See attached list of equipment needs by construction activity


·         Task 51 (Potential construction delivery by barge)
o    There will be no deliveries by barge.


·         Task 52 (Daily construction trucks and workers by phase)
o    See attached revision to Table T-4


·         Task 53 (Construction staging/haul routes)
o    See attached revised answers


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


 








From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: "Clarke Miller"; "David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com)"; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel


(CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); "jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com";
"lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; Van de Water, Adam (MYR); "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)";
"Catherine Mukai"; Michael Keinath; Joyce


Subject: CEQA Info Submissions, CONTINUED
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 6:24:15 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2014.11.07_CEQA_Project_Construction_Schedule.pdf
2014.11.07_GSW_CEQA_ConstructionEquipment.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_T-4_.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_HaulRoutes&Staging.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_TrashCollection.docx
2014.11.07_Updated_StormwaterManagementPlan.pdf
2014.11.07_Updated_Water&Wastewater_Utility_Plan.pdf


Paul,
Additional outstanding CEQA information is provided below, and attached. Please note that NEW
information is being provided for Task 47, for which I already sent you a memo from Langan earlier
this week.
 
As per my note earlier this afternoon, we were unaware the architect w/ the site plan files would be
flying at this hour. They will be in your inbox tomorrow, if not later tonight. Please note these plans
will be for group use during the “war room” session(s) next week, to understand the minimal
changes to the project design and master plan. FINAL site plans need to be approved by GSW
ownership and OCII/Planning staff before they are published for public review. We are working on
securing that sign-off asap.  
 
Thanks and enjoy your weekend,
Kate


 
·         Task 23 (Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans)


o    See updated plan, attached
·         Task 24 (Project Stormwater Management Plan)


o    See updated plan, attached
·         Task 43 (Trash Collection)


o    See attached revised description of proposed waste hauling operations and design
·         Task 45 (Construction Schedule)


o    See revised construction schedule, attached
·         Task 46 (Hours of Construction)


o    Our proposed construction schedule is based upon a normal 5 day work week, with
holidays and historical normal anticipated adverse weather days. 


o    Weekend work:
§  Generally, we anticipate a limited amount of work to take place on weekends, with


weekend days primarily being reserved for make-up days as a result of adverse
weather incurred during the Monday through Friday work week. 


§  We anticipate working weekends excavating the site for a 3 month duration. 
o    Shift work:


§  A typical day shift is 7:00am through 5:30pm, and a typical second shift is 4:00pm



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

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

mailto:jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:cmukai@environcorp.com

mailto:mkeinath@environcorp.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com
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Activity Name



Golden State Warriors Arena Development Milestones
Golden State Warriors Arena Development
Design and Preconstruction
Mobilization and Temporary Construction
Construction
Overall Development
Construction
Anticipated Adverse Weather
Pile and Soil Compaction Test Program
Demo/Clear and Grub
Cut-off Wall/Earth Retention
Excavation



Arena/Practice Courts/Skybar
Construction
Foundations
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Event Level Service Loop
Mechanical Equipment
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Food Service Equipment
Bowl Rough-in/Finishes
Sports Equipment and Systems
Site Improvements
Commissioning / Project Closeout



Owner Move-in Period
Parking Garage and Podium
Construction
Foundations
Structure



SW Tower
Construction
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



NW Tower
Construction
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



Gate House
Construction
Structure
Enclosure
Event Level Service Loop
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



North Retail
Construction
Structure
Enclosure
Event Level Service Loop
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout
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Golden State Warriors Arena
At San Francisco's Mission Bay Area
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An integrated joint venture
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Item 50: Construction Equipment


Types of large and small equipment:


· [bookmark: _GoBack]E.g., drill rigs, cranes, excavators, graders, dozers, folk lifts, concrete boom pumps, dewatering pumps, saw cutters, chop saws, stud impact guns, etc.


Equipment needs by construction activity:


a) Support of Excavation: Drilled soil-cement cut off wall. Track mounted drill rigs


b) Excavation: Back hoe, front end loaders, 10 wheel dump trucks, dewatering pumps for ground water


c) Deep Foundations: Track mounted drill rigs, track mounted cranes. 


d) Concrete: Small back hoes, 10 wheel dump trucks, track mounted mobile cranes for the arena construction, tower cranes for the Podium and Office Buildings, all terrain forklifts, concrete pump trucks, and an array of small tools including skill saws, vibrators, 


e) Steel Erection: Tower cranes for the Office Buildings, track mounted mobile cranes for the arena and an array of small tools required including welding machines, torque wrenches, cut off saws, impact drills, spud wrenches


f) Precast Erection: Track mounted mobile cranes, and an array of small tools including welding machines, cut off saws, impact wrenches, levels.


g) Facade: Tower crane for the Office Buildings, tire mounted mobile cranes for the arena.


h) Interior Finishes: Material / Personnel hoists for the Office Building and Arena. There will be an array of small tools required including drills, saws, cut off saws, powder actuated fastners,  lasers, scaffolding, levels


Assumed hours of use for construction equipment: 


· A typical day shift is 7:00am through 5:30pm, and a typical second shift is 4:00pm to 12:30am.


· Single shift: hours vary from 8 hours to 10 hours.


· Second shift: 8 hours.







			Table T-4


Summary of Construction Phases and Duration,


and Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase








			Phase


			Duration


(months)


			Number of Daily Construction Trucks


			Number of Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition (Entire Site)


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring (Entire Site)


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Arena


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation & Below Grade Construction 


			6


			25


			20





			125


			100





			Base Building 


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing 


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage/Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation & Below Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building 


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			NW Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building 


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing 


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			SW Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building 


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing 


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			[bookmark: _GoBack]Street Improvements 


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40













CEQA Request: Construction Staging / Haul Routes


a) Please describe proposed construction staging for the project.


The proposed construction staging for the majority of the project will take place between Terry Francois Boulevard and the west face of the arena. We would utilize this area until the re-alignment of Terry Francois Boulevard. 





b) [bookmark: _GoBack]Are off-site construction staging areas proposed? (If so, where, and for what purpose, e.g. material, equipment, etc.)


For any deliveries that cannot be sustained within the area as described above, we would stage material deliveries on Terry Francois Boulevard adjacent to Piers 48 and 50. We do not anticipate staging equipment off-site. 





c) Would any of the travel lanes on Third, South, 16th Streets or Terry Francois Boulevard be closed and 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. 


We would anticipate using the sidewalk and one lane on both South and 16th Street, from 3rd Street to Terry Francois Boulevard. We would anticipate closing the sidewalk on 3rd Street due to the construction activity adjacent to 3rd Street. The lane and sidewalk on South and 16th Street would be utilized for material deliveries for the two office buildings on the north east and south east corners of the project site. Terry Francois Boulevard would be our primary means of egress and ingress to the project site.





d) Would the existing Third Street sidewalk be closed for a portion of the entire duration of the construction effort? If so, would a protected pedestrian walkway be provided?


We would anticipate closing the sidewalk prior to erection of the structural steel to avoid any public safety concerns, and reopening it after all new site improvements are complete.





e) Where is construction worker parking proposed to occur?


It is our experience in San Francisco that many of the trades will commute using Bart, Muni light rail and bus systems. Those not utilizing public transportation usually car pool and use public parking near the project site.





f) Are any restrictions on construction activities anticipated?


We have taken into account the flight path patterns for the UCSF emergency helicopters and have sized and located the tower cranes to avoid any conflict. 





g) Are there any specific construction-related truck routing plans to and from the project site?


· 3rd Street, Illinois and Terry Francois Boulevard will be the main routes for material deliveries to the project site.  


· Northbound traffic from I-280 and/or US101 would exit at either Mariposa Street (smaller trucks) or Cesar Chavez Street (larger trucks) turning north onto 3rd Street or Illinois Street to the site.  


· Southbound traffic entering onto I-280 would do so at either Pennsylvania Avenue from Cesar Chavez Street (after traveling south on 3rd Street or Illinois Street from the site) (larger trucks) or from the intersection of Mariposa and Owens (smaller trucks).  


· Southbound traffic from US101/I-80 would exit at Cesar Chavez Street and turn north onto 3rd Street or Illinois Street to the site.  


· Northbound and Southbound traffic entering onto US101 would do so at Cesar Chavez Street having traveled south along 3rd Street or Illinois Street from the site.




GSW Blocks 29-32 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.


· Office, retail, and other uses:


· Every four (4) days (assumes maximum compactor size)


· Typically in off hours (e.g. early morning or late night) as determined by the waste hauling company 


· Arena: 


· One pick-up (incremental to the office/retail pick-up above) per arena event 


· Arena trash is usually collected after all events (avoiding peak commute hours)





b. 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?


· Trash associated with ground floor retail and restaurant uses will be accommodated within on-site trash rooms, not taken to the edge of the sidewalk. The trash will be taken to trash compactors in the loading dock area. 





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?


· Yes, trash trucks will be able to access the on-site loading area below-grade 


· This area includes trash truck docks and trash compactors as well as the arena loading area


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Driveway/loading dock clearance height is 17’-6’’ as required


(SOURCE: Recology; Systems Design International; MANICA Architecture; former Toyota Center GM) 
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A-1
94,003 SF



A-2
81,262 SF



A-3
95,807 SF



A-4
133,652 SF



A-5
47,403 SF



A-6
26,154 SF



NOTES



ABBREVIATIONS



TRIBUTARY AREA (SF) TREATMENT AREA PROVIDED (SF) GREEN ROOF (SF)



A-1 94,003 3,463 23,488
A-2 81,262 3,347 11,276
A-3 95,807 4,010 6,439
A-4 133,652 5,762 9,993
A-5 47,403 2,216 0
A-6 26,154 1,068 0



Total 478,281 19,866 51,196



TREATMENT AREA SUMMARY
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to 12:30am.
§  Our proposed baseline plan limits the amount of “shift work” (not typical daytime


hours) to below grade perimeter concrete walls and pile caps, and the
installation of precast stadia scope of work, which will both be installed on a
second shift. 


·         The concrete walls and pile caps are exterior, below grade work.
·         The installation of the precast occurs within the interior of the arena


only.
§  All other project work is presumed to occur during a typical day shift.


·         TASK 47 (SOIL EXCAVATION)
o    REVISED MAX. EXCAVATION DEPTH: 30’ (based on pile cap below office cores)
o    CONFIRMATION: The project will be designed to prevent infiltration (“bathtub”) and


long-term dewatering will not be conducted.
·         Task 48 (Estimated Pile Count)


o    Approximately 1,400 auger cast piles, 24’’ diameter, 110’ deep
o    All pending final structural and geotechnical design


·         Task 49 (Pile Installation Method)
o    The project will be utilizing drilled auger cast piles across the site.
o    There will be three (3) drill rigs. Each rig will install approximately 12 pile per day.
o    There will be no pile striking.


·         Task 50 (Construction equipment)
o    See attached list of equipment needs by construction activity


·         Task 51 (Potential construction delivery by barge)
o    There will be no deliveries by barge.


·         Task 52 (Daily construction trucks and workers by phase)
o    See attached revision to Table T-4


·         Task 53 (Construction staging/haul routes)
o    See attached revised answers


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


 








From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: "Clarke Miller"; "David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com)"; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel


(CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); "jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com";
"lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; Van de Water, Adam (MYR); "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)";
"Catherine Mukai"; Michael Keinath; Joyce


Subject: CEQA Info Submissions, CONTINUED
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 6:24:13 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2014.11.07_CEQA_Project_Construction_Schedule.pdf
2014.11.07_GSW_CEQA_ConstructionEquipment.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_T-4_.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_HaulRoutes&Staging.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_TrashCollection.docx
2014.11.07_Updated_StormwaterManagementPlan.pdf
2014.11.07_Updated_Water&Wastewater_Utility_Plan.pdf


Paul,
Additional outstanding CEQA information is provided below, and attached. Please note that NEW
information is being provided for Task 47, for which I already sent you a memo from Langan earlier
this week.
 
As per my note earlier this afternoon, we were unaware the architect w/ the site plan files would be
flying at this hour. They will be in your inbox tomorrow, if not later tonight. Please note these plans
will be for group use during the “war room” session(s) next week, to understand the minimal
changes to the project design and master plan. FINAL site plans need to be approved by GSW
ownership and OCII/Planning staff before they are published for public review. We are working on
securing that sign-off asap.  
 
Thanks and enjoy your weekend,
Kate


 
·         Task 23 (Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans)


o    See updated plan, attached
·         Task 24 (Project Stormwater Management Plan)


o    See updated plan, attached
·         Task 43 (Trash Collection)


o    See attached revised description of proposed waste hauling operations and design
·         Task 45 (Construction Schedule)


o    See revised construction schedule, attached
·         Task 46 (Hours of Construction)


o    Our proposed construction schedule is based upon a normal 5 day work week, with
holidays and historical normal anticipated adverse weather days. 


o    Weekend work:
§  Generally, we anticipate a limited amount of work to take place on weekends, with


weekend days primarily being reserved for make-up days as a result of adverse
weather incurred during the Monday through Friday work week. 


§  We anticipate working weekends excavating the site for a 3 month duration. 
o    Shift work:


§  A typical day shift is 7:00am through 5:30pm, and a typical second shift is 4:00pm
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Activity Name



Golden State Warriors Arena Development Milestones
Golden State Warriors Arena Development
Design and Preconstruction
Mobilization and Temporary Construction
Construction
Overall Development
Construction
Anticipated Adverse Weather
Pile and Soil Compaction Test Program
Demo/Clear and Grub
Cut-off Wall/Earth Retention
Excavation



Arena/Practice Courts/Skybar
Construction
Foundations
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Event Level Service Loop
Mechanical Equipment
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Food Service Equipment
Bowl Rough-in/Finishes
Sports Equipment and Systems
Site Improvements
Commissioning / Project Closeout



Owner Move-in Period
Parking Garage and Podium
Construction
Foundations
Structure



SW Tower
Construction
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



NW Tower
Construction
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



Gate House
Construction
Structure
Enclosure
Event Level Service Loop
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



North Retail
Construction
Structure
Enclosure
Event Level Service Loop
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout
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Golden State Warriors Arena
At San Francisco's Mission Bay Area



3 54 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24



An integrated joint venture



25










Item 50: Construction Equipment


Types of large and small equipment:


· [bookmark: _GoBack]E.g., drill rigs, cranes, excavators, graders, dozers, folk lifts, concrete boom pumps, dewatering pumps, saw cutters, chop saws, stud impact guns, etc.


Equipment needs by construction activity:


a) Support of Excavation: Drilled soil-cement cut off wall. Track mounted drill rigs


b) Excavation: Back hoe, front end loaders, 10 wheel dump trucks, dewatering pumps for ground water


c) Deep Foundations: Track mounted drill rigs, track mounted cranes. 


d) Concrete: Small back hoes, 10 wheel dump trucks, track mounted mobile cranes for the arena construction, tower cranes for the Podium and Office Buildings, all terrain forklifts, concrete pump trucks, and an array of small tools including skill saws, vibrators, 


e) Steel Erection: Tower cranes for the Office Buildings, track mounted mobile cranes for the arena and an array of small tools required including welding machines, torque wrenches, cut off saws, impact drills, spud wrenches


f) Precast Erection: Track mounted mobile cranes, and an array of small tools including welding machines, cut off saws, impact wrenches, levels.


g) Facade: Tower crane for the Office Buildings, tire mounted mobile cranes for the arena.


h) Interior Finishes: Material / Personnel hoists for the Office Building and Arena. There will be an array of small tools required including drills, saws, cut off saws, powder actuated fastners,  lasers, scaffolding, levels


Assumed hours of use for construction equipment: 


· A typical day shift is 7:00am through 5:30pm, and a typical second shift is 4:00pm to 12:30am.


· Single shift: hours vary from 8 hours to 10 hours.


· Second shift: 8 hours.







			Table T-4


Summary of Construction Phases and Duration,


and Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase








			Phase


			Duration


(months)


			Number of Daily Construction Trucks


			Number of Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition (Entire Site)


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring (Entire Site)


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Arena


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation & Below Grade Construction 


			6


			25


			20





			125


			100





			Base Building 


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing 


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage/Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation & Below Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building 


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			NW Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building 


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing 


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			SW Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building 


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing 


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			[bookmark: _GoBack]Street Improvements 


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40













CEQA Request: Construction Staging / Haul Routes


a) Please describe proposed construction staging for the project.


The proposed construction staging for the majority of the project will take place between Terry Francois Boulevard and the west face of the arena. We would utilize this area until the re-alignment of Terry Francois Boulevard. 





b) [bookmark: _GoBack]Are off-site construction staging areas proposed? (If so, where, and for what purpose, e.g. material, equipment, etc.)


For any deliveries that cannot be sustained within the area as described above, we would stage material deliveries on Terry Francois Boulevard adjacent to Piers 48 and 50. We do not anticipate staging equipment off-site. 





c) Would any of the travel lanes on Third, South, 16th Streets or Terry Francois Boulevard be closed and 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. 


We would anticipate using the sidewalk and one lane on both South and 16th Street, from 3rd Street to Terry Francois Boulevard. We would anticipate closing the sidewalk on 3rd Street due to the construction activity adjacent to 3rd Street. The lane and sidewalk on South and 16th Street would be utilized for material deliveries for the two office buildings on the north east and south east corners of the project site. Terry Francois Boulevard would be our primary means of egress and ingress to the project site.





d) Would the existing Third Street sidewalk be closed for a portion of the entire duration of the construction effort? If so, would a protected pedestrian walkway be provided?


We would anticipate closing the sidewalk prior to erection of the structural steel to avoid any public safety concerns, and reopening it after all new site improvements are complete.





e) Where is construction worker parking proposed to occur?


It is our experience in San Francisco that many of the trades will commute using Bart, Muni light rail and bus systems. Those not utilizing public transportation usually car pool and use public parking near the project site.





f) Are any restrictions on construction activities anticipated?


We have taken into account the flight path patterns for the UCSF emergency helicopters and have sized and located the tower cranes to avoid any conflict. 





g) Are there any specific construction-related truck routing plans to and from the project site?


· 3rd Street, Illinois and Terry Francois Boulevard will be the main routes for material deliveries to the project site.  


· Northbound traffic from I-280 and/or US101 would exit at either Mariposa Street (smaller trucks) or Cesar Chavez Street (larger trucks) turning north onto 3rd Street or Illinois Street to the site.  


· Southbound traffic entering onto I-280 would do so at either Pennsylvania Avenue from Cesar Chavez Street (after traveling south on 3rd Street or Illinois Street from the site) (larger trucks) or from the intersection of Mariposa and Owens (smaller trucks).  


· Southbound traffic from US101/I-80 would exit at Cesar Chavez Street and turn north onto 3rd Street or Illinois Street to the site.  


· Northbound and Southbound traffic entering onto US101 would do so at Cesar Chavez Street having traveled south along 3rd Street or Illinois Street from the site.




GSW Blocks 29-32 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.


· Office, retail, and other uses:


· Every four (4) days (assumes maximum compactor size)


· Typically in off hours (e.g. early morning or late night) as determined by the waste hauling company 


· Arena: 


· One pick-up (incremental to the office/retail pick-up above) per arena event 


· Arena trash is usually collected after all events (avoiding peak commute hours)





b. 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?


· Trash associated with ground floor retail and restaurant uses will be accommodated within on-site trash rooms, not taken to the edge of the sidewalk. The trash will be taken to trash compactors in the loading dock area. 





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?


· Yes, trash trucks will be able to access the on-site loading area below-grade 


· This area includes trash truck docks and trash compactors as well as the arena loading area


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Driveway/loading dock clearance height is 17’-6’’ as required


(SOURCE: Recology; Systems Design International; MANICA Architecture; former Toyota Center GM) 
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A-1
94,003 SF



A-2
81,262 SF



A-3
95,807 SF



A-4
133,652 SF



A-5
47,403 SF



A-6
26,154 SF



NOTES



ABBREVIATIONS



TRIBUTARY AREA (SF) TREATMENT AREA PROVIDED (SF) GREEN ROOF (SF)



A-1 94,003 3,463 23,488
A-2 81,262 3,347 11,276
A-3 95,807 4,010 6,439
A-4 133,652 5,762 9,993
A-5 47,403 2,216 0
A-6 26,154 1,068 0



Total 478,281 19,866 51,196



TREATMENT AREA SUMMARY
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to 12:30am.
§  Our proposed baseline plan limits the amount of “shift work” (not typical daytime


hours) to below grade perimeter concrete walls and pile caps, and the
installation of precast stadia scope of work, which will both be installed on a
second shift. 


·         The concrete walls and pile caps are exterior, below grade work.
·         The installation of the precast occurs within the interior of the arena


only.
§  All other project work is presumed to occur during a typical day shift.


·         TASK 47 (SOIL EXCAVATION)
o    REVISED MAX. EXCAVATION DEPTH: 30’ (based on pile cap below office cores)
o    CONFIRMATION: The project will be designed to prevent infiltration (“bathtub”) and


long-term dewatering will not be conducted.
·         Task 48 (Estimated Pile Count)


o    Approximately 1,400 auger cast piles, 24’’ diameter, 110’ deep
o    All pending final structural and geotechnical design


·         Task 49 (Pile Installation Method)
o    The project will be utilizing drilled auger cast piles across the site.
o    There will be three (3) drill rigs. Each rig will install approximately 12 pile per day.
o    There will be no pile striking.


·         Task 50 (Construction equipment)
o    See attached list of equipment needs by construction activity


·         Task 51 (Potential construction delivery by barge)
o    There will be no deliveries by barge.


·         Task 52 (Daily construction trucks and workers by phase)
o    See attached revision to Table T-4


·         Task 53 (Construction staging/haul routes)
o    See attached revised answers


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


 








From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: "Clarke Miller"; "David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com)"; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel


(CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); "jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com";
"lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; Van de Water, Adam (MYR); "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)";
"Catherine Mukai"; Michael Keinath; Joyce


Subject: CEQA Info Submissions, CONTINUED
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 6:24:14 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2014.11.07_CEQA_Project_Construction_Schedule.pdf
2014.11.07_GSW_CEQA_ConstructionEquipment.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_T-4_.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_HaulRoutes&Staging.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_TrashCollection.docx
2014.11.07_Updated_StormwaterManagementPlan.pdf
2014.11.07_Updated_Water&Wastewater_Utility_Plan.pdf


Paul,
Additional outstanding CEQA information is provided below, and attached. Please note that NEW
information is being provided for Task 47, for which I already sent you a memo from Langan earlier
this week.
 
As per my note earlier this afternoon, we were unaware the architect w/ the site plan files would be
flying at this hour. They will be in your inbox tomorrow, if not later tonight. Please note these plans
will be for group use during the “war room” session(s) next week, to understand the minimal
changes to the project design and master plan. FINAL site plans need to be approved by GSW
ownership and OCII/Planning staff before they are published for public review. We are working on
securing that sign-off asap.  
 
Thanks and enjoy your weekend,
Kate


 
·         Task 23 (Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans)


o    See updated plan, attached
·         Task 24 (Project Stormwater Management Plan)


o    See updated plan, attached
·         Task 43 (Trash Collection)


o    See attached revised description of proposed waste hauling operations and design
·         Task 45 (Construction Schedule)


o    See revised construction schedule, attached
·         Task 46 (Hours of Construction)


o    Our proposed construction schedule is based upon a normal 5 day work week, with
holidays and historical normal anticipated adverse weather days. 


o    Weekend work:
§  Generally, we anticipate a limited amount of work to take place on weekends, with


weekend days primarily being reserved for make-up days as a result of adverse
weather incurred during the Monday through Friday work week. 


§  We anticipate working weekends excavating the site for a 3 month duration. 
o    Shift work:


§  A typical day shift is 7:00am through 5:30pm, and a typical second shift is 4:00pm



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

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

mailto:jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:cmukai@environcorp.com

mailto:mkeinath@environcorp.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com
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Activity Name



Golden State Warriors Arena Development Milestones
Golden State Warriors Arena Development
Design and Preconstruction
Mobilization and Temporary Construction
Construction
Overall Development
Construction
Anticipated Adverse Weather
Pile and Soil Compaction Test Program
Demo/Clear and Grub
Cut-off Wall/Earth Retention
Excavation



Arena/Practice Courts/Skybar
Construction
Foundations
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Event Level Service Loop
Mechanical Equipment
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Food Service Equipment
Bowl Rough-in/Finishes
Sports Equipment and Systems
Site Improvements
Commissioning / Project Closeout



Owner Move-in Period
Parking Garage and Podium
Construction
Foundations
Structure



SW Tower
Construction
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



NW Tower
Construction
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



Gate House
Construction
Structure
Enclosure
Event Level Service Loop
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



North Retail
Construction
Structure
Enclosure
Event Level Service Loop
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout
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Item 50: Construction Equipment


Types of large and small equipment:


· [bookmark: _GoBack]E.g., drill rigs, cranes, excavators, graders, dozers, folk lifts, concrete boom pumps, dewatering pumps, saw cutters, chop saws, stud impact guns, etc.


Equipment needs by construction activity:


a) Support of Excavation: Drilled soil-cement cut off wall. Track mounted drill rigs


b) Excavation: Back hoe, front end loaders, 10 wheel dump trucks, dewatering pumps for ground water


c) Deep Foundations: Track mounted drill rigs, track mounted cranes. 


d) Concrete: Small back hoes, 10 wheel dump trucks, track mounted mobile cranes for the arena construction, tower cranes for the Podium and Office Buildings, all terrain forklifts, concrete pump trucks, and an array of small tools including skill saws, vibrators, 


e) Steel Erection: Tower cranes for the Office Buildings, track mounted mobile cranes for the arena and an array of small tools required including welding machines, torque wrenches, cut off saws, impact drills, spud wrenches


f) Precast Erection: Track mounted mobile cranes, and an array of small tools including welding machines, cut off saws, impact wrenches, levels.


g) Facade: Tower crane for the Office Buildings, tire mounted mobile cranes for the arena.


h) Interior Finishes: Material / Personnel hoists for the Office Building and Arena. There will be an array of small tools required including drills, saws, cut off saws, powder actuated fastners,  lasers, scaffolding, levels


Assumed hours of use for construction equipment: 


· A typical day shift is 7:00am through 5:30pm, and a typical second shift is 4:00pm to 12:30am.


· Single shift: hours vary from 8 hours to 10 hours.


· Second shift: 8 hours.







			Table T-4


Summary of Construction Phases and Duration,


and Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase








			Phase


			Duration


(months)


			Number of Daily Construction Trucks


			Number of Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition (Entire Site)


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring (Entire Site)


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Arena


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation & Below Grade Construction 


			6


			25


			20





			125


			100





			Base Building 


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing 


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage/Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation & Below Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building 


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			NW Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building 


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing 


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			SW Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building 


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing 


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			[bookmark: _GoBack]Street Improvements 


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40













CEQA Request: Construction Staging / Haul Routes


a) Please describe proposed construction staging for the project.


The proposed construction staging for the majority of the project will take place between Terry Francois Boulevard and the west face of the arena. We would utilize this area until the re-alignment of Terry Francois Boulevard. 





b) [bookmark: _GoBack]Are off-site construction staging areas proposed? (If so, where, and for what purpose, e.g. material, equipment, etc.)


For any deliveries that cannot be sustained within the area as described above, we would stage material deliveries on Terry Francois Boulevard adjacent to Piers 48 and 50. We do not anticipate staging equipment off-site. 





c) Would any of the travel lanes on Third, South, 16th Streets or Terry Francois Boulevard be closed and 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. 


We would anticipate using the sidewalk and one lane on both South and 16th Street, from 3rd Street to Terry Francois Boulevard. We would anticipate closing the sidewalk on 3rd Street due to the construction activity adjacent to 3rd Street. The lane and sidewalk on South and 16th Street would be utilized for material deliveries for the two office buildings on the north east and south east corners of the project site. Terry Francois Boulevard would be our primary means of egress and ingress to the project site.





d) Would the existing Third Street sidewalk be closed for a portion of the entire duration of the construction effort? If so, would a protected pedestrian walkway be provided?


We would anticipate closing the sidewalk prior to erection of the structural steel to avoid any public safety concerns, and reopening it after all new site improvements are complete.





e) Where is construction worker parking proposed to occur?


It is our experience in San Francisco that many of the trades will commute using Bart, Muni light rail and bus systems. Those not utilizing public transportation usually car pool and use public parking near the project site.





f) Are any restrictions on construction activities anticipated?


We have taken into account the flight path patterns for the UCSF emergency helicopters and have sized and located the tower cranes to avoid any conflict. 





g) Are there any specific construction-related truck routing plans to and from the project site?


· 3rd Street, Illinois and Terry Francois Boulevard will be the main routes for material deliveries to the project site.  


· Northbound traffic from I-280 and/or US101 would exit at either Mariposa Street (smaller trucks) or Cesar Chavez Street (larger trucks) turning north onto 3rd Street or Illinois Street to the site.  


· Southbound traffic entering onto I-280 would do so at either Pennsylvania Avenue from Cesar Chavez Street (after traveling south on 3rd Street or Illinois Street from the site) (larger trucks) or from the intersection of Mariposa and Owens (smaller trucks).  


· Southbound traffic from US101/I-80 would exit at Cesar Chavez Street and turn north onto 3rd Street or Illinois Street to the site.  


· Northbound and Southbound traffic entering onto US101 would do so at Cesar Chavez Street having traveled south along 3rd Street or Illinois Street from the site.




GSW Blocks 29-32 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.


· Office, retail, and other uses:


· Every four (4) days (assumes maximum compactor size)


· Typically in off hours (e.g. early morning or late night) as determined by the waste hauling company 


· Arena: 


· One pick-up (incremental to the office/retail pick-up above) per arena event 


· Arena trash is usually collected after all events (avoiding peak commute hours)





b. 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?


· Trash associated with ground floor retail and restaurant uses will be accommodated within on-site trash rooms, not taken to the edge of the sidewalk. The trash will be taken to trash compactors in the loading dock area. 





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?


· Yes, trash trucks will be able to access the on-site loading area below-grade 


· This area includes trash truck docks and trash compactors as well as the arena loading area


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Driveway/loading dock clearance height is 17’-6’’ as required


(SOURCE: Recology; Systems Design International; MANICA Architecture; former Toyota Center GM) 
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A-1
94,003 SF



A-2
81,262 SF



A-3
95,807 SF



A-4
133,652 SF



A-5
47,403 SF



A-6
26,154 SF



NOTES



ABBREVIATIONS



TRIBUTARY AREA (SF) TREATMENT AREA PROVIDED (SF) GREEN ROOF (SF)



A-1 94,003 3,463 23,488
A-2 81,262 3,347 11,276
A-3 95,807 4,010 6,439
A-4 133,652 5,762 9,993
A-5 47,403 2,216 0
A-6 26,154 1,068 0



Total 478,281 19,866 51,196



TREATMENT AREA SUMMARY
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to 12:30am.
§  Our proposed baseline plan limits the amount of “shift work” (not typical daytime


hours) to below grade perimeter concrete walls and pile caps, and the
installation of precast stadia scope of work, which will both be installed on a
second shift. 


·         The concrete walls and pile caps are exterior, below grade work.
·         The installation of the precast occurs within the interior of the arena


only.
§  All other project work is presumed to occur during a typical day shift.


·         TASK 47 (SOIL EXCAVATION)
o    REVISED MAX. EXCAVATION DEPTH: 30’ (based on pile cap below office cores)
o    CONFIRMATION: The project will be designed to prevent infiltration (“bathtub”) and


long-term dewatering will not be conducted.
·         Task 48 (Estimated Pile Count)


o    Approximately 1,400 auger cast piles, 24’’ diameter, 110’ deep
o    All pending final structural and geotechnical design


·         Task 49 (Pile Installation Method)
o    The project will be utilizing drilled auger cast piles across the site.
o    There will be three (3) drill rigs. Each rig will install approximately 12 pile per day.
o    There will be no pile striking.


·         Task 50 (Construction equipment)
o    See attached list of equipment needs by construction activity


·         Task 51 (Potential construction delivery by barge)
o    There will be no deliveries by barge.


·         Task 52 (Daily construction trucks and workers by phase)
o    See attached revision to Table T-4


·         Task 53 (Construction staging/haul routes)
o    See attached revised answers


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


 








From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: "Clarke Miller"; "David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com)"; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel


(CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); "jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com";
"lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; Van de Water, Adam (MYR); "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)";
"Catherine Mukai"; Michael Keinath; Joyce


Subject: CEQA Info Submissions, CONTINUED
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 6:24:12 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2014.11.07_CEQA_Project_Construction_Schedule.pdf
2014.11.07_GSW_CEQA_ConstructionEquipment.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_T-4_.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_HaulRoutes&Staging.docx
2014.11.07_Revised_TrashCollection.docx
2014.11.07_Updated_StormwaterManagementPlan.pdf
2014.11.07_Updated_Water&Wastewater_Utility_Plan.pdf


Paul,
Additional outstanding CEQA information is provided below, and attached. Please note that NEW
information is being provided for Task 47, for which I already sent you a memo from Langan earlier
this week.
 
As per my note earlier this afternoon, we were unaware the architect w/ the site plan files would be
flying at this hour. They will be in your inbox tomorrow, if not later tonight. Please note these plans
will be for group use during the “war room” session(s) next week, to understand the minimal
changes to the project design and master plan. FINAL site plans need to be approved by GSW
ownership and OCII/Planning staff before they are published for public review. We are working on
securing that sign-off asap.  
 
Thanks and enjoy your weekend,
Kate


 
·         Task 23 (Project Water and Wastewater Utility Plans)


o    See updated plan, attached
·         Task 24 (Project Stormwater Management Plan)


o    See updated plan, attached
·         Task 43 (Trash Collection)


o    See attached revised description of proposed waste hauling operations and design
·         Task 45 (Construction Schedule)


o    See revised construction schedule, attached
·         Task 46 (Hours of Construction)


o    Our proposed construction schedule is based upon a normal 5 day work week, with
holidays and historical normal anticipated adverse weather days. 


o    Weekend work:
§  Generally, we anticipate a limited amount of work to take place on weekends, with


weekend days primarily being reserved for make-up days as a result of adverse
weather incurred during the Monday through Friday work week. 


§  We anticipate working weekends excavating the site for a 3 month duration. 
o    Shift work:


§  A typical day shift is 7:00am through 5:30pm, and a typical second shift is 4:00pm
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Activity Name



Golden State Warriors Arena Development Milestones
Golden State Warriors Arena Development
Design and Preconstruction
Mobilization and Temporary Construction
Construction
Overall Development
Construction
Anticipated Adverse Weather
Pile and Soil Compaction Test Program
Demo/Clear and Grub
Cut-off Wall/Earth Retention
Excavation



Arena/Practice Courts/Skybar
Construction
Foundations
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Event Level Service Loop
Mechanical Equipment
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Food Service Equipment
Bowl Rough-in/Finishes
Sports Equipment and Systems
Site Improvements
Commissioning / Project Closeout



Owner Move-in Period
Parking Garage and Podium
Construction
Foundations
Structure



SW Tower
Construction
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



NW Tower
Construction
Structure
Roofing Systems
Enclosure
Interior Rough-in
Elevators/Escalators
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



Gate House
Construction
Structure
Enclosure
Event Level Service Loop
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout



North Retail
Construction
Structure
Enclosure
Event Level Service Loop
Drywall and Interior Finishes
Commissioning / Project Closeout
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Item 50: Construction Equipment


Types of large and small equipment:


· [bookmark: _GoBack]E.g., drill rigs, cranes, excavators, graders, dozers, folk lifts, concrete boom pumps, dewatering pumps, saw cutters, chop saws, stud impact guns, etc.


Equipment needs by construction activity:


a) Support of Excavation: Drilled soil-cement cut off wall. Track mounted drill rigs


b) Excavation: Back hoe, front end loaders, 10 wheel dump trucks, dewatering pumps for ground water


c) Deep Foundations: Track mounted drill rigs, track mounted cranes. 


d) Concrete: Small back hoes, 10 wheel dump trucks, track mounted mobile cranes for the arena construction, tower cranes for the Podium and Office Buildings, all terrain forklifts, concrete pump trucks, and an array of small tools including skill saws, vibrators, 


e) Steel Erection: Tower cranes for the Office Buildings, track mounted mobile cranes for the arena and an array of small tools required including welding machines, torque wrenches, cut off saws, impact drills, spud wrenches


f) Precast Erection: Track mounted mobile cranes, and an array of small tools including welding machines, cut off saws, impact wrenches, levels.


g) Facade: Tower crane for the Office Buildings, tire mounted mobile cranes for the arena.


h) Interior Finishes: Material / Personnel hoists for the Office Building and Arena. There will be an array of small tools required including drills, saws, cut off saws, powder actuated fastners,  lasers, scaffolding, levels


Assumed hours of use for construction equipment: 


· A typical day shift is 7:00am through 5:30pm, and a typical second shift is 4:00pm to 12:30am.


· Single shift: hours vary from 8 hours to 10 hours.


· Second shift: 8 hours.







			Table T-4


Summary of Construction Phases and Duration,


and Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase








			Phase


			Duration


(months)


			Number of Daily Construction Trucks


			Number of Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition (Entire Site)


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring (Entire Site)


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Arena


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation & Below Grade Construction 


			6


			25


			20





			125


			100





			Base Building 


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing 


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage/Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation & Below Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building 


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			NW Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building 


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing 


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			SW Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building 


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing 


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			[bookmark: _GoBack]Street Improvements 


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40













CEQA Request: Construction Staging / Haul Routes


a) Please describe proposed construction staging for the project.


The proposed construction staging for the majority of the project will take place between Terry Francois Boulevard and the west face of the arena. We would utilize this area until the re-alignment of Terry Francois Boulevard. 





b) [bookmark: _GoBack]Are off-site construction staging areas proposed? (If so, where, and for what purpose, e.g. material, equipment, etc.)


For any deliveries that cannot be sustained within the area as described above, we would stage material deliveries on Terry Francois Boulevard adjacent to Piers 48 and 50. We do not anticipate staging equipment off-site. 





c) Would any of the travel lanes on Third, South, 16th Streets or Terry Francois Boulevard be closed and 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. 


We would anticipate using the sidewalk and one lane on both South and 16th Street, from 3rd Street to Terry Francois Boulevard. We would anticipate closing the sidewalk on 3rd Street due to the construction activity adjacent to 3rd Street. The lane and sidewalk on South and 16th Street would be utilized for material deliveries for the two office buildings on the north east and south east corners of the project site. Terry Francois Boulevard would be our primary means of egress and ingress to the project site.





d) Would the existing Third Street sidewalk be closed for a portion of the entire duration of the construction effort? If so, would a protected pedestrian walkway be provided?


We would anticipate closing the sidewalk prior to erection of the structural steel to avoid any public safety concerns, and reopening it after all new site improvements are complete.





e) Where is construction worker parking proposed to occur?


It is our experience in San Francisco that many of the trades will commute using Bart, Muni light rail and bus systems. Those not utilizing public transportation usually car pool and use public parking near the project site.





f) Are any restrictions on construction activities anticipated?


We have taken into account the flight path patterns for the UCSF emergency helicopters and have sized and located the tower cranes to avoid any conflict. 





g) Are there any specific construction-related truck routing plans to and from the project site?


· 3rd Street, Illinois and Terry Francois Boulevard will be the main routes for material deliveries to the project site.  


· Northbound traffic from I-280 and/or US101 would exit at either Mariposa Street (smaller trucks) or Cesar Chavez Street (larger trucks) turning north onto 3rd Street or Illinois Street to the site.  


· Southbound traffic entering onto I-280 would do so at either Pennsylvania Avenue from Cesar Chavez Street (after traveling south on 3rd Street or Illinois Street from the site) (larger trucks) or from the intersection of Mariposa and Owens (smaller trucks).  


· Southbound traffic from US101/I-80 would exit at Cesar Chavez Street and turn north onto 3rd Street or Illinois Street to the site.  


· Northbound and Southbound traffic entering onto US101 would do so at Cesar Chavez Street having traveled south along 3rd Street or Illinois Street from the site.




GSW Blocks 29-32 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.


· Office, retail, and other uses:


· Every four (4) days (assumes maximum compactor size)


· Typically in off hours (e.g. early morning or late night) as determined by the waste hauling company 


· Arena: 


· One pick-up (incremental to the office/retail pick-up above) per arena event 


· Arena trash is usually collected after all events (avoiding peak commute hours)





b. 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?


· Trash associated with ground floor retail and restaurant uses will be accommodated within on-site trash rooms, not taken to the edge of the sidewalk. The trash will be taken to trash compactors in the loading dock area. 





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?


· Yes, trash trucks will be able to access the on-site loading area below-grade 


· This area includes trash truck docks and trash compactors as well as the arena loading area


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Driveway/loading dock clearance height is 17’-6’’ as required


(SOURCE: Recology; Systems Design International; MANICA Architecture; former Toyota Center GM) 
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A-1
94,003 SF



A-2
81,262 SF



A-3
95,807 SF



A-4
133,652 SF



A-5
47,403 SF



A-6
26,154 SF



NOTES



ABBREVIATIONS



TRIBUTARY AREA (SF) TREATMENT AREA PROVIDED (SF) GREEN ROOF (SF)



A-1 94,003 3,463 23,488
A-2 81,262 3,347 11,276
A-3 95,807 4,010 6,439
A-4 133,652 5,762 9,993
A-5 47,403 2,216 0
A-6 26,154 1,068 0



Total 478,281 19,866 51,196



TREATMENT AREA SUMMARY
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to 12:30am.
§  Our proposed baseline plan limits the amount of “shift work” (not typical daytime


hours) to below grade perimeter concrete walls and pile caps, and the
installation of precast stadia scope of work, which will both be installed on a
second shift. 


·         The concrete walls and pile caps are exterior, below grade work.
·         The installation of the precast occurs within the interior of the arena


only.
§  All other project work is presumed to occur during a typical day shift.


·         TASK 47 (SOIL EXCAVATION)
o    REVISED MAX. EXCAVATION DEPTH: 30’ (based on pile cap below office cores)
o    CONFIRMATION: The project will be designed to prevent infiltration (“bathtub”) and


long-term dewatering will not be conducted.
·         Task 48 (Estimated Pile Count)


o    Approximately 1,400 auger cast piles, 24’’ diameter, 110’ deep
o    All pending final structural and geotechnical design


·         Task 49 (Pile Installation Method)
o    The project will be utilizing drilled auger cast piles across the site.
o    There will be three (3) drill rigs. Each rig will install approximately 12 pile per day.
o    There will be no pile striking.


·         Task 50 (Construction equipment)
o    See attached list of equipment needs by construction activity


·         Task 51 (Potential construction delivery by barge)
o    There will be no deliveries by barge.


·         Task 52 (Daily construction trucks and workers by phase)
o    See attached revision to Table T-4


·         Task 53 (Construction staging/haul routes)
o    See attached revised answers


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


 








From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: Re: John"s PPT
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 5:35:57 PM


Thanks, I think they were just relieved it was over!


Enjoy your weekend as well. 


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On Nov 14, 2014, at 5:11 PM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thanks for checking.  He is back in Monday, so we’ll go with that.  Have a great
weekend and great job last night.  Always a good sign when they applaud a
presentation on transportation.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 5:03 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: Re: John's PPT
 
He used a memory stick with the file on it, and it doesn't appear that he saved it down
to my laptop, so I'm afraid I'm no help. 


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On Nov 14, 2014, at 3:22 PM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Kate/Clarke – I was wondering if you still had John’s PPT on your laptop
from last night.  I think he may be out today and we’re trying to get it



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com
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mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org





posted.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th,


RETURNING THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Subject: Re: KQED media query
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 1:47:50 PM


I'll give her a call.


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


On Nov 10, 2014, at 1:05 PM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Adam – since you know Rachel, do you want to take this 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:05 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: KQED media query
 
Rachel is a good friend of ours.  Would be good to get a few talking points out there
including that we have been working closely with the Warriors, OCII, SFMTA, the
Mayor’s Office, the Planning Dept and affected stakeholders (UCSF, biotech, neighbors)
to develop a long-term strategy for transportation through this growing neighborhood
via the WTA.  On Thursday night we will share the arena components of this strategy
including:


<!--[if !supportLists]-->-          <!--[endif]-->the goals (safety, access, reliability,
efficiency, and transparency) and multimodal components of the
Transportation Management Plan;



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=91BA72A308BD41818E967887DA0E43A7-ADAM VAN DE WATER_B65779439D
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<!--[if !supportLists]-->-          <!--[endif]-->the types and number of events proposed
at the arena and their expected arrival and departure routes;


<!--[if !supportLists]-->-          <!--[endif]-->the details of an SFMTA Transit Service
Plan, curb management and traffic enforcement strategy;


<!--[if !supportLists]-->-          <!--[endif]-->the capital components under
consideration to facilitate these plans; and


<!--[if !supportLists]-->-          <!--[endif]-->the beginnings of an event coordination
strategy to minimize the neighborhood impacts of overlapping events.


 
Adam
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 11:35 AM
To: Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Subject: FW: KQED media query
 
Peter/Adam – we were thinking that this would be a great request for MTA to respond
to, since you are the lead on the TMP.  Thoughts on who would be the best to respond
– Ed, one of you, etc.?
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Rachel Dornhelm [mailto:rdornhelm@KQED.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:45 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: KQED media query
 
Hi Catherine,
I’m reaching out ahead of the meeting Thursday of the Mission Bay Citizens Advisory
Committee.
 
I was wondering if you would be available for a 5-10 minute phone interview today
before 1:00 or early tomorrow morning about what will be discussed at the
transportation meeting.



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:rdornhelm@KQED.org





 
We’d like to run a short preview story Thursday morning, but I need to get it done
before I leave the office tomorrow at 10 AM.
 
I’m happy t answer any questions you might have for me.
 
Best,
Rachel
415-515-4443
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com
Subject: Re: Mission Bay CAC / Warriors Arena
Date: Sunday, November 09, 2014 7:49:33 PM


YAY Giants!  Let me know if you don't get the email I just sent with the agenda.  Meant to
get out yesterday, but had computer woes.  See you Thursday.


From: dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com <dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 9, 2014 2:33 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Mission Bay CAC / Warriors Arena
 
Hello Catherine, 


Just checking to see if you know yet.. if their will be a Mission Bay CAC mtg this week, or maybe not til  December?


Thanks.. and hope all is going well ~ (&.. weren't the Giants Victories Amazing!!?;)


Take care,
Dennis
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From: Tiffany.Bohee@sfgov.org
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: Re: NOP - I can walk it over to City Hall if you want
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 4:44:59 PM


Sure.  I'll be in Tamsen's office.


Tiffany Bohee
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
415.749.2588


> On Nov 14, 2014, at 4:33 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> Tiffany – the NOP came in and I have a hard copy for you if you want to
text me when to walk it over.  Otherwise, attached is the document for your
review.  We’ll need any comments you have by Monday morning.
>
> Thank you!
>
> Catherine Reilly
> Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
>   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of
San Francisco
> 1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> 415-749-2516 (direct)
> http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
>
> PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
>
> <NOA of NOP 2014_11_14.docx>
> <NOC of NOP 2014_11_14.pdf>
> <GSW Mission Bay Draft NOP-Initial Study_printcheck_clean_11-14-14.pdf>
> <GSW Mission Bay Draft NOP-Initial Study_printcheck_clean_11-14-14.docx>
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From: corinnewoods@cs.com
To: jiboatright@aol.com; philip@goathill.com; rbisaacson@gmail.com; kimo.bertram@gmail.com;


craiglib@sbcglobal.net
Cc: LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Re: New Channel Street and P2/MCHA Parking Lot: construction phasing and access
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:23:14 AM
Attachments: November_13,_2014_MBCAC_Agenda.pdf


To MCHA Participants:  Tomorrow's meeting will address Phase I construction issues, not the longer
term issues around interagency coordination or Phase II.  Lila Hussain from OCII will be there, but we'll
need to have a separate meeting with OCII, Port, BCDC, etc. on the larger questions, which still needs
to be scheduled.  I'm attaching the agenda for the Mission Bay CAC meeting in case any MCHA
members want to participate - it'll mostly be about the Transportation Management Plan for the
Warriors proposed arena in Mission Bay.


Corinne


-----Original Message-----
From: Stewart, Luke <LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com>
To: catherine.reilly <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>; craiglib <craiglib@sbcglobal.net>; Hoey, Janea
<JHoey@mbaydevelopment.com>; 'Jason Feudale' <feudale@freyerlaureta.com>; jiboatright
<jiboatright@aol.com>; Hussain, Lila (CII) (CII) <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>; David Cantor
(dcantor@altaengineeringgroup.com) <dcantor@altaengineeringgroup.com>; philip
<philip@goathill.com>; corinnewoods <corinnewoods@cs.com>; rbisaacson <rbisaacson@gmail.com>;
Oberrich, Glenele <goberrich@altaengineeringgroup.com>; laureta <laureta@freyerlaureta.com>;
kimo.bertram <kimo.bertram@gmail.com>; Wales, Juliet <JWales@mbaydevelopment.com>
Sent: Wed, Nov 12, 2014 9:24 am
Subject: New Channel Street and P2/MCHA Parking Lot: construction phasing and access


Thursday 11/13 at 3pm.


“Multipurpose Room No. 1” on the 2nd floor of the Mission Creek Senior Community Building
(entrance on Berry).


Note that the Mission Bay CAC meeting is scheduled for the same evening at 5pm, so anyone who
needs to stick around for that will be able to do so easily. (CAC meeting will be in a different meeting
room in the same building)
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MISSION BAY 
CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 



 
MEMBERS 
 
Corinne Woods,  
  Chair 
 
Kevin Simons, 
  Vice-Chair 
 
Kevin Beauchamp 
Sarah Davis 
Dan Deibel 
Donna Dell’Era 
Alfonso Felder 
Michael D. Freeman 
Tom Hart 
Andrea Jones 
Toby Levine  
JoAnn Locke 
Dick Millet  
Jennifer Pratt Mead 
Catherine Sharpe 
Milena Elperin 



 
Opportunities for Public Comment are provided after CAC member discussion of each agenda item.  Pursuant to the Brown Act, the CAC limits the 
amount of time allocated for each speaker on particular issues to no more than 3 minutes. 
 
Room Directions: Please note that we meet in the Creek Room at Mission Creek Senior Community, 225 Berry Street at 4th Street.  The entrance to the room is off the 



promenade along the creek, at the back of the building, near the library. Parking is limited to on-street parking, so we strongly encourage that you walk, bike, or use 
transit (the closest transit is the N-Judah or K/T-Third to 4th and King) 



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



Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco 



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



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



Thursday, November 13, 2014 - 5:00 PM 
 



Mission Creek Senior Community – Creek Room 
225 Berry Street 



PLEASE NOTE ROOM LOCATION 
 
 



AGENDA 
Please see attached map for location of projects 



 



 
1. Discussion Item: Draft Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors 



Event Center and Mixed-Use Development Project – Representatives from the 
Warriors Team – 75 minutes 
Description of Item: The Warriors team will provide an overview of the proposed 
transportation management plan for the Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
Project on Blocks 29-32. Circulation patterns, vehicular/pedestrian/bicycle access, transit, and 
traffic control measures will be presented. 
 
 



2. Discussion Item: Overview of Next Steps for the Warriors Event Center and 
Mixed-Use Development Project – Representative from Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development (OEWD) - 20 minutes 
Description of Item:  OWED staff will discuss the next steps for the Warriors project. 
 
 



3. Chair Updates - 10 minutes 
• Upcoming 11/19/14 Waterfront Transportation Assessment Meeting 



(www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/projects/2014/141119_SavetheDate.pdf) 
 
 



4. OCII/MBDG Updates – 10 minutes 
 
 



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



 











 



 
 
 













From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Rhett, Byron (PRT)
Subject: Re: Parking
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 7:07:47 AM


Hi, Bryon - sorry if you receive a couple emails (my off-site email has been acting up).  But, I
checked and that background on this is that UCSF has asked the GSW to explore the
possibility of offsite parking to the south.  I believe Oz has been involved in those
discussions, ie why he is involved.  I think he is on the UCSF Foundation and helping UCSF
consolidate their thoughts/comments on the project.


Thanks


Catherine


From: Rhett, Byron (PRT)
Sent: Wednesday, November 5, 2014 12:30 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Parking
 
Hi Catherine. Oz called the Port about building a parking structure at pier 70 for the arena.
I'm not sure l get the connection. Can you fill me in. Thanks Byron


Sent via the Samsung Galaxy Note® 3, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Maher, Christine (CII)
Subject: Re: Revised Mission Bay Warrirors Arena Complex Fiscal Analysis-- question on factor for property tax in lieu of


VLF etc.
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 6:47:30 AM


Yes, please.


From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 10:14 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Fwd: Revised Mission Bay Warrirors Arena Complex Fiscal Analysis-- question on factor for
property tax in lieu of VLF etc.
 
Is this something I should share with Adam?


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Whitaker, James (CON)" <james.whitaker@sfgov.org>
Date: October 27, 2014 at 3:43:48 PM PDT
To: "Levenson, Leo" <leo.levenson@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Murrell, Drew (CON)" <drew.murrell@sfgov.org>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Daigle, John (CII)" <john.daigle@sfgov.org>,
"Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>, "Maher, Christine (CII)"
<christine.maher@sfgov.org>
Subject: RE: Revised Mission Bay Warrirors Arena Complex Fiscal Analysis--
question on factor for property tax in lieu of VLF etc. 


The VLF calculation looks okay except that the Project Assessed Value (millions $)
should probably be adjusted down to reflect the incremental increase compared to the
existing taxable assessed valuation of around $200-$300 million (not sure of the parcel
numbers I should be comparing exactly, otherwise I could look it up).  I believe the
incremental change’s effects on Tax in Lieu of VLF is more like $700k (versus $939k).
 
The formula is % change in aggregate assessed valuation times the prior year’s Tax in
Lieu of VLF (which was $181.1 million in FY 2013-14). If I assume $278 million in
secured roll value already exists, the Warriors plan is estimated to add about (897.54-
278=) 619.54.  Adding that to the FY 13-14 secured roll value “Basis of Levy” from the
Certificate of Assessed Valuation of $171,723.0 gets a denominator of $172,342.5.  The
% change is 619.54 divided by 172,342.5 = 0.359%.  0.359% times the FY 2013-14 Tax
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in-lieu of VLF of $181.8 million = $653k.
 
They may want to footnote that IF the Children’s Fund measure C is approved, the
allocation to the General Fund goes down starting in FY 15-16 by 0.25% of the 1%
steps until GF is getting 55.59% of the 1% base property tax and Childrens Fund is
getting 4%.
 
Hope this is helpful,
jamie
 


James Whitaker
Property Tax Manager
Office of the Controller
Budget & Analysis Division
San Francisco City Hall, Room 306
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
 
P: (415) 554-7593 F: (415) 554-7455
 


From: Levenson, Leo 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 11:03 AM
To: Whitaker, James (CON)
Cc: Murrell, Drew (CON)
Subject: FW: Revised Mission Bay Warrirors Arena Complex Fiscal Analysis-- question on
factor for property tax in lieu of VLF etc.
 
Hi Jamie—here’s the attachment and the original e-mail I wrote.  I had intended to
include you on it (but instead had Drew twice!). 
 
-Leo
 
Leo Levenson
Deputy Director for Finance and Administration
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure, Successor to the SF
Redevelopment Agency


1 South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco CA 94103
(415) 749-2465 work, (415) 760-0579 cell
 


From: Levenson, Leo 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 9:45 AM
To: Drew Murrell (drew.murrell@sfgov.org); Drew Murrell (drew.murrell@sfgov.org)
Cc: John Daigle (John.Daigle@sfgov.org); 'Lila.Hussain@sfgov.org
(lila.hussain@sfgov.org)'; Maher, Christine (christine.maher@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine
(catherine.reilly@sfgov.org)
Subject: FW: Revised Mission Bay Warrirors Arena Complex Fiscal Analysis-- question on
factor for property tax in lieu of VLF etc.
 



mailto:drew.murrell@sfgov.org

mailto:drew.murrell@sfgov.org

mailto:John.Daigle@sfgov.org

mailto:Lila.Hussain@sfgov.org

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

mailto:christine.maher@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org





Hi Drew and Jamie—if you have time, could you take a look at this attached fiscal
analysis related to the proposed Warriors arena, and let us know if you see anything
missing? 
 
As Catherine Reilly (our Mission Bay project manager) says below, we are going to hire
a consultant to peer review the ongoing study, but she would like a look first to see if
we see anything glaring that is missing or should be corrected or examined more
closely. 
 
Jamie or Drew:  Can you confirm the calculation used to determine the “$939,000
Property Tax in lieu of VLF.”  -- back-up calcs are shown on Table A-6, assuming our
property tax in lieu of VLF goes up in proportion to its contribution to the increase in
citywide assessed valuations.  Is that correct?  Or is it a more complicated ratio to how
the City’s AV compares to statewide AV growth? 
 
Let us know if anything else looks odd. 
 
Thanks,
 
-Leo
 
Leo Levenson
Deputy Director for Finance and Administration
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure, Successor to the SF
Redevelopment Agency


1 South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco CA 94103
(415) 749-2465 work, (415) 760-0579 cell
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, October 24, 2014 6:20 PM
To: Levenson, Leo; Daigle, John (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Maher, Christine (CII)
Subject: FW: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Leo/John – If you have a few minutes, could you please take a look at this study and
see if you see anything of issue off the top of your head?  We are going to hire
someone to peer review it, but we were asked to see if we say anything glaring.  You
have both have a better handle on the pass through and such.
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 5:09 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Gavin, John (MYR); Maher, Christine (CII)
Subject: FW: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Just received first draft, attached.  Let me know as you identify corrections.


Adam
 


From: Richard Berkson [mailto:rberkson@epsys.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 4:44 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Michael Nimon
Subject: Revised Arena Fiscal Analysis
 
Adam,
 
Attached are revised Tables 1 and 2, plus supporting calculations. 
 
This is a first pass to provide the numbers you mentioned were needed for tomorrow. 
There are likely to be some additional revisions upon further review and research,
although I would not expect them to change the bottom line significantly.
 
Let us know if you have any questions or comments.
 
 
-Richard
 
RICHARD L. BERKSON
PRINCIPAL


Economic & Planning Systems (EPS)
One Kaiser Plaza, Suite 1410
Oakland, CA 94612
T 510-841-9190
http://www.epsys.com
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); "Clarke Miller"; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)
Subject: Re: Updated Water Demand Memo
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 4:05:28 PM
Attachments: ATT00001.png


Hi Kate,
Thanks for providing this memo.  I assume that Chris has or will be forwarding this
memo to the SFPUC for their review and approval with respect to the required
Water Supply Assessment, and if we receive a response from the SFPUC by COB
Monday, we can also include a reference to that in the Initial Study.  


However, please note that in their memo of 10/11/14, the SFPUC has also
requested  an estimate of the demand and uses that would be supplied with
recycled water. In addition, the SFPUC has asked if the project sponsor would be
pursing any onsite alternate water sources, such as rainwater, greywater or
stormwater, for non-potable uses. Will you be providing a separate memo or
augmenting this memo with this information?  As a fall back, and if acceptable to
the project sponsor, I could insert the following sentence under revised Impact UT-
1. 


A water demand memorandum prepared by the sponsor for the proposed
project indicates that estimated water demand for the currently proposed
development at Blocks 29-32 would be 0.100 mgd as adjusted for water
conservation measures as required under the Green Building Requirements in
Chapter 13C of the 2010 San Francisco Building Code. This estimated demand
is conservatively estimated to be entirely for potable water demand, although
in the future, when recycled water becomes available, some of this demand
could be met with recycled water for non-potable uses. 


Thanks,
Joyce


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 11/12/2014 4:32 PM, Kate Aufhauser wrote:


See attached, as discussed today.
 
Thanks,
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: Kate Aufhauser
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)
Subject: Re: Updated Water Demand Memo
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 4:35:46 PM
Attachments: ATT00001.png


Joyce- we sent a separate memo covering those items a few weeks ago. It is still
applicable. 


Sent from my iPhone


On Nov 13, 2014, at 4:05 PM, "Joyce Hsiao" <joyce@orionenvironment.com> wrote:


Hi Kate,
Thanks for providing this memo.  I assume that Chris has or will be
forwarding this memo to the SFPUC for their review and approval with
respect to the required Water Supply Assessment, and if we receive a
response from the SFPUC by COB Monday, we can also include a
reference to that in the Initial Study.  


However, please note that in their memo of 10/11/14, the SFPUC has
also requested  an estimate of the demand and uses that would be
supplied with recycled water. In addition, the SFPUC has asked if the
project sponsor would be pursing any onsite alternate water sources,
such as rainwater, greywater or stormwater, for non-potable uses. Will
you be providing a separate memo or augmenting this memo with this
information?  As a fall back, and if acceptable to the project sponsor, I
could insert the following sentence under revised Impact UT-1. 


A water demand memorandum prepared by the sponsor for the
proposed project indicates that estimated water demand for the
currently proposed development at Blocks 29-32 would be 0.100
mgd as adjusted for water conservation measures as required
under the Green Building Requirements in Chapter 13C of the
2010 San Francisco Building Code. This estimated demand is
conservatively estimated to be entirely for potable water demand,
although in the future, when recycled water becomes available,
some of this demand could be met with recycled water for non-
potable uses. 


Thanks,
Joyce


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 11/12/2014 4:32 PM, Kate Aufhauser wrote:
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See attached, as discussed today.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
<mime-attachment.png>
 








From: Subbarayan, Kamala
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Culver, Craig; Woo, Kimberly
Subject: Re: Arena site plan/design review meeting
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 4:33:12 PM


Thanks Adam and Catherine. We will send out the invite tomorrow.
Kam


On Nov 13, 2014, at 4:14 PM, Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org> wrote:


If Catherine can make it please feel free to proceed without me as I am booked on
Monday and have a 10:30 -11:30 on Tuesday.


Best,
Adam
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:39 AM
To: Subbarayan, Kamala; Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Culver, Craig; Woo, Kimberly
Subject: RE: Arena site plan/design review meeting
 
Monday – from 10-12
Tuesday – any time other than 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Subbarayan, Kamala [mailto:ksubbarayan@planning.ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:14 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Culver, Craig; Woo, Kimberly
Subject: FW: Arena site plan/design review meeting
 
Hi Adam and Catherine,
Are you able to make either of these times? This is for a meeting between our design
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review team and the Warriors architects to review their 3d model and have an
opportunity to ask them more detailed questions.


<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->11/24 Monday any time between 9am -
1pm


<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->11/25 Tuesday any time between 9am -12
noon 
 


We would appreciate it if you can kindly get back to us at the earliest on your
availability.
Thanks,
Kam
 
 


From: Tim Erney [mailto:terney@kittelson.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:50 AM
To: David Manica; Subbarayan, Kamala
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; dcarlock@warriors.com; cmiller@stradasf.com; jblout@stradasf.com;
brian.jencek@hok.com; steve.morton@hok.com; Culver, Craig
Subject: RE: Arena site plan/design review meeting
 
Of those options, I can do Monday after 11:00 or any of the Tuesday times. 
 
Tim A. Erney, AICP/PTP/CTP
Principal
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
Transportation Engineering / Planning
714.627.2481 (direct)
714.294.8331 (cell)
 


 


From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 8:17 AM
To: Subbarayan, Kamala
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; dcarlock@warriors.com; cmiller@stradasf.com; jblout@stradasf.com;
brian.jencek@hok.com; steve.morton@hok.com; Tim Erney; Culver, Craig
Subject: Re: Arena site plan/design review meeting
 
Morning (only) PT timeframes on those days work for me. 


Sent from my iPhone


On Nov 13, 2014, at 11:11 AM, Subbarayan, Kamala <ksubbarayan@planning.ucsf.edu>
wrote:


Hi All,
It looks like we need to start over on the dates as many of you have
conflicts for 17th now.
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Please respond to Kim and Craig (copied here) on your availability for the
following time slots. Please cc me so that I can track this item.
 
11/24 Monday any time between 9am -1pm
 
11/25 Tuesday any time between 9am -12 noon or 2-4pm
 
We would appreciate it if you can kindly get back to us at the earliest on
your availability.
 
Thanks!
Kam
 


On Nov 12, 2014, at 12:42 PM, Woo, Kimberly <Kimberly.Woo@ucsf.edu>
wrote:


All:
 
I sent out a calendar hold for the Warriors arena site
plan/design review meeting.  We are hoping to schedule it
on 11/17 from 3-4.  Please let me know if you are available
to meet at 654 Minnesota Street or via conference call. 
Note: I am out of the office tomorrow, so please cc Craig
Culver and Kam Subbarayan in your reply.
 
Kimberly Woo
Administrative Assistant
Campus Planning
Phone: 415-476-9255
E-mail:kwoo@planning.ucsf.edu
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
Date: Sunday, November 09, 2014 10:05:06 AM


Corinne was ok with my vague title.


From: Jesse Blout <jblout@stradasf.com>
Sent: Friday, November 7, 2014 5:19 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
Got it.  if u can’t, it is ok to let the old one rip
 
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 5:14 PM
To: Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I am trying to get a vague description past Corinne.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 3:44 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
Gotcha.  Do we need to even publish the part about providing overview of comments heard to date.
 
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 12:42 PM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I haven’t sent out the agenda (was waiting until we talked later today on the TMP).  Feel free to
change the draft language I included below (left out the “responses” andjust had it as “overview of
comments received to date”).
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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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:40 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 


Has the agenda gone out yet? I have some concerns about how this item is being presented --
"comments and responses" ... that sounds like CEQA terminology 
 


Sent from i Phone


On Nov 7, 2014, at 11:25 AM, "Clarke Miller" <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


Yes, we’ll work with Theo on identifying the comments. And I’ll see if he’s able to join
us at 4:15pm today for our call.
 
 
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:37 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
FYI – I will add a second item that discusses Next Steps – see it as being very short.  We
should be ready with a summary of comments to date (Jesse/Clarke – if you could help
collect what Theo has heard, that would be great).  We may want to jump on the
phone Monday to talk about what exactly we will present for this – we have the NOP,
Commission meetings, design, etc. coming up.  I was thinking the item could read
something like the following:
 


1. Discussion Item: Overview of Next Steps for the Warriors Mixed-Use
Project, Representatives from the Warriors Team, OCII and Office of
Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) - 15 minutes


Description of Item:  The Warriors team and OCII/OWED staff will provide a brief
overview of comments received to date on the project and what the upcoming next steps
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will be for the Warriors project.
 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:30 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I think Next Steps should be a separate agenda information item with at least a
tentative time schedule.
Corinne
 
 
Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" 
Date:11/07/2014 10:22 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda


Will do – can we include the Comments and Responses as part of the “next steps” for
the Warriors project as part of the TMP update or under Agency updates?    I will work
with OEWD to get the list up and running and make sure we have coordinated with
Theo on comments he’s received.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't
find any current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge
questions and what they're doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the
WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have
anything to add?  The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management
plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th,
RETURNING THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Jesse Blout
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:40:49 AM


Has the agenda gone out yet? I have some concerns about how this item is being
presented -- "comments and responses" ... that sounds like CEQA terminology 


Sent from i Phone


On Nov 7, 2014, at 11:25 AM, "Clarke Miller" <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


Yes, we’ll work with Theo on identifying the comments. And I’ll see if he’s able to join
us at 4:15pm today for our call.
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:37 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
FYI – I will add a second item that discusses Next Steps – see it as being very short.  We
should be ready with a summary of comments to date (Jesse/Clarke – if you could help
collect what Theo has heard, that would be great).  We may want to jump on the
phone Monday to talk about what exactly we will present for this – we have the NOP,
Commission meetings, design, etc. coming up.  I was thinking the item could read
something like the following:
 


1. Discussion Item: Overview of Next Steps for the Warriors Mixed-Use
Project, Representatives from the Warriors Team, OCII and Office of
Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) - 15 minutes


Description of Item:  The Warriors team and OCII/OWED staff will provide a brief
overview of comments received to date on the project and what the upcoming next steps
will be for the Warriors 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/
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PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:30 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I think Next Steps should be a separate agenda information item with at least a
tentative time schedule.
Corinne
 
 
Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" 
Date:11/07/2014 10:22 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda


Will do – can we include the Comments and Responses as part of the “next steps” for
the Warriors project as part of the TMP update or under Agency updates?    I will work
with OEWD to get the list up and running and make sure we have coordinated with
Theo on comments he’s received.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't
find any current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge
questions and what they're doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the
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WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have
anything to add?  The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management
plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th,
RETURNING THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: corinnewoods@cs.com
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13:03 AM


I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne


-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Jesse Blout
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
Date: Sunday, November 09, 2014 10:25:57 AM


Thanks


Sent from i Phone


On Nov 9, 2014, at 10:05 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Corinne was ok with my vague title.


From: Jesse Blout <jblout@stradasf.com>
Sent: Friday, November 7, 2014 5:19 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 


Got it.  if u can’t, it is ok to let the old one rip


 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 5:14 PM
To: Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda


 


I am trying to get a vague description past Corinne.


 


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
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THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 3:44 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda


 


Gotcha.  Do we need to even publish the part about providing overview of comments
heard to date.


 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 12:42 PM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda


 


I haven’t sent out the agenda (was waiting until we talked later today on the TMP). 
Feel free to change the draft language I included below (left out the “responses”
andjust had it as “overview of comments received to date”).


 


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
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Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:40 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda


 


Has the agenda gone out yet? I have some concerns about how this item is
being presented -- "comments and responses" ... that sounds like CEQA
terminology 


 


Sent from i Phone


On Nov 7, 2014, at 11:25 AM, "Clarke Miller" <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


Yes, we’ll work with Theo on identifying the comments. And I’ll see if he’s
able to join us at 4:15pm today for our call.


 


 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:37 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda


 


FYI – I will add a second item that discusses Next Steps – see it as being
very short.  We should be ready with a summary of comments to date
(Jesse/Clarke – if you could help collect what Theo has heard, that would
be great).  We may want to jump on the phone Monday to talk about
what exactly we will present for this – we have the NOP, Commission
meetings, design, etc. coming up.  I was thinking the item could read
something like the following:


 


1. Discussion Item: Overview of Next Steps for the Warriors
Mixed-Use Project, Representatives from the Warriors Team,



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com
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OCII and Office of Economic and Workforce Development
(OEWD) - 15 minutes


Description of Item:  The Warriors team and OCII/OWED staff will provide a
brief overview of comments received to date on the project and what the
upcoming next steps will be for the Warriors project.


 


 


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


 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th,


RETURNING THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:30 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda


 


I think Next Steps should be a separate agenda information item
with at least a tentative time schedule.


Corinne


 


 


Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
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From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" 
Date:11/07/2014 10:22 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda


Will do – can we include the Comments and Responses as part of the
“next steps” for the Warriors project as part of the TMP update or under
Agency updates?    I will work with OEWD to get the list up and running
and make sure we have coordinated with Theo on comments he’s
received.


 


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th,


RETURNING THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda


 


I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors
proposal.  I don't find any current information on the website, and think it's
important to acknowledge questions and what they're doing about the
issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting
about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne



mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com

mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com





 


 


 


-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you
have anything to add?  The one item I have is the draft Warriors
transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER
27th, RETURNING THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: corinnewoods@cs.com
To: TEllington@warriors.com
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC TMP Preview
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 2:29:54 PM
Attachments: image001.png


No, I haven't seen it, and would like to.  11 AM tomorrow at your office?  Also want to talk to you about
consolidating, updating and posting a list of comments and responses to the presentations/meetings so
far, and I'm particularly interested in knowing:
1.  Will there be a community space in the arena complex?
2.  What's underneath the "toilet tank" (the arena being the toilet bowl) and why does it have to be so
tall?  Can we talk about that?


Thanks,


Corinne
cell - 415-902-7635


-----Original Message-----
From: Theo Ellington <TEllington@warriors.com>
To: corinnewoods <corinnewoods@cs.com>
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (catherine.reilly@sfgov.org) (CII) 
(catherine.reilly@sfgov.org) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Sent: Mon, Nov 10, 2014 11:16 am
Subject: CAC TMP Preview


Hey Corinne,
 
Have you seen a draft of our TMP presentation?  Are you around tomorrow (preferably at 11:00 AM)
 to review with Clarke and I?
 
Thanks,
 
Theo Ellington
Director, Public Affairs
510.986.2278 | 310.347.8447(cell)
tellington@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us
SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: corinnewoods@cs.com
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Draft Agenda
Date: Saturday, November 08, 2014 9:39:48 AM


Looks fine.  Hope you can pin down the room and get it out Monday.  


Thanks,


Corinne


-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 5:13 pm
Subject: Draft Agenda


Corinne – here is the draft agenda.  We’ll be including a summary of the comments received, when
they will be addressed (if not already), and schedule overview under the second item.  You will
probably be outreached to to run the draft TMP past prior.  I’m still trying to tie down the room – we
may have to squeeze into the small room downstairs, but I can have all the City/GSW folks stand,
which will free up spaces.
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: corinnewoods
Subject: Re: Draft Agenda
Date: Sunday, November 09, 2014 10:04:37 AM


Didn't get to working yesterday and my remote connection isn't working, so may not get out
until tomorrow morning (though may walk past on my way to a play). As for additional help,
hoping that when the new HPSY person starts in a couple weeks that it will free up Lila.  But,
busy busy at work and just back from vacation, so that always means extra time before and
after. :)


Looking forward to catching up with you on the phone this week!


Catherine


From: corinnewoods <corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 8, 2014 12:25 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Draft Agenda
 
Can't they get you some help so you don't have to work weekends?  We need you not to
burn out and it's a beautiful day.
Corinne


Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" 
Date:11/08/2014 9:43 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: Draft Agenda 


I may send out the agenda today without the room and resend on Monday to get on radars.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: corinnewoods@cs.com
Date:11/08/2014 9:39 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
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Subject: Re: Draft Agenda


Looks fine.  Hope you can pin down the room and get it out Monday.  


Thanks,


Corinne


-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 5:13 pm
Subject: Draft Agenda


Corinne – here is the draft agenda.  We’ll be including a summary of the comments received, when
they will be addressed (if not already), and schedule overview under the second item.  You will
probably be outreached to to run the draft TMP past prior.  I’m still trying to tie down the room – we
may have to squeeze into the small room downstairs, but I can have all the City/GSW folks stand,
which will free up spaces.
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Clarke Miller; Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Miller, Erin (MTA); Paul 


Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Brian 
Boxer (BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Albert, Peter (MTA); Lee, James (MTA); Grabarkiewctz, 
Christopher (MTA); Samii, Camron (MTA); Jefferis, Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John; Bob Grandy; 
David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jose Farran


Subject: Re: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 5:59:26 AM


Hi Kate
Thank you for the clarification. 
To the extent the plans themselves could be clarified, that would be the most useful. 
We are looking forward to receiving the updated TMP.


Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031


On Nov 12, 2014, at 8:01 PM, Kate Aufhauser <KAufhauser@warriors.com> wrote:


Thanks for your comments, Luba. The Final TMP work currently in progress addresses 
a number of your questions below. I’ve included some answers for now in red. Hope 
this clarifies.
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
<image001.png>
 
From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 9:34 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Adam VandeWater; Gavin, John (john.gavin@sfgov.org); Catherine Reilly 
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org); Erin Miller; Paul Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Brett 
Bollinger; Viktoriya Wise; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Brian Boxer 
(BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Peter A Albert; Lee, James; Grabarkiewctz, 
Christopher P; Samii, Camron; Jefferis, Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John; Bob 
Grandy; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jose Farran
Subject: Re: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation 
Plans
 
Hi Clarke
Here are our comments on the Plans.  These comments expand on those that we 
provided to you in October.
 
Pre-game
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The plan should indicate where on-street parking would not be permitted in 
order to ensure that the curb is available for post-game operations, specifically 
on 16th and Illinois Streets. The TMP itself should indicate at what time the curb 
parking restrictions would be in effect.
To the extent that street parking is available during the pre-game period 
(approx. 2-hr arrival period for peak events like a Warriors game), we show 
it as such on the existing diagrams. The text of the TMP will indicate the 
hours for on-street curb parking areas, and the relative time  (X hrs/minutes 
before end of event) at which curb parking restrictions will go into effect.
 
For pre-game , on South Street why permit on-street parking on the north curb 
between TFB and Third Street?  Would drivers be making a u-turn? The plan 
doesn't indicate whether on-street parking is permitted on the north side of South 
Street west of the Alexandria garage.
Where on-street parking is not marked (from 450 South St. to Third St), please 
assume we do not plan to permit that activity. Under our current striping plans, the 
northernmost lane becomes a right turn lane onto Third St., instead of a curb 
parking lane, west of the 450 South St. driveway.
For neighbors parking on the north side of South St. between TFB and 450 South St., 
no u-turn would be required so long as they adhered to timing limitations that 
adequately clear the space before the South St./Third St. closure takes effect. 
Roving officers w/ the authority to tow cars may address any lingering vehicles 
between Bridgeview Way and 450 South, in particular.  
 
For pre-game and post-game, on South Street what is the regulation between the 
TMA shuttle stop and project garage entrance? With the proposed increase in 
the number of parking spaces in the project garage, perhaps a queuing lane is 
warranted.
The TMA shuttle stop is limited to the space indicated by arrows on the 
plans, just in front of the office podium (west of 450 South St., across the 
street).
Pre-game: The space between that loading zone and the garage driveway 
should be adequate for queuing, particularly because we expect over time 
event and retail visitors will learn it’s easier to take the right off TFB than 
the left off Third to reach that driveway from downtown.
Post-game: No westbound cars would be entering the South St. garage 
during this period, due to the proposed closure between 45 South St. and 
Third St. Therefore, we don’t anticipate any conflict between queuing 
vehicles and the TMA shuttle.
 
The pre-game plan has a pedicab loading zone on Terry Francois Blvd, but 
wouldn't pedicabs wind up dropping off passengers on the west side of TFB in 
the general and paratransit loading zone?
In consultation with the SFBC, we assumed pedicabs would share the 
cycletrack that runs in both directions on the east side of TFB. We are 
meeting with pedicab operators next week to share these plans and can 
confirm their adequacy then.
 
Post-game







Is the black car loading for the entire segment of 16th Street? And if not, what is 
the regulation for the area west of where black car loading is indicated?  Would 
black cars be arriving during post-game operations, or would they be a limited 
number of vehicles that would be stagin in this location during the game, and 
once they leave the curb is not used for active passenger loading. 
The eastbound black car loading zone on 16th St. would stretch between Illinois St. 


and 16th St.; no other traffic would be able to access that segment of the street 
because of other proposed closures and turning limitations at the Illinois St./project 
garage intersection.
There is no way for cars to continue to arrive at that curb zone once the Illinois St. 
northbound closure (for the event shuttles) and 16th St. westbound closure (for all 
vehicles) take effect, so the black cars would have to be limited to those that had 
staged there earlier.
 
Convention Event Plans
We will also need to have a curb management plan for convention events.  The 
plans would be different from a basketball game, as there would be more shuttle 
bus service (Moscone shuttles, not TMA) and no additional Muni service. 
The Final TMP does include curb management and controls planning for “small 
events,” particularly convention events. The plans as currently drafted show 
significant taxi, black car, and shuttle space, and standard bus and TMA stops (not 
Special Event staging). We will get these plans to you shortly.
 
No Event Conditions
Just a reminder that a baseline condition of the curb regulations on a day when 
no events occur is also needed in the TMP.
A “No Event” scenario is described in the Final TMP, which we’ll get to you 
shortly.
 
General
Dimensions and/or number of vehicles accommodated should be provided on the 
plans.
 
The font size of the facilities on Terry Francois Boulevard is too small.
 
Thank you,
Luba
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 


 
On Oct 16, 2014, at 1:47 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com





City Team,
Thanks for the constructive conversation on Tuesday to resolve the peak event curb 
designations. Attached are the two diagrams depicting pre-event and post-event 
plans.
Let us know if there are any questions.
Clarke
 
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 
<StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PostGame.pdf><StreetPlan_Maripos
atoMissionBay_PreGame.pdf>
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Miller, Erin (MTA); Paul Mitchell; Chris 


Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Brian Boxer 
(BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Albert, Peter (MTA); Lee, James (MTA); Grabarkiewctz, Christopher 
(MTA); Samii, Camron (MTA); Jefferis, Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John; Bob Grandy; Kate Aufhauser 
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jose Farran


Subject: Re: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:18:25 AM


Hi Clarke
Here are our comments on the Plans.  These comments expand on those that we 
provided to you in October.


Pre-game
The plan should indicate where on-street parking would not be permitted in order to 
ensure that the curb is available for post-game operations, specifically on 16th and 
Illinois Streets. The TMP itself should indicate at what time the curb parking 
restrictions would be in effect.


For pre-game , on South Street why permit on-street parking on the north curb 
between TFB and Third Street?  Would drivers be making a u-turn? The plan doesn't 
indicate whether on-street parking is permitted on the north side of South Street 
west of the Alexandria garage.


For pre-game and post-game, on South Street what is the regulation between the 
TMA shuttle stop and project garage entrance? With the proposed increase in the 
number of parking spaces in the project garage, perhaps a queuing lane is 
warranted.


The pre-game plan has a pedicab loading zone on Terry Francois Blvd, but wouldn't 
pedicabs wind up dropping off passengers on the west side of TFB in the general 
and paratransit loading zone?


Post-game
Is the black car loading for the entire segment of 16th Street? And if not, what is 
the regulation for the area west of where black car loading is indicated?  Would 
black cars be arriving during post-game operations, or would they be a limited 
number of vehicles that would be stagin in this location during the game, and once 
they leave the curb is not used for active passenger loading. 


Convention Event Plans
We will also need to have a curb management plan for convention events.  The 
plans would be different from a basketball game, as there would be more shuttle bus 
service (Moscone shuttles, not TMA) and no additional Muni service. 


No Event Conditions
Just a reminder that a baseline condition of the curb regulations on a day when no 
events occur is also needed in the TMP.


General
Dimensions and/or number of vehicles accommodated should be provided on the 
plans.



mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:john.gavin@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:erin.miller@sfmta.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:C.Mitchell@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:C.Mitchell@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

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

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:BBoxer@esassoc.com

mailto:BBoxer@esassoc.com

mailto:Julie.Kirschbaum@sfmta.com

mailto:peter.albert@sfmta.com

mailto:james.lee@sfmta.com

mailto:christopher.grabarkiewctz@sfmta.com

mailto:christopher.grabarkiewctz@sfmta.com

mailto:camron.samii@sfmta.com

mailto:Scott.Jefferis@sfmta.com

mailto:Jeffrey.Flynn@sfmta.com

mailto:John.Nestor2@sfmta.com

mailto:B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com

mailto:jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com





The font size of the facilities on Terry Francois Boulevard is too small.


Thank you,
Luba


Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031


On Oct 16, 2014, at 1:47 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


City Team,
Thanks for the constructive conversation on Tuesday to resolve the peak event curb 
designations. Attached are the two diagrams depicting pre-event and post-event 
plans.
Let us know if there are any questions.
Clarke
 
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 
<StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PostGame.pdf><StreetPlan_Maripos
atoMissionBay_PreGame.pdf>
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Clarke Miller; Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Miller, Erin (MTA); Paul 


Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Brian 
Boxer (BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Albert, Peter (MTA); Lee, James (MTA); Grabarkiewctz, 
Christopher (MTA); Samii, Camron (MTA); Jefferis, Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John; Bob Grandy; 
David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jose Farran


Subject: Re: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 5:59:29 AM


Hi Kate
Thank you for the clarification. 
To the extent the plans themselves could be clarified, that would be the most useful. 
We are looking forward to receiving the updated TMP.


Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031


On Nov 12, 2014, at 8:01 PM, Kate Aufhauser <KAufhauser@warriors.com> wrote:


Thanks for your comments, Luba. The Final TMP work currently in progress addresses 
a number of your questions below. I’ve included some answers for now in red. Hope 
this clarifies.
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
<image001.png>
 
From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 9:34 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Adam VandeWater; Gavin, John (john.gavin@sfgov.org); Catherine Reilly 
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org); Erin Miller; Paul Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Brett 
Bollinger; Viktoriya Wise; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Brian Boxer 
(BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Peter A Albert; Lee, James; Grabarkiewctz, 
Christopher P; Samii, Camron; Jefferis, Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John; Bob 
Grandy; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jose Farran
Subject: Re: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation 
Plans
 
Hi Clarke
Here are our comments on the Plans.  These comments expand on those that we 
provided to you in October.
 
Pre-game
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The plan should indicate where on-street parking would not be permitted in 
order to ensure that the curb is available for post-game operations, specifically 
on 16th and Illinois Streets. The TMP itself should indicate at what time the curb 
parking restrictions would be in effect.
To the extent that street parking is available during the pre-game period 
(approx. 2-hr arrival period for peak events like a Warriors game), we show 
it as such on the existing diagrams. The text of the TMP will indicate the 
hours for on-street curb parking areas, and the relative time  (X hrs/minutes 
before end of event) at which curb parking restrictions will go into effect.
 
For pre-game , on South Street why permit on-street parking on the north curb 
between TFB and Third Street?  Would drivers be making a u-turn? The plan 
doesn't indicate whether on-street parking is permitted on the north side of South 
Street west of the Alexandria garage.
Where on-street parking is not marked (from 450 South St. to Third St), please 
assume we do not plan to permit that activity. Under our current striping plans, the 
northernmost lane becomes a right turn lane onto Third St., instead of a curb 
parking lane, west of the 450 South St. driveway.
For neighbors parking on the north side of South St. between TFB and 450 South St., 
no u-turn would be required so long as they adhered to timing limitations that 
adequately clear the space before the South St./Third St. closure takes effect. 
Roving officers w/ the authority to tow cars may address any lingering vehicles 
between Bridgeview Way and 450 South, in particular.  
 
For pre-game and post-game, on South Street what is the regulation between the 
TMA shuttle stop and project garage entrance? With the proposed increase in 
the number of parking spaces in the project garage, perhaps a queuing lane is 
warranted.
The TMA shuttle stop is limited to the space indicated by arrows on the 
plans, just in front of the office podium (west of 450 South St., across the 
street).
Pre-game: The space between that loading zone and the garage driveway 
should be adequate for queuing, particularly because we expect over time 
event and retail visitors will learn it’s easier to take the right off TFB than 
the left off Third to reach that driveway from downtown.
Post-game: No westbound cars would be entering the South St. garage 
during this period, due to the proposed closure between 45 South St. and 
Third St. Therefore, we don’t anticipate any conflict between queuing 
vehicles and the TMA shuttle.
 
The pre-game plan has a pedicab loading zone on Terry Francois Blvd, but 
wouldn't pedicabs wind up dropping off passengers on the west side of TFB in 
the general and paratransit loading zone?
In consultation with the SFBC, we assumed pedicabs would share the 
cycletrack that runs in both directions on the east side of TFB. We are 
meeting with pedicab operators next week to share these plans and can 
confirm their adequacy then.
 
Post-game







Is the black car loading for the entire segment of 16th Street? And if not, what is 
the regulation for the area west of where black car loading is indicated?  Would 
black cars be arriving during post-game operations, or would they be a limited 
number of vehicles that would be stagin in this location during the game, and 
once they leave the curb is not used for active passenger loading. 
The eastbound black car loading zone on 16th St. would stretch between Illinois St. 


and 16th St.; no other traffic would be able to access that segment of the street 
because of other proposed closures and turning limitations at the Illinois St./project 
garage intersection.
There is no way for cars to continue to arrive at that curb zone once the Illinois St. 
northbound closure (for the event shuttles) and 16th St. westbound closure (for all 
vehicles) take effect, so the black cars would have to be limited to those that had 
staged there earlier.
 
Convention Event Plans
We will also need to have a curb management plan for convention events.  The 
plans would be different from a basketball game, as there would be more shuttle 
bus service (Moscone shuttles, not TMA) and no additional Muni service. 
The Final TMP does include curb management and controls planning for “small 
events,” particularly convention events. The plans as currently drafted show 
significant taxi, black car, and shuttle space, and standard bus and TMA stops (not 
Special Event staging). We will get these plans to you shortly.
 
No Event Conditions
Just a reminder that a baseline condition of the curb regulations on a day when 
no events occur is also needed in the TMP.
A “No Event” scenario is described in the Final TMP, which we’ll get to you 
shortly.
 
General
Dimensions and/or number of vehicles accommodated should be provided on the 
plans.
 
The font size of the facilities on Terry Francois Boulevard is too small.
 
Thank you,
Luba
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 


 
On Oct 16, 2014, at 1:47 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:
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City Team,
Thanks for the constructive conversation on Tuesday to resolve the peak event curb 
designations. Attached are the two diagrams depicting pre-event and post-event 
plans.
Let us know if there are any questions.
Clarke
 
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 
<StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PostGame.pdf><StreetPlan_Maripos
atoMissionBay_PreGame.pdf>
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Miller, Erin (MTA); Paul Mitchell; Chris 


Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Brian Boxer 
(BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Albert, Peter (MTA); Lee, James (MTA); Grabarkiewctz, Christopher 
(MTA); Samii, Camron (MTA); Jefferis, Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John; Bob Grandy; Kate Aufhauser 
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jose Farran


Subject: Re: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:18:24 AM


Hi Clarke
Here are our comments on the Plans.  These comments expand on those that we 
provided to you in October.


Pre-game
The plan should indicate where on-street parking would not be permitted in order to 
ensure that the curb is available for post-game operations, specifically on 16th and 
Illinois Streets. The TMP itself should indicate at what time the curb parking 
restrictions would be in effect.


For pre-game , on South Street why permit on-street parking on the north curb 
between TFB and Third Street?  Would drivers be making a u-turn? The plan doesn't 
indicate whether on-street parking is permitted on the north side of South Street 
west of the Alexandria garage.


For pre-game and post-game, on South Street what is the regulation between the 
TMA shuttle stop and project garage entrance? With the proposed increase in the 
number of parking spaces in the project garage, perhaps a queuing lane is 
warranted.


The pre-game plan has a pedicab loading zone on Terry Francois Blvd, but wouldn't 
pedicabs wind up dropping off passengers on the west side of TFB in the general 
and paratransit loading zone?


Post-game
Is the black car loading for the entire segment of 16th Street? And if not, what is 
the regulation for the area west of where black car loading is indicated?  Would 
black cars be arriving during post-game operations, or would they be a limited 
number of vehicles that would be stagin in this location during the game, and once 
they leave the curb is not used for active passenger loading. 


Convention Event Plans
We will also need to have a curb management plan for convention events.  The 
plans would be different from a basketball game, as there would be more shuttle bus 
service (Moscone shuttles, not TMA) and no additional Muni service. 


No Event Conditions
Just a reminder that a baseline condition of the curb regulations on a day when no 
events occur is also needed in the TMP.


General
Dimensions and/or number of vehicles accommodated should be provided on the 
plans.
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The font size of the facilities on Terry Francois Boulevard is too small.


Thank you,
Luba


Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031


On Oct 16, 2014, at 1:47 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


City Team,
Thanks for the constructive conversation on Tuesday to resolve the peak event curb 
designations. Attached are the two diagrams depicting pre-event and post-event 
plans.
Let us know if there are any questions.
Clarke
 
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 
<StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PostGame.pdf><StreetPlan_Maripos
atoMissionBay_PreGame.pdf>
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Miller, Erin (MTA); Paul Mitchell; Chris 


Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Brian Boxer 
(BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Albert, Peter (MTA); Lee, James (MTA); Grabarkiewctz, Christopher 
(MTA); Samii, Camron (MTA); Jefferis, Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John; Bob Grandy; Kate Aufhauser 
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jose Farran


Subject: Re: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:18:25 AM


Hi Clarke
Here are our comments on the Plans.  These comments expand on those that we 
provided to you in October.


Pre-game
The plan should indicate where on-street parking would not be permitted in order to 
ensure that the curb is available for post-game operations, specifically on 16th and 
Illinois Streets. The TMP itself should indicate at what time the curb parking 
restrictions would be in effect.


For pre-game , on South Street why permit on-street parking on the north curb 
between TFB and Third Street?  Would drivers be making a u-turn? The plan doesn't 
indicate whether on-street parking is permitted on the north side of South Street 
west of the Alexandria garage.


For pre-game and post-game, on South Street what is the regulation between the 
TMA shuttle stop and project garage entrance? With the proposed increase in the 
number of parking spaces in the project garage, perhaps a queuing lane is 
warranted.


The pre-game plan has a pedicab loading zone on Terry Francois Blvd, but wouldn't 
pedicabs wind up dropping off passengers on the west side of TFB in the general 
and paratransit loading zone?


Post-game
Is the black car loading for the entire segment of 16th Street? And if not, what is 
the regulation for the area west of where black car loading is indicated?  Would 
black cars be arriving during post-game operations, or would they be a limited 
number of vehicles that would be stagin in this location during the game, and once 
they leave the curb is not used for active passenger loading. 


Convention Event Plans
We will also need to have a curb management plan for convention events.  The 
plans would be different from a basketball game, as there would be more shuttle bus 
service (Moscone shuttles, not TMA) and no additional Muni service. 


No Event Conditions
Just a reminder that a baseline condition of the curb regulations on a day when no 
events occur is also needed in the TMP.


General
Dimensions and/or number of vehicles accommodated should be provided on the 
plans.
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The font size of the facilities on Terry Francois Boulevard is too small.


Thank you,
Luba


Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031


On Oct 16, 2014, at 1:47 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


City Team,
Thanks for the constructive conversation on Tuesday to resolve the peak event curb 
designations. Attached are the two diagrams depicting pre-event and post-event 
plans.
Let us know if there are any questions.
Clarke
 
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 
<StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PostGame.pdf><StreetPlan_Maripos
atoMissionBay_PreGame.pdf>
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Clarke Miller; Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Miller, Erin (MTA); Paul 


Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Brian 
Boxer (BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Albert, Peter (MTA); Lee, James (MTA); Grabarkiewctz, 
Christopher (MTA); Samii, Camron (MTA); Jefferis, Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John; Bob Grandy; 
David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jose Farran


Subject: Re: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 5:59:26 AM


Hi Kate
Thank you for the clarification. 
To the extent the plans themselves could be clarified, that would be the most useful. 
We are looking forward to receiving the updated TMP.


Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031


On Nov 12, 2014, at 8:01 PM, Kate Aufhauser <KAufhauser@warriors.com> wrote:


Thanks for your comments, Luba. The Final TMP work currently in progress addresses 
a number of your questions below. I’ve included some answers for now in red. Hope 
this clarifies.
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
<image001.png>
 
From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 9:34 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Adam VandeWater; Gavin, John (john.gavin@sfgov.org); Catherine Reilly 
(Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org); Erin Miller; Paul Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Brett 
Bollinger; Viktoriya Wise; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Brian Boxer 
(BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Peter A Albert; Lee, James; Grabarkiewctz, 
Christopher P; Samii, Camron; Jefferis, Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John; Bob 
Grandy; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jose Farran
Subject: Re: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation 
Plans
 
Hi Clarke
Here are our comments on the Plans.  These comments expand on those that we 
provided to you in October.
 
Pre-game
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The plan should indicate where on-street parking would not be permitted in 
order to ensure that the curb is available for post-game operations, specifically 
on 16th and Illinois Streets. The TMP itself should indicate at what time the curb 
parking restrictions would be in effect.
To the extent that street parking is available during the pre-game period 
(approx. 2-hr arrival period for peak events like a Warriors game), we show 
it as such on the existing diagrams. The text of the TMP will indicate the 
hours for on-street curb parking areas, and the relative time  (X hrs/minutes 
before end of event) at which curb parking restrictions will go into effect.
 
For pre-game , on South Street why permit on-street parking on the north curb 
between TFB and Third Street?  Would drivers be making a u-turn? The plan 
doesn't indicate whether on-street parking is permitted on the north side of South 
Street west of the Alexandria garage.
Where on-street parking is not marked (from 450 South St. to Third St), please 
assume we do not plan to permit that activity. Under our current striping plans, the 
northernmost lane becomes a right turn lane onto Third St., instead of a curb 
parking lane, west of the 450 South St. driveway.
For neighbors parking on the north side of South St. between TFB and 450 South St., 
no u-turn would be required so long as they adhered to timing limitations that 
adequately clear the space before the South St./Third St. closure takes effect. 
Roving officers w/ the authority to tow cars may address any lingering vehicles 
between Bridgeview Way and 450 South, in particular.  
 
For pre-game and post-game, on South Street what is the regulation between the 
TMA shuttle stop and project garage entrance? With the proposed increase in 
the number of parking spaces in the project garage, perhaps a queuing lane is 
warranted.
The TMA shuttle stop is limited to the space indicated by arrows on the 
plans, just in front of the office podium (west of 450 South St., across the 
street).
Pre-game: The space between that loading zone and the garage driveway 
should be adequate for queuing, particularly because we expect over time 
event and retail visitors will learn it’s easier to take the right off TFB than 
the left off Third to reach that driveway from downtown.
Post-game: No westbound cars would be entering the South St. garage 
during this period, due to the proposed closure between 45 South St. and 
Third St. Therefore, we don’t anticipate any conflict between queuing 
vehicles and the TMA shuttle.
 
The pre-game plan has a pedicab loading zone on Terry Francois Blvd, but 
wouldn't pedicabs wind up dropping off passengers on the west side of TFB in 
the general and paratransit loading zone?
In consultation with the SFBC, we assumed pedicabs would share the 
cycletrack that runs in both directions on the east side of TFB. We are 
meeting with pedicab operators next week to share these plans and can 
confirm their adequacy then.
 
Post-game







Is the black car loading for the entire segment of 16th Street? And if not, what is 
the regulation for the area west of where black car loading is indicated?  Would 
black cars be arriving during post-game operations, or would they be a limited 
number of vehicles that would be stagin in this location during the game, and 
once they leave the curb is not used for active passenger loading. 
The eastbound black car loading zone on 16th St. would stretch between Illinois St. 


and 16th St.; no other traffic would be able to access that segment of the street 
because of other proposed closures and turning limitations at the Illinois St./project 
garage intersection.
There is no way for cars to continue to arrive at that curb zone once the Illinois St. 
northbound closure (for the event shuttles) and 16th St. westbound closure (for all 
vehicles) take effect, so the black cars would have to be limited to those that had 
staged there earlier.
 
Convention Event Plans
We will also need to have a curb management plan for convention events.  The 
plans would be different from a basketball game, as there would be more shuttle 
bus service (Moscone shuttles, not TMA) and no additional Muni service. 
The Final TMP does include curb management and controls planning for “small 
events,” particularly convention events. The plans as currently drafted show 
significant taxi, black car, and shuttle space, and standard bus and TMA stops (not 
Special Event staging). We will get these plans to you shortly.
 
No Event Conditions
Just a reminder that a baseline condition of the curb regulations on a day when 
no events occur is also needed in the TMP.
A “No Event” scenario is described in the Final TMP, which we’ll get to you 
shortly.
 
General
Dimensions and/or number of vehicles accommodated should be provided on the 
plans.
 
The font size of the facilities on Terry Francois Boulevard is too small.
 
Thank you,
Luba
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 


 
On Oct 16, 2014, at 1:47 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com





City Team,
Thanks for the constructive conversation on Tuesday to resolve the peak event curb 
designations. Attached are the two diagrams depicting pre-event and post-event 
plans.
Let us know if there are any questions.
Clarke
 
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 
<StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PostGame.pdf><StreetPlan_Maripos
atoMissionBay_PreGame.pdf>
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);


David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); pj@pjcommunications.com; Theo Ellington
(tellington@warriors.com); Gail Hunter (ghunter@warriors.com); Raymond Ridder


Subject: Re: GSW TMP preso draft for 11/13 CAC
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:22:23 AM


Those look accurate to me and fine to share. 


Could you share the draft of the second agenda item for our quick review?


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On Nov 13, 2014, at 9:18 AM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Looks good. As part of the second item, we may provide a little more specificity on the
schedule to respond to Corinne’s request.  Does the following look acceptable to folks
for dates:
 


<!--[if !supportLists]-->-          <!--[endif]-->NOP – November 19
<!--[if !supportLists]-->-          <!--[endif]-->Scoping Meeting – December 9
<!--[if !supportLists]-->-          <!--[endif]-->Mission Bay CAC (Major Phase updates) –


December 11
<!--[if !supportLists]-->-          <!--[endif]-->OCII Commission (Major Phase) –


December 16
<!--[if !supportLists]-->-          <!--[endif]-->Planning Commission (Major Phase) –


December 18
<!--[if !supportLists]-->-          <!--[endif]-->Mission Bay CAC (Schematic Design) –


January/February 2015
<!--[if !supportLists]-->-          <!--[endif]-->DEIR Release – Spring 2015


 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 10:20 PM
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To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock
(david.carlock@machetegroup.com); pj@pjcommunications.com; Theo Ellington
(tellington@warriors.com); Gail Hunter (ghunter@warriors.com); Raymond Ridder
Subject: GSW TMP preso draft for 11/13 CAC
 
Catherine, attached is the latest version of the CAC presentation for Thursday night. I
did dry runs of it today with Corinne and the MB Biotech Roundtable group. Both had
constructive feedback to improve the presentation, and both generally had the same
attitude of, “It looks good on paper, but we’ll want to see how it actually performs,”
which I interpret to be a positive review. Please share your comments when you’ve had
a chance to review as well.
 
Adam, John, to the extent you have feedback based on today’s conversation with the
Roundtable group, feel free to shoot them my way.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: Re: Gsw
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 6:37:52 PM
Attachments: No New or More Severe Significant Effects.docx


ATT00001.htm


Hi there
We can talk Monday about GSW.  
What I wanted to talk about was the discussion for why the CMP isn't more than the 
old MB EIR. I'm attaching what I wrote up - I was wondering if you had any specific 
ideas on what to say. 
Also, I am on the fence if what I wrote is adequate, and was thinking that maybe 
we should instead say that it is one of the items addressed in the new EIR.
I'm around this weekend too if you want to talk, but don't worry about it.


Everything OK with Scott? Don't forget to take care of yourself.  Let me know if I 
can help somehow. 
Hugs,
L.



mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
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No New or More Severe Significant Effects


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways. Third Street between Jamestown Avenue and Market Street is part of the San Francisco Congestion Management Program (CMP) network. The 2013 CMP Level of Service (LOS) monitoring results indicate that Third Street between Evans Avenue and Terry Francois Boulevard operates at LOS B in both directions during both the AM and PM peak hours (i.e., travel speeds on the segment between 20 and 24 mph).[footnoteRef:1] The roadway configuration for Third Street developed as part of Mission Bay was designed to accommodate travel demand associated with the planned development within Mission Bay, including on project site, as well as other cumulative traffic growth in San Francisco, and implementation of the proposed project would not result in travel speeds falling below the CMP standard of LOS E ( i.e., less than 10 mph). In addition, in the project vicinity, the T Third light rail line operates within an exclusive right-of-way, and transit travel speeds would not be affected by travel demand generated by the proposed project. Therefore, because the CMP network roadways in the project vicinity currently operate at acceptable conditions, and because development on the project site was considered when designing the roadway network within Mission Bay, implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with the of San Francisco CMP. [1:  San Francisco 2013 Congestion Management Program, San Francisco County Transportation Agency, December 2013.] 



· Result in a Change in Air Traffic Patterns, etc. Due to the nature and scope of the proposed project, implementation of the project does not have the potential to change air traffic patterns. In addition, the project would not involve the installation of structures that could interfere with air space. Therefore, this significance criterion is not applicable to the proposed project.


· Substantially Increase Hazards due to a Design Feature, etc. Implementation of the proposed project would not change the existing and planned transportation network and would not include any design features that would increase the potential for traffic safety hazards. Therefore, this significance criterion is not applicable to the proposed project.
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Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031









On Nov 7, 2014, at 5:28 PM, Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) <viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org> wrote:


I know I owe you a call back. When can I call? Tomorrow? Monday?
Viktoriya Wise

pls. excuse errors, sent from a mobile device.









From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: confirmation of presentation at Parks Coord mtg
Date: Saturday, November 08, 2014 9:42:44 AM


Sorry. I have an all day GSW meeting. Nicole can cover it. I can walk her thru stuff on
Monday. Not a lot to say about the new parks.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
Date:11/07/2014 11:43 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Subject: Fwd: confirmation of presentation at Parks Coord mtg


Hey Catherine,


Tiffany wants me to attend another meeting the same time as the parks coordination
meeting.  I don't know if you are able to attend but I doubt it.


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


Resent-From: <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
From: "Nicole Agbayani" <nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org>
Date: November 7, 2014 at 3:18:49 PM PST
To: "'Hussain, Lila \(CII\)'" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
Subject: confirmation of presentation at Parks Coord mtg


Hi Lila,
 
Happy Friday! I’m emailing to confirm you will be presenting an update on new parks for 2015
and park phasing at the Parks Coordination meeting on 11/12 at 12:00 pm at the Pavilion. 
Please confirm, thank you!
 
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: "Cathy Searby"
Cc: "mdrummond22@gmail.com"
Subject: RE: mailing list
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 5:29:00 PM


Done!  Welcome, Michael.  If you ever want to be removed from the list, please let me know. 
Otherwise, I look forward to meeting you at a future meeting.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Cathy Searby [mailto:cathysearby@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 6:27 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: mailing list
 
Dear Catherine,
 
Could you put Michael Drummond on your mailing list for the once a month meetings.  He
us a big Warriors team and would like to start coming to your meetings.  See you Thursday! 
Cathy
 
His email is mdrummond22@gmail.com
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From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
To: Gavin, John (MYR); Rich, Ken (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: monday warriors checkin
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:42:21 PM


Ken, can you do 10:30 so John can call in?  If not we can stick with 10:00.


A


-----Original Message-----
From: Gavin, John (MYR)
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 6:32 PM
To: Rich, Ken (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Subject: RE: monday warriors checkin


My doctor's appt. is at 9am, so I can probably call in at 10:30.


FYI
MBCAC is now officially next Thurs, 11/13 at 5pm - TMP/transportation focus
11/13-19 GSWs mt w CAC members individually re: design
11/19 NOP
11/19 WTA workshop
11/20 UCSF helicopter meeting (not us)
12/9 or 10th NOP scoping
12/11 CAC on design
12/16 OCII Comm mtg.
12/18 PC Comm mtg.


________________________________________
From: Rich, Ken (MYR)
Sent: Thursday, November 6, 2014 5:43 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: RE: monday warriors checkin


John is out Monday.


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 5:35 PM
To: Rich, Ken (MYR)
Cc: Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: Re: monday warriors checkin


Works for Catherine and me. John?


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


On Nov 6, 2014, at 5:20 PM, Rich, Ken (MYR) <ken.rich@sfgov.org<mailto:ken.rich@sfgov.org>>
wrote:
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I have to see Kawa at 9:30 on Monday.  Can we do our checkin 10-10:30?


____________________
Ken Rich
Director of Development
Office of Economic and Workforce Development Ken.rich@sfgov.org<mailto:Ken.rich@sfgov.org>
415/554-5194
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From: Rich, Ken (MYR)
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: monday warriors checkin
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 3:04:38 PM


No sorry I already have a 10:30.


-----Original Message-----
From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:42 PM
To: Gavin, John (MYR); Rich, Ken (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: monday warriors checkin


Ken, can you do 10:30 so John can call in?  If not we can stick with 10:00.


A


-----Original Message-----
From: Gavin, John (MYR)
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 6:32 PM
To: Rich, Ken (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Subject: RE: monday warriors checkin


My doctor's appt. is at 9am, so I can probably call in at 10:30.


FYI
MBCAC is now officially next Thurs, 11/13 at 5pm - TMP/transportation focus
11/13-19 GSWs mt w CAC members individually re: design
11/19 NOP
11/19 WTA workshop
11/20 UCSF helicopter meeting (not us)
12/9 or 10th NOP scoping
12/11 CAC on design
12/16 OCII Comm mtg.
12/18 PC Comm mtg.


________________________________________
From: Rich, Ken (MYR)
Sent: Thursday, November 6, 2014 5:43 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: RE: monday warriors checkin


John is out Monday.


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 5:35 PM
To: Rich, Ken (MYR)
Cc: Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: Re: monday warriors checkin


Works for Catherine and me. John?
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Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


On Nov 6, 2014, at 5:20 PM, Rich, Ken (MYR) <ken.rich@sfgov.org<mailto:ken.rich@sfgov.org>>
wrote:
I have to see Kawa at 9:30 on Monday.  Can we do our checkin 10-10:30?


____________________
Ken Rich
Director of Development
Office of Economic and Workforce Development Ken.rich@sfgov.org<mailto:Ken.rich@sfgov.org>
415/554-5194
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Brian Boxer
Subject: RE: schedule update
Date: Thursday, November 06, 2014 2:11:35 PM


Terrific, thanks Paul.
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 2:07 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Brian Boxer
Subject: RE: schedule update
 
Clarke:
 
Yes, we will coordinate with EP on a revised schedule.
 
-Paul
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 2:05 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Brian Boxer
Subject: schedule update
 
Paul,
Now that we’ve submitted our revised and final square footages, and Jose is running his Travel
Demand Analyses, we’d appreciate it if you could refresh the project schedule. Could we review it
next week during the off-site sessions?
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Brian Boxer; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett


(CPC); Joyce
Subject: RE: schedule update
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 3:14:33 PM


Clarke:
 
I spoke with EP about schedule as a discussion topic for this the work session.  Given the potential
for topics we discuss at the work session to have an effect on the overall schedule, Chris K. would
prefer to discuss project schedule following the work session, perhaps by Friday of this week. Hope
this works ok for you.
 
-Paul
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 2:05 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Brian Boxer
Subject: schedule update
 
Paul,
Now that we’ve submitted our revised and final square footages, and Jose is running his Travel
Demand Analyses, we’d appreciate it if you could refresh the project schedule. Could we review it
next week during the off-site sessions?
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:BBoxer@esassoc.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com






From: dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Mission Bay CAC / Warriors Arena
Date: Sunday, November 09, 2014 8:39:21 PM


No problemo.. and thanks, i got it.. see you thurs.


-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org]
Sent: Sunday, November 9, 2014 07:49 PM
To: dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com
Subject: Re: Mission Bay CAC / Warriors Arena


?YAY Giants!  Let me know if you don't get the email I just sent with the agenda.  Meant
to get out yesterday, but had computer woes.  See you Thursday.


From: dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com <dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 9, 2014 2:33 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Mission Bay CAC / Warriors Arena
 
Hello Catherine, 


Just checking to see if you know yet.. if their will be a Mission Bay CAC mtg this week, or maybe not til
December?


Thanks.. and hope all is going well ~ (&.. weren't the Giants Victories Amazing!!?;)


Take care,
Dennis
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From: Sharpe, Catherine
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller
Cc: Gavin, John (MYR); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Theo Ellington


(TEllington@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
Date: Saturday, November 08, 2014 10:15:23 AM


Good. Confirming 3. Call in, only or f2f?


Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device


-------- Original message --------
From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
Date:11/08/2014 10:53 AM (GMT-07:00)
To: Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>
Cc: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>, "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>,
"Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up


Yes, 3:00 works for me.  Thanks Catherine and Clarke.


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


> On Nov 8, 2014, at 9:07 AM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:
>
> 3pm works best for me. Adam, can you make that work? I can circulate a phone number and GoTo
invite once we're confirmed on the time.
> Thanks,
> Clarke
>
> Clarke Miller
> Strada Investment Group
>
>> On Nov 8, 2014, at 8:20 AM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>>
>> On Tuesday I'm open before 10:30 and between 1 and 4
>>
>>
>> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>>
>>
>> -------- Original message --------
>> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
>> Date:11/08/2014 12:51 AM (GMT-07:00)
>> To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>
>> Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
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>> Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>>
>> Sure, what time?  I will have my kids who are off for Veteran's Day but could call in and, depending
on the time, Clarke is available.
>>
>> Have a great time in Park City.  Have you tried the High West Distillery?
>>
>> Adam Van de Water
>> Project Manager
>> Office of Economic and Workforce Development
>> City and County of San Francisco
>> 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
>> San Francisco, CA 94102
>> 415.554.6625
>>
>>
>>> On Nov 7, 2014, at 7:28 PM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>>>
>>> Unfortunately, Adam, I'm in Park City until Monday afternoon.  Could we meet on Tuesday?
>>>
>>>
>>> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>>>
>>>
>>> -------- Original message --------
>>> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
>>> Date:11/07/2014 6:19 PM (GMT-07:00)
>>> To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>
>>> Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
>>> Subject: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>>>
>>> Catherine:
>>>
>>> Thanks for gathering the biotech community on Tuesday to share your thoughts on arena
circulation patterns.  I thought it was a very productive meeting and helped us better understand your
needs, concerns and work schedules.
>>>
>>> We’re pulling together the details of a draft Transportation Management Plan for the arena (arrival
routes, transit service plan, curb management strategies, PCO locations, etc) to share at next
Thursday’s MBCAC meeting and would love to get your thoughts beforehand.  Do you have time on
Monday for a sneak preview?  We’re available all afternoon.
>>>
>>> Best,
>>>
>>> Adam Van de Water
>>> Office of Economic and Workforce Development
>>> City Hall Room 448
>>> San Francisco, CA 94102
>>> (415) 554-6625
>>








From: Sharpe, Catherine
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gavin, John (MYR); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Theo


Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
Date: Saturday, November 08, 2014 8:21:00 AM


On Tuesday I'm open before 10:30 and between 1 and 4


Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device


-------- Original message --------
From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
Date:11/08/2014 12:51 AM (GMT-07:00)
To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>
Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up


Sure, what time?  I will have my kids who are off for Veteran's Day but could call in and, depending on
the time, Clarke is available.


Have a great time in Park City.  Have you tried the High West Distillery?


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625


> On Nov 7, 2014, at 7:28 PM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>
> Unfortunately, Adam, I'm in Park City until Monday afternoon.  Could we meet on Tuesday?
>
>
> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>
>
> -------- Original message --------
> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
> Date:11/07/2014 6:19 PM (GMT-07:00)
> To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>
> Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
> Subject: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>
> Catherine:
>
> Thanks for gathering the biotech community on Tuesday to share your thoughts on arena circulation
patterns.  I thought it was a very productive meeting and helped us better understand your needs,
concerns and work schedules.
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>
> We’re pulling together the details of a draft Transportation Management Plan for the arena (arrival
routes, transit service plan, curb management strategies, PCO locations, etc) to share at next
Thursday’s MBCAC meeting and would love to get your thoughts beforehand.  Do you have time on
Monday for a sneak preview?  We’re available all afternoon.
>
> Best,
>
> Adam Van de Water
> Office of Economic and Workforce Development
> City Hall Room 448
> San Francisco, CA 94102
> (415) 554-6625
>








From: Sharpe, Catherine
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gavin, John (MYR); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Theo


Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 7:28:24 PM


Unfortunately, Adam, I'm in Park City until Monday afternoon.  Could we meet on Tuesday?


Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device


-------- Original message --------
From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
Date:11/07/2014 6:19 PM (GMT-07:00)
To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>
Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate
Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)" <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
Subject: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up


Catherine:


Thanks for gathering the biotech community on Tuesday to share your thoughts on arena circulation
patterns.  I thought it was a very productive meeting and helped us better understand your needs,
concerns and work schedules.


We’re pulling together the details of a draft Transportation Management Plan for the arena (arrival
routes, transit service plan, curb management strategies, PCO locations, etc) to share at next
Thursday’s MBCAC meeting and would love to get your thoughts beforehand.  Do you have time on
Monday for a sneak preview?  We’re available all afternoon.


Best,


Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-6625
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From: Theo Ellington
To: Clarke Miller; Sharpe, Catherine
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Kate Aufhauser; Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:29:02 PM


My apologies,
I was off-line this weekend.


TE


-----Original Message-----
From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Saturday, November 08, 2014 12:47 PM
To: Sharpe, Catherine
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Kate Aufhauser; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Theo
Ellington
Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up


I'll be in a meeting in Oakland immediately prior, so I'm afraid it'll have to be phone and online. I'll
circulate an invite this weekend. Thanks, Catherine.


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


> On Nov 8, 2014, at 10:14 AM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>
> Good. Confirming 3. Call in, only or f2f?
>
>
> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>
>
> -------- Original message --------
> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
> Date:11/08/2014 10:53 AM (GMT-07:00)
> To: Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>
> Cc: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>, "Gavin, John (MYR)"
> <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, "Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)"
> <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
> <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington
> (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
> Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>
> Yes, 3:00 works for me.  Thanks Catherine and Clarke.
>
> Adam Van de Water
> Project Manager
> Office of Economic and Workforce Development City and County of San
> Francisco
> 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
> San Francisco, CA 94102
> 415.554.6625
>
>
>> On Nov 8, 2014, at 9:07 AM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:
>>
>> 3pm works best for me. Adam, can you make that work? I can circulate a phone number and GoTo
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invite once we're confirmed on the time.
>> Thanks,
>> Clarke
>>
>> Clarke Miller
>> Strada Investment Group
>>
>>> On Nov 8, 2014, at 8:20 AM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>>>
>>> On Tuesday I'm open before 10:30 and between 1 and 4
>>>
>>>
>>> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>>>
>>>
>>> -------- Original message --------
>>> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
>>> Date:11/08/2014 12:51 AM (GMT-07:00)
>>> To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>
>>> Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller
>>> <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)"
>>> <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
>>> <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington
>>> (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
>>> Subject: Re: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>>>
>>> Sure, what time?  I will have my kids who are off for Veteran's Day but could call in and,
depending on the time, Clarke is available.
>>>
>>> Have a great time in Park City.  Have you tried the High West Distillery?
>>>
>>> Adam Van de Water
>>> Project Manager
>>> Office of Economic and Workforce Development City and County of San
>>> Francisco
>>> 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
>>> San Francisco, CA 94102
>>> 415.554.6625
>>>
>>>
>>>> On Nov 7, 2014, at 7:28 PM, Sharpe, Catherine <casharpe@Fibrogen.com> wrote:
>>>>
>>>> Unfortunately, Adam, I'm in Park City until Monday afternoon.  Could we meet on Tuesday?
>>>>
>>>>
>>>> Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
>>>>
>>>>
>>>> -------- Original message --------
>>>> From: "Van de Water, Adam (MYR)" <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>
>>>> Date:11/07/2014 6:19 PM (GMT-07:00)
>>>> To: "Sharpe, Catherine" <casharpe@Fibrogen.com>
>>>> Cc: "Gavin, John (MYR)" <john.gavin@sfgov.org>, Clarke Miller
>>>> <CMiller@stradasf.com>, "Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)"
>>>> <kaufhauser@warriors.com>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
>>>> <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, "Theo Ellington
>>>> (TEllington@warriors.com)" <TEllington@warriors.com>
>>>> Subject: Warriors Transportation Follow-Up
>>>>
>>>> Catherine:







>>>>
>>>> Thanks for gathering the biotech community on Tuesday to share your thoughts on arena
circulation patterns.  I thought it was a very productive meeting and helped us better understand your
needs, concerns and work schedules.
>>>>
>>>> We're pulling together the details of a draft Transportation Management Plan for the arena
(arrival routes, transit service plan, curb management strategies, PCO locations, etc) to share at next
Thursday's MBCAC meeting and would love to get your thoughts beforehand.  Do you have time on
Monday for a sneak preview?  We're available all afternoon.
>>>>
>>>> Best,
>>>>
>>>> Adam Van de Water
>>>> Office of Economic and Workforce Development City Hall Room 448 San
>>>> Francisco, CA 94102
>>>> (415) 554-6625
>>>
>








From: Lau, Fan
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Warrors Arena Project WSA
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 4:39:36 PM


Hi Chris,
 
Yes, I’ll review the demands and go through the letter process again. I think I can get a signed letter
back to you towards the end of next week or else the week of Thanksgiving, but let me know if you
need it sooner.
 
 
Fan Lau, P.E.
Water Resources Division
 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission


525 Golden Gate Ave., 10th Floor | San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-2498 | FLau@sfwater.org
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 4:20 PM
To: Lau, Fan
Subject: Warrors Arena Project WSA
 
Hi Fan,
The Warriors have added another 100k sq. ft. of office use to their project in Mission Bay. As such,
their civil engineer has revised the water demand calculations for the project (attached). Per the
demand calculations, the project would still require less water than the originally proposed project
at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 that was considered in the SFPUC’s July 9, 2013, Water Supply
Assessment.
 
I’m sorry to have to ask you to do this again, but could you provide another letter like the one you
provided dated October 2, 2014, stating that the 2013 WSA is still valid for the current project
description?
 
Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: "Clarke Miller"; Paul Mitchell
Cc: José I. Farrán ; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: RE: Updated Initial Study Project Description
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 6:08:28 PM


Paul,
No other comments from me.
Thanks,
Kate


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 6:01 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; José I. Farrán ; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org);
Joyce
Subject: Re: Updated Initial Study Project Description


Paul,
I reviewed the changes and the only comment I have is that there will be bike storage rooms in each of
the office buildings. I believe each room is intended to handle approximately 50 bicycles.
Thanks,
Clarke


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


> On Nov 7, 2014, at 9:45 AM, Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com> wrote:
>
> This message cannot be displayed because of the way it is formatted. Ask the sender to send it again
using a different format or email program. message/rfc822
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From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
To: Woo, Kimberly; Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Culver, Craig
Subject: RE: Warrior"s mtg with HOK/ 360 and Manica
Date: Thursday, November 06, 2014 2:49:56 PM


That works for me.  Will you follow with a calendar invite?


Adam
 


From: Woo, Kimberly [mailto:Kimberly.Woo@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 5:05 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Culver, Craig
Subject: Warrior's mtg with HOK/ 360 and Manica
 
Adam and Catherine:
 
We are trying to schedule a meeting with HOK, 360, and Manica.  Kam said that I should include you. 
We are hoping to schedule it on 11/17 from 4-5 at 654 Minnesota Street or via call.  Please let me
know if this time works for you.  FYI – I am out of the office until 11/12, so please cc Craig Culver in
your reply.
 
Kimberly Woo
Administrative Assistant
Campus Planning
Phone: 415-476-9255
E-mail:kwoo@planning.ucsf.edu
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 2:40:41 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Yes, we can do that.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 2:37 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Paul. Can i get the nop before 3.45 today? Thanks
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: Paul Mitchell
Date:11/14/2014 1:55 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Kern, Chris (CPC)"
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Great; thank you.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:54 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
We are updating it with last night’s sign in sheet and will get it over later today.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:52 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Yes, please provide the CAC mailing list today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:51 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
YAY!!!!!!!  Do I owe you anything else?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Joyce
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Catherine:
 
I think we found a way of working around that, so it is not needed.  You will have an opportunity to
see our revised text in the Printcheck Initial Study that we will submit today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:44 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
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I still owe folks the final numbes on the approved project. I have a 2pm abd then will crank it
out. Sorry.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: Kate Aufhauser
Date:11/14/2014 12:46 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Paul Mitchell ,Joyce Hsiao
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)" ,"Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)" ,"'Abrams, Jim'" ,"Clarke
Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)"
Subject: Site Plan for NOP
 
Paul and Joyce –
 
Final site plan for NOP attached.
 
Thanks,
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: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:55:25 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Great; thank you.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:54 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
We are updating it with last night’s sign in sheet and will get it over later today.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:52 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Yes, please provide the CAC mailing list today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:51 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
YAY!!!!!!!  Do I owe you anything else?
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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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Joyce
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Catherine:
 
I think we found a way of working around that, so it is not needed.  You will have an opportunity to
see our revised text in the Printcheck Initial Study that we will submit today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:44 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
I still owe folks the final numbes on the approved project. I have a 2pm abd then will crank it
out. Sorry.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: Kate Aufhauser
Date:11/14/2014 12:46 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Paul Mitchell ,Joyce Hsiao
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)" ,"Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)" ,"'Abrams, Jim'" ,"Clarke
Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)"
Subject: Site Plan for NOP
 
Paul and Joyce –
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Final site plan for NOP attached.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Paul Mitchell
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 2:37:29 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Paul. Can i get the nop before 3.45 today? Thanks


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: Paul Mitchell
Date:11/14/2014 1:55 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Kern, Chris (CPC)"
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP


Great; thank you.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:54 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
We are updating it with last night’s sign in sheet and will get it over later today.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:52 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Yes, please provide the CAC mailing list today.
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-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:51 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
YAY!!!!!!!  Do I owe you anything else?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Joyce
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Catherine:
 
I think we found a way of working around that, so it is not needed.  You will have an opportunity to
see our revised text in the Printcheck Initial Study that we will submit today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:44 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
I still owe folks the final numbes on the approved project. I have a 2pm abd then will crank it
out. Sorry.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone
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-------- Original message --------
From: Kate Aufhauser
Date:11/14/2014 12:46 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Paul Mitchell ,Joyce Hsiao
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)" ,"Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)" ,"'Abrams, Jim'" ,"Clarke
Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)"
Subject: Site Plan for NOP
 
Paul and Joyce –
 
Final site plan for NOP attached.
 
Thanks,
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: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:55:25 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Great; thank you.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:54 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
We are updating it with last night’s sign in sheet and will get it over later today.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:52 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Yes, please provide the CAC mailing list today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:51 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
YAY!!!!!!!  Do I owe you anything else?
 



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org



WARRIZ%RS








Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Joyce
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Catherine:
 
I think we found a way of working around that, so it is not needed.  You will have an opportunity to
see our revised text in the Printcheck Initial Study that we will submit today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:44 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
I still owe folks the final numbes on the approved project. I have a 2pm abd then will crank it
out. Sorry.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: Kate Aufhauser
Date:11/14/2014 12:46 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Paul Mitchell ,Joyce Hsiao
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)" ,"Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)" ,"'Abrams, Jim'" ,"Clarke
Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)"
Subject: Site Plan for NOP
 
Paul and Joyce –
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Final site plan for NOP attached.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 








From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:53:12 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Yes, please provide the CAC mailing list today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:51 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
YAY!!!!!!!  Do I owe you anything else?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Joyce
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Catherine:
 
I think we found a way of working around that, so it is not needed.  You will have an opportunity to
see our revised text in the Printcheck Initial Study that we will submit today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:44 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller
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Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
I still owe folks the final numbes on the approved project. I have a 2pm abd then will crank it
out. Sorry.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: Kate Aufhauser
Date:11/14/2014 12:46 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Paul Mitchell ,Joyce Hsiao
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)" ,"Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)" ,"'Abrams, Jim'" ,"Clarke
Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)"
Subject: Site Plan for NOP
 
Paul and Joyce –
 
Final site plan for NOP attached.
 
Thanks,
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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mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Paul Mitchell"
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:53:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


We are updating it with last night’s sign in sheet and will get it over later today.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:52 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Yes, please provide the CAC mailing list today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:51 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
YAY!!!!!!!  Do I owe you anything else?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com
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NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Joyce
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Catherine:
 
I think we found a way of working around that, so it is not needed.  You will have an opportunity to
see our revised text in the Printcheck Initial Study that we will submit today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:44 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
I still owe folks the final numbes on the approved project. I have a 2pm abd then will crank it
out. Sorry.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: Kate Aufhauser
Date:11/14/2014 12:46 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Paul Mitchell ,Joyce Hsiao
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)" ,"Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)" ,"'Abrams, Jim'" ,"Clarke
Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)"
Subject: Site Plan for NOP
 
Paul and Joyce –
 
Final site plan for NOP attached.
 
Thanks,
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: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy


(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); "Abrams, Jim"; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Joyce
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:50:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Catherine:
 
I think we found a way of working around that, so it is not needed.  You will have an opportunity to
see our revised text in the Printcheck Initial Study that we will submit today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:44 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
I still owe folks the final numbes on the approved project. I have a 2pm abd then will crank it
out. Sorry.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: Kate Aufhauser
Date:11/14/2014 12:46 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Paul Mitchell ,Joyce Hsiao
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)" ,"Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)" ,"'Abrams, Jim'" ,"Clarke
Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)"
Subject: Site Plan for NOP
 
Paul and Joyce –
 
Final site plan for NOP attached.
 
Thanks,
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Paul Mitchell"
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:50:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


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


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Joyce
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Catherine:
 
I think we found a way of working around that, so it is not needed.  You will have an opportunity to
see our revised text in the Printcheck Initial Study that we will submit today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:44 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
I still owe folks the final numbes on the approved project. I have a 2pm abd then will crank it
out. Sorry.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
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From: Kate Aufhauser
Date:11/14/2014 12:46 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Paul Mitchell ,Joyce Hsiao
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)" ,"Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)" ,"'Abrams, Jim'" ,"Clarke
Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)"
Subject: Site Plan for NOP
 
Paul and Joyce –
 
Final site plan for NOP attached.
 
Thanks,
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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mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy


(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); "Abrams, Jim"; Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:44:03 PM
Attachments: image001.png


I still owe folks the final numbes on the approved project. I have a 2pm abd then
will crank it out. Sorry.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: Kate Aufhauser
Date:11/14/2014 12:46 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Paul Mitchell ,Joyce Hsiao
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Van de
Water, Adam (MYR)" ,"Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)" ,"'Abrams, Jim'"
,"Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)"
Subject: Site Plan for NOP


Paul and Joyce –
 
Final site plan for NOP attached.
 
Thanks,
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: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser; Joyce
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy


(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); "Abrams, Jim"; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:28:47 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Thanks, Kate; we will review.
 
-Paul
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 12:46 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Adam
VandeWater; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller
Subject: Site Plan for NOP
 
Paul and Joyce –
 
Final site plan for NOP attached.
 
Thanks,
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Paul Mitchell"
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 3:06:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 2:40 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Yes, we can do that.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 2:37 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Paul. Can i get the nop before 3.45 today? Thanks
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: Paul Mitchell
Date:11/14/2014 1:55 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Kern, Chris (CPC)"
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Great; thank you.
 
-Paul
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:54 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
We are updating it with last night’s sign in sheet and will get it over later today.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:52 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Yes, please provide the CAC mailing list today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:51 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
YAY!!!!!!!  Do I owe you anything else?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Joyce
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
Catherine:
 
I think we found a way of working around that, so it is not needed.  You will have an opportunity to
see our revised text in the Printcheck Initial Study that we will submit today.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:44 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); 'Abrams, Jim'; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Site Plan for NOP
 
I still owe folks the final numbes on the approved project. I have a 2pm abd then will crank it
out. Sorry.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: Kate Aufhauser
Date:11/14/2014 12:46 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Paul Mitchell ,Joyce Hsiao
Cc: "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" ,"Kern, Chris (CPC)" ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)" ,"Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)" ,"'Abrams, Jim'" ,"Clarke
Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)"
Subject: Site Plan for NOP
 
Paul and Joyce –
 
Final site plan for NOP attached.
 
Thanks,
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: RE: PPT Check In
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 3:02:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Comments PPT 11 13 14 (2).pptx


John – feel free to not accept some of my comments.  The one thing I haven’t had a chance to do
was to go through my notes to see if there were any other big comments that should be addressed. 
Again, the one offs that I remember were: reorient to have arena face third, include a training
facility (can’t remember the specifics, but he’s been asking for this since the old site), and closing
TFB to traffic.  I wouldn’t include them in the PPT, but you could briefly touch on the fact there are a
few that fall outside this category such as XXX and will be included in the running list.
 
Thanks for forwarding to the GSW crew once you are done playing with it.  May want to ask the
larger group to see if we’ve left off any major comments.
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 2:27 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: PPT Check In
 
attached
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 2:23 PM
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Warriors Arena 
Community Outreach Process Overview and Next Steps











We’ve been meeting regularly with the MB CAC: Dates/Topics


Robust outreach process


In addition GSWs and SFCC have been meeting with interested stakeholders
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Community Process Overview


Since the decision to move arena to Mission Bay seven months ago there have been 5 CAC meetings/workshops…





May 2014 – Project Introduction


August 2014 – Initial Site Design


September 2014 (2 meetings) –Site Design and Massing


October 2014 – Waterfront Transportation Assessment Update





As well as……








OCII MB CAC Meetings: 


May 8, 2014 - discussion on the Golden State Warriors’ Purchase and Development of Blocks


29-32, bounded by Third Street, South Street, 16th Street and Terry Francois


Boulevard in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area


Representatives from the Golden State Warriors,


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) and Office of Economic Workforce Development (OEWD)


2) August 14, 2014 - Discussion Item: Preliminary Site Design Concept for Golden State Warriors Project (Blocks 29-32)


– Representatives from the Warriors and Design Team


– 90 minutes 


Description of Item: Representatives from the Golden State Warriors and their design team will present and solicit community feedback on


the preliminary site design concept for the Golden State Warriors Project. 


3) September 18th and 20th: Action Item: Presentation of the Draft Major Phase Site Design and Building Massing for The Golden State Warriors Project


– Representatives from the Warriors and Design Team


– 90 minutes


Description of Item: Representatives from the Golden State Warriors and their design team will present and solicit community feedback on the


Draft major phase site design and building massing for the Golden State Warriors Project.


4) October 20th Discussion Item: Waterfront Transportation Assessment Update


– Peter Albert, SFMTA, and Liz Brisson, SF County Transportation Authority – 45


minutes


Description of Item:


Peter Albert and Liz Brisson will provide an overview of the work done to


date on the Waterfront Transportation Assessment (WTA), which is a study to identify and


address transportation needs along the eastern waterfront to accommodate planned growth.


Accomplishments for Phase 1 of the WTA and next steps for Phase 2 will be discussed





5) 
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Other Stakeholder Outreach


The Golden State Warriors and City staff have also outreached to other stakeholders, including: 


Mission Bay life science community


Neighborhood leaders from:


South Beach, Rincon Hill, Mission Bay, Dogpatch, and Potrero Hill 


UCSF


SF Bicycle Coalition


SF Walk


Local residents and business/merchants





Several common themes have emerged…








OCII MB CAC Meetings: 


May 8, 2014 - discussion on the Golden State Warriors’ Purchase and Development of Blocks


29-32, bounded by Third Street, South Street, 16th Street and Terry Francois


Boulevard in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area


Representatives from the Golden State Warriors,


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) and Office of Economic Workforce Development (OEWD)


2) August 14, 2014 - Discussion Item: Preliminary Site Design Concept for Golden State Warriors Project (Blocks 29-32)


– Representatives from the Warriors and Design Team


– 90 minutes 


Description of Item: Representatives from the Golden State Warriors and their design team will present and solicit community feedback on


the preliminary site design concept for the Golden State Warriors Project. 


3) September 18th and 20th: Action Item: Presentation of the Draft Major Phase Site Design and Building Massing for The Golden State Warriors Project


– Representatives from the Warriors and Design Team


– 90 minutes


Description of Item: Representatives from the Golden State Warriors and their design team will present and solicit community feedback on the


Draft major phase site design and building massing for the Golden State Warriors Project.


4) October 20th Discussion Item: Waterfront Transportation Assessment Update


– Peter Albert, SFMTA, and Liz Brisson, SF County Transportation Authority – 45


minutes


Description of Item:


Peter Albert and Liz Brisson will provide an overview of the work done to


date on the Waterfront Transportation Assessment (WTA), which is a study to identify and


address transportation needs along the eastern waterfront to accommodate planned growth.


Accomplishments for Phase 1 of the WTA and next steps for Phase 2 will be discussed





5) 
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Common Themes


Most of the received comments fall within several main categories: 





		1) Design and Massing


			- Skybar height and design


			- Local wind patterns


		


		2) Traffic Congestion and Parking


			- Access to hospital, residents,  and businesses during events


			- Adequate transit to serve the site


			- Location of parking


			- Traffic control


			-  AT&T Park and GSW events on the same day





		3) Event Management


			-  Crowd control and security


			-  Trash and damage to adjacent properties





		4) Construction Impacts


			-  Noise, dust control, traffic, and vibration





Comments will be tracked on the OWED website going forward – link to be provided once the website is updated








Design Massing:


 Traffic Congestion and Parking: UCSF traffic concerns and PCO needs to protect patient and staff access as well as resident population. Concerns regarding parking and traffic within Life Science Commuinty, accessing their garages during events.  Nearby residents echo these concerns.





Event Management: Dual events between Giants and Warriors arena





Construction mitigation around noise/air pollution


Difficulty entering/leaving place of work/residence


Security


Type of retail





Re-orienting to have arena along 3rd St…


Terry Francois Blvd to be closed to traffic…


Bio-Tech/UCSF have similar 


22 line 16th St (Potrero)


T-turnaround, E-Line service, congestion along Mariposa St. (dogpatch)
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Next Steps	


These comments will be addressed throughout the ongoing public process at the upcoming meetings and through the environmental review process





 Schedule


	-  Notice of Preparation – November 19


	-  EIR Scoping Meeting – December 9


	-  Mission Bay CAC (Major Phase updates) - December 11


	-  OCII Commission (Major Phase) – December 16


	-  Planning Commission (Major Phase) – December 18


	-  Mission Bay CAC (Schematic Design) – Jan/Feb 2015


	-  Mission Bay CAC (Event Management) – Feb/March 2015


	-  DEIR Release – Spring 2015














Here’s where we are going to address these comments in the near term:


Schedule


Early 2015 


Design work


Event Management (
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Questions/Concerns?	


Please feel free to contact:





			    -  John Gavin 


			   Project Manager


	        Office of Economic and Workforce Development 


			John.Gavin@sfgov.org 


			      415.554.6122








			   - Theo Ellington 


		      Director, Public Affairs GSWs


			SFArena@warriors.com


			   w: 510.986.2278 
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To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: RE: PPT Check In
 
Will do – just on another call.  Will be off in a few.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 2:22 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: PPT Check In
 
Just tried calling your desk.  Sending the updated ppt now.
 
Please call my cell when you can.  415.730.5324
 
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 2:07 PM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: PPT Check In
 
Hi, John – I just wanted to check in on the PPT.  I have a 3PM meeting, so it would be great to see it
before I head into that meeting.  Do you think it will be ready by then?  Let me know if there is
anything I can help with.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

http://www.oewd.org/Development-Projects-Waterfront-Development-Projects.aspx

mailto:John.Gavin@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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Rhett, Byron (PRT)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Parking
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 11:20:33 AM


Thanks for the explanation.  I’ll let you know what comes of our meeting with GSW and team. 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 7:08 AM
To: Rhett, Byron (PRT)
Subject: Re: Parking
 
Hi, Bryon - sorry if you receive a couple emails (my off-site email has been acting up).  But, I
checked and that background on this is that UCSF has asked the GSW to explore the
possibility of offsite parking to the south.  I believe Oz has been involved in those
discussions, ie why he is involved.  I think he is on the UCSF Foundation and helping UCSF
consolidate their thoughts/comments on the project.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine


From: Rhett, Byron (PRT)
Sent: Wednesday, November 5, 2014 12:30 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Parking
 
Hi Catherine. Oz called the Port about building a parking structure at pier 70 for the arena.
I'm not sure l get the connection. Can you fill me in. Thanks Byron
 
 
Sent via the Samsung Galaxy Note® 3, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DDDAC075B4964D60B9422FD561BFC9CB-BYRON RHETT
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Joyce
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Brian Boxer
Subject: RE: Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 4:43:35 PM


Thanks, Manny.
 
-Paul
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) [mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 12:56 PM
To: Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Brian Boxer
Subject: Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity
 
All
 
Per Catherine’s request, I am sending language governing Mission Bay extreme noise activities
in Mission Bay.
 
Manny
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 5:33 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Brian
Boxer
Subject: Agenda for GSW MB 11/12 work session
 
All,
Attached is the agenda for the work session.  ESA will have copies available for everyone's
use at the meeting.
We are hopeful that we can complete everything on Weds.
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Joyce
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Brian Boxer
Subject: RE: Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 4:43:35 PM


Thanks, Manny.
 
-Paul
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) [mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 12:56 PM
To: Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Brian Boxer
Subject: Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity
 
All
 
Per Catherine’s request, I am sending language governing Mission Bay extreme noise activities
in Mission Bay.
 
Manny
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 5:33 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Brian
Boxer
Subject: Agenda for GSW MB 11/12 work session
 
All,
Attached is the agenda for the work session.  ESA will have copies available for everyone's
use at the meeting.
We are hopeful that we can complete everything on Weds.
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: RE: Planning Commission Meeting Date Reminder
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 10:13:00 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Winslow, David (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 10:07 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Planning Commission Meeting Date Reminder
 
Sorry, yes I did. Just forgot to mention it.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:29 AM
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: Planning Commission Meeting Date Reminder
 
Hi, David – I just wanted to check in and see if you were able to get the GSW Major Phase onto the
12/18 Planning Commission 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 



mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org
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From: Winslow, David (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Planning Commission Meeting Date Reminder
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 10:06:38 AM


Sorry, yes I did. Just forgot to mention it.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:29 AM
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: Planning Commission Meeting Date Reminder
 
Hi, David – I just wanted to check in and see if you were able to get the GSW Major Phase onto the
12/18 Planning Commission 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DD3B1358323346BDA03EC5AEC2341446-DAVID WINSLOW
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:22:05 PM
Attachments: NOA of NOP+bb.docx


 
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:13 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
 
Thanks, Brett.  We made the edit in the NOP, but that edit will need to be made in the NOA and
NOC as well.
 
-Paul
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 12:52 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
 


Let’s go with Friday December 19th and stick to the 30 calendar days for the noticing period.
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 10:42 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
 
Brett:
 
Revisiting the public review period length again, at Wednesday’s meeting the group decided the
public review period would go from November 19 through December 22.  However, technically, the
30-day review period would only go from Wednesday, November 19 through Friday, December 19
(this is 30 days, not counting the first day of publication).  ESA will defer to the City, however, we
wanted to bring this to your attention.  Please confirm which duration the City wants to use.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 10:29 AM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: NOC and NOA
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2. Project Description








PUBLIC NOTICE


Availability of Notice of Preparation of


Environmental Impact Report





Date:		November 19, 2014


Case No.:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII):
   ER 2014-919-97


		Planning Department:  2014.1441E


Project Title:	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


BPA Nos.:	Not Applicable


Zoning:	MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height Zone 5


Block/Lot:	Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Blocks Size:	Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres 


Project Sponsor:	GSW Arena LLC
David Kelly
(510) 986-8154
dkelly@warriors.com


Lead Agency:	OCII


Staff Contact:	Catherine Reilly, OCII – (415) 749-2516


		catherine.reilly@sfgov.org 





A notice of preparation (NOP) of an environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) in connection with this project. The report is available for public review and comment on the San Francisco Planning Department’s Negative Declarations and EIRs web page (http://www.sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs). CDs and paper copies are also available at the Planning Information Center (PIC) counter on the first floor of 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco. Referenced materials are available for review by appointment at the Planning Department's office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street. [Call (415) 575-9024]


Project Description: 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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.


OCII has determined that an EIR must be prepared for the proposed project prior to any final decision regarding whether to approve the project. The purpose of the EIR is to provide information about potential significant physical environmental effects of the proposed project, to identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and to describe and analyze possible alternatives to the proposed project. Preparation of an NOP or EIR does not indicate a decision by the City to approve or to disapprove the project. However, prior to making any such decision, the decision makers must review and consider the information contained in the EIR. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]OCII will hold a PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING on Tuesday, December 9, 2014 at 6:30 p.m. at the Mission Creek Senior Community, 225 Berry Street, Second Floor Cafeteria, San Francisco. The purpose of this meeting is to receive comments to assist the Planning Department in reviewing the scope and content of the environmental impact analysis and information to be contained in the EIR for the project. To request a language interpreter or to accommodate persons with disabilities at the scoping meeting, please contact the staff contact listed above at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting. Written comments will also be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on December 2219, 2014. Written comments should be sent to Tiffany Bohee, OCII Executive Director, c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, or by email to warriors@.sfgov.org


If you work for an agency that is a Responsible or a Trustee Agency, we need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information that is relevant to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use the EIR when considering a permit or other approval for this project. We will also need the name of the contact person for your agency. If you have questions concerning environmental review of the proposed project, please contact Brett Bollinger at (415) 575‐9024.


Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with OCII, the Planning Commission, or the Planning Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.
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Thanks. I will take a look and let you know if changes are needed. 


On Nov 14, 2014, at 10:26 AM, Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com> wrote:


Brett:
 
Attached is a draft NOA and NOC your review.  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
 


<NOA of NOP.docx>
<NOC of NOP.pdf>
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:21:24 PM


Minor comments on the NOA. No comments on the NOC other than changing the comment period
end date. Thanks.
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:13 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
 
Thanks, Brett.  We made the edit in the NOP, but that edit will need to be made in the NOA and
NOC as well.
 
-Paul
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 12:52 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
 


Let’s go with Friday December 19th and stick to the 30 calendar days for the noticing period.
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 10:42 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
 
Brett:
 
Revisiting the public review period length again, at Wednesday’s meeting the group decided the
public review period would go from November 19 through December 22.  However, technically, the
30-day review period would only go from Wednesday, November 19 through Friday, December 19
(this is 30 days, not counting the first day of publication).  ESA will defer to the City, however, we
wanted to bring this to your attention.  Please confirm which duration the City wants to use.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 10:29 AM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: NOC and NOA
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Thanks. I will take a look and let you know if changes are needed. 


On Nov 14, 2014, at 10:26 AM, Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com> wrote:


Brett:
 
Attached is a draft NOA and NOC your review.  Please let us know if you have any
questions.  Thanks.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:25:34 PM


I realized I sent the NOA only to you, so sent again to include Jon and Joyce. I had no comments on
the NOC. Thanks.
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:24 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
 
Did you mean to attach the NOC, cause you sent the NOA twice?
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:22 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
 
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 1:13 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
 
Thanks, Brett.  We made the edit in the NOP, but that edit will need to be made in the NOA and
NOC as well.
 
-Paul
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 12:52 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
 


Let’s go with Friday December 19th and stick to the 30 calendar days for the noticing period.
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 10:42 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: NOC and NOA
 
Brett:
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Revisiting the public review period length again, at Wednesday’s meeting the group decided the
public review period would go from November 19 through December 22.  However, technically, the
30-day review period would only go from Wednesday, November 19 through Friday, December 19
(this is 30 days, not counting the first day of publication).  ESA will defer to the City, however, we
wanted to bring this to your attention.  Please confirm which duration the City wants to use.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 10:29 AM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Jonathan Carey; Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: NOC and NOA
 
Thanks. I will take a look and let you know if changes are needed. 


On Nov 14, 2014, at 10:26 AM, Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com> wrote:


Brett:
 
Attached is a draft NOA and NOC your review.  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
 


<NOA of NOP.docx>
<NOC of NOP.pdf>
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII)
Subject: RE: NOP - I can walk it over to City Hall if you want
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 4:45:00 PM


Great - heading your way.


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,
NOVEMBER 6th


-----Original Message-----
From: Tiffany.Bohee@sfgov.org [mailto:Tiffany.Bohee@sfgov.org]
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 4:45 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: Re: NOP - I can walk it over to City Hall if you want


Sure.  I'll be in Tamsen's office.


Tiffany Bohee
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
415.749.2588


> On Nov 14, 2014, at 4:33 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> Tiffany – the NOP came in and I have a hard copy for you if you want to
text me when to walk it over.  Otherwise, attached is the document for your
review.  We’ll need any comments you have by Monday morning.
>
> Thank you!
>
> Catherine Reilly
> Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
>   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of
San Francisco
> 1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> 415-749-2516 (direct)
> http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
>
> PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
>
> <NOA of NOP 2014_11_14.docx>
> <NOC of NOP 2014_11_14.pdf>
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> <GSW Mission Bay Draft NOP-Initial Study_printcheck_clean_11-14-14.pdf>
> <GSW Mission Bay Draft NOP-Initial Study_printcheck_clean_11-14-14.docx>








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Clarke Miller"
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: John"s PPT
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 5:11:00 PM


Thanks for checking.  He is back in Monday, so we’ll go with that.  Have a great weekend and great
job last night.  Always a good sign when they applaud a presentation on transportation.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 5:03 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: Re: John's PPT
 
He used a memory stick with the file on it, and it doesn't appear that he saved it down to my laptop,
so I'm afraid I'm no help. 


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On Nov 14, 2014, at 3:22 PM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Kate/Clarke – I was wondering if you still had John’s PPT on your laptop from last night. 
I think he may be out today and we’re trying to get it posted.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
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THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Clarke Miller"
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: John"s PPT
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 5:58:00 PM


Naw – that group can will let you know if they really aren’t happy.  They are great, but not push
overs.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 5:36 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: Re: John's PPT
 
Thanks, I think they were just relieved it was over!
 
Enjoy your weekend as well. 


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On Nov 14, 2014, at 5:11 PM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thanks for checking.  He is back in Monday, so we’ll go with that.  Have a great
weekend and great job last night.  Always a good sign when they applaud a
presentation on transportation.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 5:03 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: Re: John's PPT
 
He used a memory stick with the file on it, and it doesn't appear that he saved it down
to my laptop, so I'm afraid I'm no help. 


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On Nov 14, 2014, at 3:22 PM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Kate/Clarke – I was wondering if you still had John’s PPT on your laptop
from last night.  I think he may be out today and we’re trying to get it
posted.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th,


RETURNING THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Rachel Dornhelm
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Subject: RE: KQED media query
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 1:55:10 PM


Thanks Catherine! Hi Adam. Small world! I’ll email you directly from here.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 1:52 PM
To: Rachel Dornhelm
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Subject: RE: KQED media query
 
Hi, Rachel – I am cc-ing Adam Van de Water from OEWD.  He has taken more of a lead on this
aspect of the Warriors project, so will be better suited to respond to your questions.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Rachel Dornhelm [mailto:rdornhelm@KQED.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:45 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: KQED media query
 
Hi Catherine,
I’m reaching out ahead of the meeting Thursday of the Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee.
 
I was wondering if you would be available for a 5-10 minute phone interview today before 1:00 or
early tomorrow morning about what will be discussed at the transportation meeting.
 
We’d like to run a short preview story Thursday morning, but I need to get it done before I leave the
office tomorrow at 10 AM.
 
I’m happy t answer any questions you might have for me.
 
Best,
Rachel
415-515-4443
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Rachel Dornhelm"
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Subject: RE: KQED media query
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 1:51:00 PM


Hi, Rachel – I am cc-ing Adam Van de Water from OEWD.  He has taken more of a lead on this
aspect of the Warriors project, so will be better suited to respond to your questions.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Rachel Dornhelm [mailto:rdornhelm@KQED.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:45 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: KQED media query
 
Hi Catherine,
I’m reaching out ahead of the meeting Thursday of the Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee.
 
I was wondering if you would be available for a 5-10 minute phone interview today before 1:00 or
early tomorrow morning about what will be discussed at the transportation meeting.
 
We’d like to run a short preview story Thursday morning, but I need to get it done before I leave the
office tomorrow at 10 AM.
 
I’m happy t answer any questions you might have for me.
 
Best,
Rachel
415-515-4443
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: KQED media query
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 1:50:00 PM


Great – I will respond to her and let her 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 1:48 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Subject: Re: KQED media query
 
I'll give her a call.


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625
 


On Nov 10, 2014, at 1:05 PM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Adam – since you know Rachel, do you want to take this 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)
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http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:05 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: KQED media query
 
Rachel is a good friend of ours.  Would be good to get a few talking points out there
including that we have been working closely with the Warriors, OCII, SFMTA, the
Mayor’s Office, the Planning Dept and affected stakeholders (UCSF, biotech, neighbors)
to develop a long-term strategy for transportation through this growing neighborhood
via the WTA.  On Thursday night we will share the arena components of this strategy
including:


-          the goals (safety, access, reliability, efficiency, and transparency) and
multimodal components of the Transportation Management Plan;


-          the types and number of events proposed at the arena and their expected
arrival and departure routes;


-          the details of an SFMTA Transit Service Plan, curb management and traffic
enforcement strategy;


-          the capital components under consideration to facilitate these plans; and
-          the beginnings of an event coordination strategy to minimize the


neighborhood impacts of overlapping events.
 
Adam
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 11:35 AM
To: Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Subject: FW: KQED media query
 
Peter/Adam – we were thinking that this would be a great request for MTA to respond
to, since you are the lead on the TMP.  Thoughts on who would be the best to respond
– Ed, one of you, etc.?
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Rachel Dornhelm [mailto:rdornhelm@KQED.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:45 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: KQED media query
 
Hi Catherine,
I’m reaching out ahead of the meeting Thursday of the Mission Bay Citizens Advisory
Committee.
 
I was wondering if you would be available for a 5-10 minute phone interview today
before 1:00 or early tomorrow morning about what will be discussed at the
transportation meeting.
 
We’d like to run a short preview story Thursday morning, but I need to get it done
before I leave the office tomorrow at 10 AM.
 
I’m happy t answer any questions you might have for me.
 
Best,
Rachel
415-515-4443
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:rdornhelm@KQED.org






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: KQED media query
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 1:05:00 PM


Adam – since you know Rachel, do you want to take this 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:05 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: KQED media query
 
Rachel is a good friend of ours.  Would be good to get a few talking points out there including that
we have been working closely with the Warriors, OCII, SFMTA, the Mayor’s Office, the Planning Dept
and affected stakeholders (UCSF, biotech, neighbors) to develop a long-term strategy for
transportation through this growing neighborhood via the WTA.  On Thursday night we will share
the arena components of this strategy including:


-          the goals (safety, access, reliability, efficiency, and transparency) and multimodal
components of the Transportation Management Plan;


-          the types and number of events proposed at the arena and their expected arrival and
departure routes;


-          the details of an SFMTA Transit Service Plan, curb management and traffic enforcement
strategy;


-          the capital components under consideration to facilitate these plans; and
-          the beginnings of an event coordination strategy to minimize the neighborhood impacts of


overlapping events.
 
Adam
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 11:35 AM
To: Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Subject: FW: KQED media query
 
Peter/Adam – we were thinking that this would be a great request for MTA to respond to, since you



mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org
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are the lead on the TMP.  Thoughts on who would be the best to respond – Ed, one of you, etc.?
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Rachel Dornhelm [mailto:rdornhelm@KQED.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:45 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: KQED media query
 
Hi Catherine,
I’m reaching out ahead of the meeting Thursday of the Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee.
 
I was wondering if you would be available for a 5-10 minute phone interview today before 1:00 or
early tomorrow morning about what will be discussed at the transportation meeting.
 
We’d like to run a short preview story Thursday morning, but I need to get it done before I leave the
office tomorrow at 10 AM.
 
I’m happy t answer any questions you might have for me.
 
Best,
Rachel
415-515-4443
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:rdornhelm@KQED.org






From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: KQED media query
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:05:24 PM


Rachel is a good friend of ours.  Would be good to get a few talking points out there including that
we have been working closely with the Warriors, OCII, SFMTA, the Mayor’s Office, the Planning Dept
and affected stakeholders (UCSF, biotech, neighbors) to develop a long-term strategy for
transportation through this growing neighborhood via the WTA.  On Thursday night we will share
the arena components of this strategy including:


-          the goals (safety, access, reliability, efficiency, and transparency) and multimodal
components of the Transportation Management Plan;


-          the types and number of events proposed at the arena and their expected arrival and
departure routes;


-          the details of an SFMTA Transit Service Plan, curb management and traffic enforcement
strategy;


-          the capital components under consideration to facilitate these plans; and
-          the beginnings of an event coordination strategy to minimize the neighborhood impacts of


overlapping events.
 
Adam
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 11:35 AM
To: Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Subject: FW: KQED media query
 
Peter/Adam – we were thinking that this would be a great request for MTA to respond to, since you
are the lead on the TMP.  Thoughts on who would be the best to respond – Ed, one of you, etc.?
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Rachel Dornhelm [mailto:rdornhelm@KQED.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:45 AM
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To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: KQED media query
 
Hi Catherine,
I’m reaching out ahead of the meeting Thursday of the Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee.
 
I was wondering if you would be available for a 5-10 minute phone interview today before 1:00 or
early tomorrow morning about what will be discussed at the transportation meeting.
 
We’d like to run a short preview story Thursday morning, but I need to get it done before I leave the
office tomorrow at 10 AM.
 
I’m happy t answer any questions you might have for me.
 
Best,
Rachel
415-515-4443
 








From: Albert, Peter
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Miller, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: KQED media query
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 9:21:39 PM


Let us (me ‘n Erin) know if you want our help.
 
Thanks, Adam.
 
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: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 1:51 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam
Cc: Albert, Peter; Miller, Erin
Subject: RE: KQED media query
 
Great – I will respond to her and let her 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 1:48 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Subject: Re: KQED media query
 
I'll give her a call.


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
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City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625
 


On Nov 10, 2014, at 1:05 PM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Adam – since you know Rachel, do you want to take this 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:05 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: KQED media query
 
Rachel is a good friend of ours.  Would be good to get a few talking points out there
including that we have been working closely with the Warriors, OCII, SFMTA, the
Mayor’s Office, the Planning Dept and affected stakeholders (UCSF, biotech, neighbors)
to develop a long-term strategy for transportation through this growing neighborhood
via the WTA.  On Thursday night we will share the arena components of this strategy
including:


-          the goals (safety, access, reliability, efficiency, and transparency) and
multimodal components of the Transportation Management Plan;


-          the types and number of events proposed at the arena and their expected
arrival and departure routes;


-          the details of an SFMTA Transit Service Plan, curb management and traffic
enforcement strategy;


-          the capital components under consideration to facilitate these plans; and
-          the beginnings of an event coordination strategy to minimize the


neighborhood impacts of overlapping events.
 
Adam
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
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Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 11:35 AM
To: Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Subject: FW: KQED media query
 
Peter/Adam – we were thinking that this would be a great request for MTA to respond
to, since you are the lead on the TMP.  Thoughts on who would be the best to respond
– Ed, one of you, etc.?
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Rachel Dornhelm [mailto:rdornhelm@KQED.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 10:45 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: KQED media query
 
Hi Catherine,
I’m reaching out ahead of the meeting Thursday of the Mission Bay Citizens Advisory
Committee.
 
I was wondering if you would be available for a 5-10 minute phone interview today
before 1:00 or early tomorrow morning about what will be discussed at the
transportation meeting.
 
We’d like to run a short preview story Thursday morning, but I need to get it done
before I leave the office tomorrow at 10 AM.
 
I’m happy t answer any questions you might have for me.
 
Best,
Rachel
415-515-4443
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From: Amy Matabuena (Soma)
To: Maher, Christine (CII)
Cc: chau@hwiarchitects.com; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Oerth, Sally (CII); Mark Hornberger; Todd Motoyama (Soma)
Subject: RE: MBS Block 1 Hotel Draft Conditions of Approval
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:22:55 AM
Attachments: MBS Block 1 Hotel Draft Conditions of Approval 141107.docx


Christine,


Attached is the block 1 hotel project conditions of approval in word, per your request.  


Regards
Amy


From: Maher, Christine (CII) [christine.maher@sfgov.org]
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:18 AM
To: Todd Motoyama (Soma); Mark Hornberger
Cc: chau@hwiarchitects.com; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Oerth, Sally (CII); Amy Matabuena (Soma)
Subject: RE: MBS Block 1 Hotel Draft Conditions of Approval


Thanks, Todd.  Can you please send me a word version, so I can do a redline?
 
 
 
Christine Maher
Senior Development Specialist
 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: (415) 749-2481
Email: christine.maher@sfgov.org


 


From: Todd Motoyama (Soma) [mailto:toddmotoyama@somahotelsf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:03 AM
To: Maher, Christine (CII); Mark Hornberger
Cc: chau@hwiarchitects.com; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Oerth, Sally (CII); Amy Matabuena (Soma)
Subject: RE: MBS Block 1 Hotel Draft Conditions of Approval
 
Christine


See the attached revised conditions of approval for the Block 1 Hotel Project. Today, we will also send
George the revised spreadsheet indicating our SBE / LBE consultants including the Associate Architect in
a separate email.


In response to your questions regarding the rooftop community space we have the following:


The rooftop community space will provide a serene oasis from the busy activities of Mission Bay.


After arriving by dedicated elevator to the 17th floor roof, citizens and visitors will have the ability to
relax and observe the views of the San Francisco Bay, The iconic Bay Bridge, ATT park and southerly



mailto:amymatabuena@somahotelsf.com

mailto:christine.maher@sfgov.org

mailto:chau@hwiarchitects.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:sally.oerth@sfgov.org

mailto:hornberger@hwiarchitects.com

mailto:toddmotoyama@somahotelsf.com






Block 1 Hotel - Draft Conditions of Approval 				November 7, 2014





As is typical, there remain a number of detailed design issues that must be resolved in subsequent design stages. Therefore, staff recommends the following conditions of approval that shall be subject to further review by OCII staff and approval by the Executive Director: 





1. [bookmark: _GoBack]The building and landscaping materials, colors, finishes, lighting and architectural detailing shall be subject to further review by OCII staff and approval by the Executive Director during the Design Development phase. Updated material and color samples shall be provided as part of the review. A material and color mock-up of sufficient size to be built on the construction site during an early phase of construction shall be prepared for review and approval to ensure consistency with this Schematic Design.  





2. The Developer shall also incorporate opportunities to enliven and differentiate the building faces, and in particular the set-back corner at Third and Channel Streets, through the use of color, materials, and lighting.





3. The design of the ground floor shall be subject to further design and review during the Design Development stage to ensure that it is (1) transparent, so as activate the Third and Channel Street frontages and to integrate it with the overall building design.





4. The design of the tartan window wall shall be subject to further design and review during the Design Development stage to ensure that it is used to increase the depth and texture of the building’s envelope, thereby achieving greater consistency between the projecting architectural window wall elements of the building.  





5. This issue should be removed; it has been resolved with Pedro Arce.


   


6. The typical guest room window wall is comprised of FRP/Glass/ spandrel panels and a large rectangular window frame system, which will create a strong shadow line and impart an important layer of detail to the building. During the Design Development stages, the Developer shall maintain the design intent of that panel and window frame system and further strengthen it through careful selection of material detail and color.





7. This issue should be removed; it has been resolved with Pedro Arce.    





8. The design of the Northern façade shall be subject to further design review during the Design Development stage to address the partially solid bwall that is shown at the wind end on Levels 4 to 8.  





9. The design of the porte-cochere shall be subject to further design  review during the Design Development stage to ensure that the width of the curb cuts and openings along Channel Street is minimized and to better define the pedestrian entrance. The Developer shall also continue to explore programming and space for active, guest-service uses along the porte-cochere frontage.  





10. This issue should be removed; it has been resolved with Pedro Arce.


 


11. The design of ground level canopies/ marquees shall be subject to further design review during the Design Development stage to (1) ensure that they do not dominate the Channel and Third Street frontages at the expense of the pedestrian realm and (2) to ensure compliance with the Building Code.  





12. The design of enclosed trash and recycling areas shall be subject to further review and approval during the Design Development phase to ensure that they allow for internal pick-up by the solid waste collector to avoid trash and recycling bins on-street. 





13. All building signage shall be subject to further review and approval. A signage plan shall be prepared–concurrent with Design Development documents for approval, pursuant to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan.





14. To avoid noise impacts to adjacent residents, prior to the start of any construction, the Developer and their general contractor shall meet with OCII to discuss noise regulations and hours of construction operation to ensure that they understand the existing regulations and do not work outside the allowed hours of operations.





15. To avoid noise impacts to the adjacent neighbors, the Community Space will be operated to ensure that outdoor rooftop activities and noise generating events do not affect the adjacent residential neighbors.  This may include limitation of hours of operation in the evening for outdoor events.





16. The Developer will return to the Citizens Advisory Committee during the Design Development stage to specifically address the proposed art program, changes in use of color, exterior night lighting, and vertical glass solorfin options.












views to the Warriors Arena, shipyards and Bayview neighborhood without any commercial
obligation to the Block 1 Hotel Project.


I also note that Jim Devlin forwarded the revised wind study to you and Catherine yesterday afternoon.


I will call you as planned at 2pm.


Thank you.


Regards,


Todd


   


From: Maher, Christine (CII) [christine.maher@sfgov.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 5:15 PM
To: Todd Motoyama (Soma); Mark Hornberger
Cc: chau@hwiarchitects.com; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: MBS Block 1 Hotel Draft Conditions of Approval


All,
 
Attached please find draft conditions of approval for the Block 1 Hotel Project.  The balance of the
memo will provided as soon as George Bridges has received and verified all of the requested
information from you on SBE/LBE compliance.
 
Please note the following:
 


·         The conditions are in draft form, and are still being reviewed internally.  Changes or
additions may be forthcoming.


·         Additional conditions may be added based on the outcome of the wind study.  Please advise
as to the status of the revised study.


·         We still need additional information about the rooftop community space.  How does it
benefit the community?  What makes it different from a bar?  This can be addressed
through a condition of approval, if needed.


·         I have not been able to connect with the Planning Department, in Pedro’s absence, about
the CAC comment related to fins, and whether a condition of approval is appropriate.


 
Per the previously agreed upon schedule, please provide any comments by COB tomorrow.  Please
let us know if you have any questions, or would like to set up call to discuss your comments.
 
Thank you,
Christine
 
 
Christine Maher
Senior Development Specialist



mailto:chau@hwiarchitects.com





 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: (415) 749-2481
Email: christine.maher@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Clarke Miller"
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);


David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); pj@pjcommunications.com; Theo Ellington
(tellington@warriors.com); Gail Hunter (ghunter@warriors.com); Raymond Ridder


Subject: RE: GSW TMP preso draft for 11/13 CAC
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:24:00 AM


Sure – John is still working on it and was going to talk with Theo to get a summary of the comments
he has heard to incorporate in. 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:22 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);
pj@pjcommunications.com; Theo Ellington (tellington@warriors.com); Gail Hunter
(ghunter@warriors.com); Raymond Ridder
Subject: Re: GSW TMP preso draft for 11/13 CAC
 
Those look accurate to me and fine to share. 
 
Could you share the draft of the second agenda item for our quick review?


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On Nov 13, 2014, at 9:18 AM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Looks good. As part of the second item, we may provide a little more specificity on the
schedule to respond to Corinne’s request.  Does the following look acceptable to folks
for dates:
 


-          NOP – November 19
-          Scoping Meeting – December 9
-          Mission Bay CAC (Major Phase updates) – December 11
-          OCII Commission (Major Phase) – December 16
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-          Planning Commission (Major Phase) – December 18
-          Mission Bay CAC (Schematic Design) – January/February 2015
-          DEIR Release – Spring 2015


 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 10:20 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock
(david.carlock@machetegroup.com); pj@pjcommunications.com; Theo Ellington
(tellington@warriors.com); Gail Hunter (ghunter@warriors.com); Raymond Ridder
Subject: GSW TMP preso draft for 11/13 CAC
 
Catherine, attached is the latest version of the CAC presentation for Thursday night. I
did dry runs of it today with Corinne and the MB Biotech Roundtable group. Both had
constructive feedback to improve the presentation, and both generally had the same
attitude of, “It looks good on paper, but we’ll want to see how it actually performs,”
which I interpret to be a positive review. Please share your comments when you’ve had
a chance to review as well.
 
Adam, John, to the extent you have feedback based on today’s conversation with the
Roundtable group, feel free to shoot them my way.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Clarke Miller"; Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);


pj@pjcommunications.com; Theo Ellington (tellington@warriors.com); Gail Hunter (ghunter@warriors.com);
Raymond Ridder


Subject: RE: GSW TMP preso draft for 11/13 CAC
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:18:00 AM


Looks good. As part of the second item, we may provide a little more specificity on the schedule to
respond to Corinne’s request.  Does the following look acceptable to folks for dates:
 


-          NOP – November 19
-          Scoping Meeting – December 9
-          Mission Bay CAC (Major Phase updates) – December 11
-          OCII Commission (Major Phase) – December 16
-          Planning Commission (Major Phase) – December 18
-          Mission Bay CAC (Schematic Design) – January/February 2015
-          DEIR Release – Spring 2015


 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 10:20 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock
(david.carlock@machetegroup.com); pj@pjcommunications.com; Theo Ellington
(tellington@warriors.com); Gail Hunter (ghunter@warriors.com); Raymond Ridder
Subject: GSW TMP preso draft for 11/13 CAC
 
Catherine, attached is the latest version of the CAC presentation for Thursday night. I did dry runs of
it today with Corinne and the MB Biotech Roundtable group. Both had constructive feedback to
improve the presentation, and both generally had the same attitude of, “It looks good on paper, but
we’ll want to see how it actually performs,” which I interpret to be a positive review. Please share
your comments when you’ve had a chance to review as well.
 
Adam, John, to the extent you have feedback based on today’s conversation with the Roundtable
group, feel free to shoot them my way.
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Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Clarke Miller"; Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);


pj@pjcommunications.com; Theo Ellington (tellington@warriors.com); Gail Hunter (ghunter@warriors.com);
Raymond Ridder


Subject: RE: GSW TMP preso draft for 11/13 CAC
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:18:00 AM


Looks good. As part of the second item, we may provide a little more specificity on the schedule to
respond to Corinne’s request.  Does the following look acceptable to folks for dates:
 


-          NOP – November 19
-          Scoping Meeting – December 9
-          Mission Bay CAC (Major Phase updates) – December 11
-          OCII Commission (Major Phase) – December 16
-          Planning Commission (Major Phase) – December 18
-          Mission Bay CAC (Schematic Design) – January/February 2015
-          DEIR Release – Spring 2015


 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 10:20 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock
(david.carlock@machetegroup.com); pj@pjcommunications.com; Theo Ellington
(tellington@warriors.com); Gail Hunter (ghunter@warriors.com); Raymond Ridder
Subject: GSW TMP preso draft for 11/13 CAC
 
Catherine, attached is the latest version of the CAC presentation for Thursday night. I did dry runs of
it today with Corinne and the MB Biotech Roundtable group. Both had constructive feedback to
improve the presentation, and both generally had the same attitude of, “It looks good on paper, but
we’ll want to see how it actually performs,” which I interpret to be a positive review. Please share
your comments when you’ve had a chance to review as well.
 
Adam, John, to the extent you have feedback based on today’s conversation with the Roundtable
group, feel free to shoot them my way.
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Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Clarke Miller"
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);


David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); pj@pjcommunications.com; Theo Ellington
(tellington@warriors.com); Gail Hunter (ghunter@warriors.com); Raymond Ridder


Subject: RE: GSW TMP preso draft for 11/13 CAC
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:24:00 AM


Sure – John is still working on it and was going to talk with Theo to get a summary of the comments
he has heard to incorporate in. 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:22 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);
pj@pjcommunications.com; Theo Ellington (tellington@warriors.com); Gail Hunter
(ghunter@warriors.com); Raymond Ridder
Subject: Re: GSW TMP preso draft for 11/13 CAC
 
Those look accurate to me and fine to share. 
 
Could you share the draft of the second agenda item for our quick review?


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On Nov 13, 2014, at 9:18 AM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Looks good. As part of the second item, we may provide a little more specificity on the
schedule to respond to Corinne’s request.  Does the following look acceptable to folks
for dates:
 


-          NOP – November 19
-          Scoping Meeting – December 9
-          Mission Bay CAC (Major Phase updates) – December 11
-          OCII Commission (Major Phase) – December 16
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-          Planning Commission (Major Phase) – December 18
-          Mission Bay CAC (Schematic Design) – January/February 2015
-          DEIR Release – Spring 2015


 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 10:20 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock
(david.carlock@machetegroup.com); pj@pjcommunications.com; Theo Ellington
(tellington@warriors.com); Gail Hunter (ghunter@warriors.com); Raymond Ridder
Subject: GSW TMP preso draft for 11/13 CAC
 
Catherine, attached is the latest version of the CAC presentation for Thursday night. I
did dry runs of it today with Corinne and the MB Biotech Roundtable group. Both had
constructive feedback to improve the presentation, and both generally had the same
attitude of, “It looks good on paper, but we’ll want to see how it actually performs,”
which I interpret to be a positive review. Please share your comments when you’ve had
a chance to review as well.
 
Adam, John, to the extent you have feedback based on today’s conversation with the
Roundtable group, feel free to shoot them my way.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Joyce; Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:46:30 PM
Attachments: GSW Mission Bay Admin Draft Initial Study No. 2_10-27-14_clean.docx


Catherine:
 
No worries; see attached.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:44 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Could you please send it to me.  Sure it is in my emails, but I’m still not caught up from vacation and
this would bring it to the top.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:42 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Catherine/Manny:
 
Should you make further edits to the Initial Study, please make them in the clean version of the
WORD document we provided you.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:50 PM
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


Date:		November XX, 2014


Case No.:


OCII:	ER 2014-919-97 [OCII: This number is based on the original SFRA number on the 1998 FSEIR. Please confirm if this is acceptable.]


Planning Dept.:	2014.1441E


Project Title:	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


BPA Nos.:	Not Applicable


Zoning:	MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height Zone 5


Block/Lot:	Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Blocks Size:	Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres 


Project Sponsor:	GSW Arena LLC
David Kelly
(510) 986-8154
dkelly@warriors.com


Lead Agency:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)


Staff Contact:	Catherine Reilly, OCII – (415) 749-2516


		catherine.reilly@sfgov.org 





PROJECT DESCRIPTION


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.


FINDING


This project may have a significant effect on the environment and a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15063 (Initial Study), 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and for the reasons documented in the Environmental Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is attached. 


PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS


The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) will hold a PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING on Wednesday, December [2? or 3? – OCII: Please confirm], 2014 at 6:00 p.m. [OCII: Please confirm time] at _________________[OCII: Please confirm location]. The purpose of this meeting is to receive oral comments to assist the OCII in reviewing the scope and content of the environmental impact analysis and information to be contained in the SEIR for the project. To request a language interpreter or to accommodate persons with disabilities at the scoping meeting, please contact the staff contact listed above at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting. Written comments will also be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on December [XX], 2014. Written comments should be sent to OCII c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, or by email to ______.sfgov.org [EP: Please provide email address that has been set up by EP]. 


If you work for a responsible State agency, we need to know the views of your agency regarding the scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use the SEIR when considering a permit or other approval for this project. Please include the name of a contact person in your agency.


Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the OCII Commission, OCII or the Planning Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the OCII or Planning Department’s website or in other public documents.
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A. [bookmark: _Toc402187873]PROJECT DESCRIPTION


[bookmark: _Toc402187874]A.1	Overview


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to these documents.


The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of the related environmental review documents. 


[bookmark: _Toc400381598][bookmark: _Toc398564699][bookmark: _Toc402188541]
Figure 1	Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay


[bookmark: _Toc400381599][bookmark: _Toc398564700][bookmark: _Toc402188542]
Figure 2	Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay



This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.


[bookmark: _Toc402187875]A.2	Background


Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:2] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. [2:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay FSEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97.] 



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).[footnoteRef:4] The Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. [4:  	Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively.] 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.[footnoteRef:5] As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design  [5:  	North and South OPAs, Attachment L.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381600][bookmark: _Toc398564701][bookmark: _Toc402188543]
Figure 3	Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), respectively.[footnoteRef:6] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the South Plan on November 2, 1998.[footnoteRef:7] The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated June 4, 2013.  [6:  	Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively.]  [7:  	Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381601][bookmark: _Toc398564702]The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows:


· The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots.


· The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall.


· The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and required setbacks.


· The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.


· The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Range Development Plan.


· The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses.


· The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1.


· The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law. 


South Plan Area Development Controls


The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans. 


The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that apply to the project site include:


· Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as required to be implemented by the developer of the project site;


· All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ;


· Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the development.


Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 


In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.” 


The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character).


The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for Development.


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32


The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. 


Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet.


Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street.


[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, including design, operations and construction characteristics, including any associated edits, reflect Version 1.0 of the project, and will be revised when we receive new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0]


[bookmark: _Toc402187876]A.3	Project Characteristics


Proposed Facilities


Development Plan Overview 


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights.[footnoteRef:8] Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  [8:  	For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property.] 



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food 



[bookmark: _Toc402188544]Figure 4	Project Site Plan
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Table 1
summary of proposed Project Facilities at project site


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seats





			Cinema Seating Capacity


			420 seats





			Size 


			Total GSFa


			Adjusted GSFb


			Leasable SFc





			Event Centerd


Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacee


Cinema Space


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			710,486


20,000


509,210


111,000


39,000


 342,475


1,732,171 GSF


			486,686


20,000


458,289


99,900


35,100


 _--_ 


1,099,975 GSF


(1,094,980 Final Adjusted)f


			-- 


19,000


435,375


94,905


33,345


 _--_ 


582,625 GSF





			Heightg,h/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings



Retail Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (10 stories) total [90-foot (5-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above 


39 feet (in northeast corner) + within ground floor of office and retail buildings





			Parking/Loading Spaces


			Blocks 29-32:


612 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by Third Street Plaza)


12 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:


132 parking stalls





			Vehicular Access 


			Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a 	Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


b	Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” below. 


c	Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor).


d	The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented separate from square footage of the other event center uses.


e	Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,000 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,500 quick-service restaurant, and 55,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


f	The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


g	Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. 


h	 Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014






service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 stories (160 feet tall); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5‑story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  	Under the Major Phase application for the proposed project, the project sponsor is requesting an option that would consist of a combination of a cinema and office uses as an alternative to all office uses. For the purposes of the environmental review process, this Initial Study and the SEIR assume the cinema would be part of the proposed project because cinema uses are a more intensive land use than office and would result in the more conservative impact assessment.] 



Two levels of enclosed on-site parking (one below grade, and one at street level) providing 612 parking spaces would be located below the office buildings and plaza areas. (See also Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8feet above the sidewalk Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.[footnoteRef:10] These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  [10:  	It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD.] 



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. A total of twelve truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office, cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings would on South Street and 16th Street and from the main plaza, and additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks would be constructed adjacent to the project site.


Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed. 


Infrastructure Improvements


The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


Off-Site Parking Facilities


As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to provide additional parking to serve the project.


Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:11] This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. [11:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park


As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and ‑ on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer. 


Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


Proposed Operations and Employment


Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new operational components at Blocks 29-32.


Event Center Programming


Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland.


As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 825 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:12] would be required at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  [12: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following:


· Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons.


· Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year.] 



· Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  	The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees.] 



· Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times. 


· Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone Convention Center. 


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 825, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office, Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for office, retail and cinema uses.)


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink.


Golden State Warriors Operations


The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office, Retail and Cinema Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,845 FTE employees. The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 341 FTE employees, and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE employees. 


Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness.


As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. 


In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed during evenings and weekends.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month period, and be completed in late fall 2017 Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000 cubic yards of soils on-site would be excavated and removed from the site.


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could occur on weekends and/or outside of these hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.


B. [bookmark: _Toc402187877]PROJECT SETTING


[bookmark: _Toc402187878]B.1	Mission Bay


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187879]B.2	Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South 


[bookmark: _Toc400381608][bookmark: _Toc398564708][bookmark: _Toc402188545]
Figure 5	Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity



Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between approximately ‑1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:15], roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:16] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [15:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [16:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187880]B.3	Surrounding Uses


The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site.


16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and Mariposa Street.


Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed as a Tsunami Evacuation Route. 


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc402187881]B.4	Approvals Required


Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for each building and private open spaces


· Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M allocation 


· Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable


· Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway striping


· San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets


· Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application.


· San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems.


C. [bookmark: _Toc402187882]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|


			|_|











The SEIR will discuss the project's compatibility with existing zoning and plans.


D. [bookmark: tra.ped.24.4][bookmark: urb.ndv.3.3][bookmark: _Toc402187883]SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND APPROACH TO ANALYSIS


[bookmark: _Toc402187884]D.1	Summary of Environmental Effects


The proposed project could potentially result in either new significant environmental effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as noted by the environmental factor(s) checked below. The resource areas checked below indicate topic areas to be discussed in detail in the SEIR, but all resource areas are addressed in this Initial Study. This section describes the approach to analysis for this Initial Study, and Section E, presents a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor and the associated impact assessment.





			|_|


			Land Use


			|X|


			Air Quality


			|X|


			Biological Resources





			|_|


			Aesthetics


			|X|


			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			|_|


			Geology and Soils





			|_|


			Population and Housing


			|X|


			Wind and Shadow


			|X|


			Hydrology and Water Quality





			|_|


			Cultural and Paleo. Resources


			|_|


			Recreation


			|_|


			Hazards/Hazardous Materials





			|X|


			Transportation and Circulation


			|X|


			Utilities and Service Systems


			|_|


			Mineral/Energy Resources





			|X|


			Noise


			|X|


			Public Services


			|_|


			Agricultural and Forest Resources








[bookmark: _Toc398564505]


[bookmark: _Toc402187885]D.2	Approach to Analysis


The following approach to analysis is used in this Initial Study to determine which topics require no additional environmental analysis beyond what is presented in the Mission Bay FSEIR and this Initial Study and which topics require more detailed analysis in the SEIR. With the exception of Aesthetics and parking, the evaluation of environmental impacts is based on potential effects of the proposed project compared to existing (2014) conditions using the significance criteria listed in the San Francisco Planning Department’s Initial Study Checklist Significance criteria that do not apply to the proposed project, if any, are first identified, and neither the Initial Study nor the SEIR provide further discussion of those criteria; for example, since the project is not located within an airport land use plan, none of those criteria apply to this project. Environmental review of Aesthetics and Parking impacts are considered pursuant to CEQA Section 21099(d) as discussed in the Aesthetics and Transportation sections of this Initial Study.


Project Impacts


For those topics determined in this Initial Study to be focused out from further analysis in the SEIR, this analysis first summarizes how these topics were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it related to Blocks 29-32, including identifying any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR and conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. Second, the Initial Study analyzes the impacts of the proposed project to determine: (1) if the proposed project, circumstances under which the project is undertaken, or new information(which could not have been ascertained at the time of the preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR) would lead to new or more severe significant environmental effects from what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR; (2) if newly feasible or different mitigation measures or alternatives are available that would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project; and (3) if the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and/or newly added mitigation measures would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. The impact evaluation presents the significance determination for each impact and includes the detailed description of all mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project, whether it is the same as that specified in the Mission Bay FSEIR or an updated mitigation measure.


For those topics to be analyzed in detail in the SEIR, this Initial Study provides the checklist response identifying the potential for new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, the summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and the detailed analysis of the proposed project are deferred for discussion in the SEIR.


For the purposes of this Initial Study, the checklist questions in Appendix G have been modified to reflect the fact that the proposed project is a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program and that this analysis is being tiered from the certified Mission Bay FSEIR as a program EIR, consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15168(c). The four revised checklist questions used in this Initial Study are described below.


1. Would the project result in potentially significant effects not identified in the prior EIR? This question examines whether or not the proposed project would result in new significant or potentially significant environmental effects that were not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This could include significant effects that are due to:


· Project-specific features of the proposed event center and mixed-use development. 


· Substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project would be undertaken, such as real estate development trends in the surrounding area or major projects that were previously unanticipated.


· New information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was certified, such as newly available information related to climate change or sea level rise. 


If the analysis identifies a new significant or potentially significant impact, this Initial Study then determines if either previously identified mitigation measures or newly identified mitigation measures would reduce the impact to less than significant. In this event, the mitigation measures are presented in this Initial Study and no further analysis is required. On the other hand, if a new significant or potentially significant impact is identified and/or further analysis is necessary to determine if mitigation measures are available to reduce the impacts to less than significant, then this issue will be addressed in further detail in the SEIR.


2. Would the project result in a potentially substantial increase in severity of a significant impact identified in the prior EIR? This question examines whether or not the proposed project would result in substantially more severe environmental effects than what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This increase in severity of a significant effect could be due to:


· Project-specific features of the proposed event center and mixed-use development. 


· Substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project would be undertaken, such as real estate development trends in the surrounding area or major projects that were previously unanticipated.


· New information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was certified, such as newly available information related to climate change or sea level rise.


If the project would result in an increase in severity of a previously identified significant impact, this Initial Study then determines if either previously identified mitigation measures or newly identified mitigation measures would reduce the more severe impact to less than significant. In this event, the mitigation measures are presented in this Initial Study and no further analysis is required. On the other hand, if a more severe significant impact is identified and/or further analysis is necessary to determine if mitigation measures are available to reduce the impacts to less than significant, then this issue will be addressed in further detail in the SEIR.


3. Does the project sponsor decline to adopt a feasible mitigation measure or alternative? This question addresses the case in which the Initial Study identifies a new significant impact or a substantial increase in severity of a significant impact but the project sponsor has declined to adopt a feasible mitigation measure or alternative. In the event of such cases, if any, the issue will be addressed in further detail in the SEIR.


4. Would the project result in no new or more severe significant effects? This question addresses several possible scenarios for certain topics which the Initial Study provides the complete analysis and no further analysis is necessary in the SEIR. These scenarios include the following:


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant impact, and the proposed project would result in the same significant impact. In addition, the same mitigation measure identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. In this case, the previous mitigation measure as applicable to the proposed project is presented in this Initial Study. 


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant impact and the proposed project would result in the same significant impact. However, a new or revised mitigation measure is recommended to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, and this new measure would replace the previously identified mitigation measure. In this case, only the new mitigation measure is presented in this Initial Study, and the reader is referred to the Mission Bay FSEIR for the original mitigation measure.


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant impact and the proposed project would result in the same impact. However, under the current approach to analysis, the impact would be considered less-than-significant due to implementation of actions required to comply with applicable regulations (e.g., hazardous materials regulations). In this case, the revised analysis would supersede the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and with compliance with applicable regulations, no mitigation measures are required and none are presented in this Initial Study. The reader is referred to the Mission Bay FSEIR for the original mitigation measure(s).


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified either no impact or a less-than-significant impact, and the proposed project would also result in no impact or a less-than-significant impact. In this case, no mitigation measures are required and none are presented either in the FSEIR or this Initial Study.


· The Mission Bay FSEIR failed to address an environmental topic under the Planning Department’s current CEQA Initial Study checklist, and the proposed project would result in a significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of a feasible mitigation measure. In this case, the new mitigation measure is presented in this Initial Study.


· The Mission Bay FSEIR failed to address an environmental topic under the current Planning Department CEQA Initial Study checklist, but the proposed project would result in either no impact or a less than significant impact. In this case, no mitigation measures are required and none are presented.


· In a few instances, the discussion of why the project is not expected to result in any new or more significant effects is deferred to the SEIR, either as part of a larger discussion (such as Transportation) or for public disclosure.


Cumulative Impacts


Similar to the project impacts, cumulative impacts are analyzed by responding to the same four revised checklist questions but with regard to the potential for the proposed project to contribute to new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR used the year 2015 for the analysis of the full buildout of the Mission Bay plan as well as for the cumulative impacts analysis, and cumulative impacts were assessed on the basis of regional population and employment projections for the year 2015 as determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments. 


A cumulative impact is determined to be significant if the project in combination with other planned, proposed, or probable future conditions in the project vicinity would result in environmental effects that exceed the significance criteria listed in the San Francisco Planning Department’s Initial Study Checklist when compared to existing conditions. In addition, the analysis must indicate that the project's incremental effect would be a "cumulatively considerable" contribution to the significant impact. In this Initial Study, the cumulative impact analysis identifies if the proposed project would contribute to a new significant cumulative impact or if a previously-identified cumulative impact would be substantially more severe under the proposed project. 


Cumulative impacts for each resource area are analyzed with respect to the appropriate geographic scope for that topic and either (1) a list of past, present, and probable future projects that in combination with the proposed project could contribute to cumulative impacts, or (2) a summary of projections contained in general plan or related planning document (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)). Which of the two methods used varies from topic to topic. 


For topics using the list approach, the projects/programs listed below were not anticipated in the Mission Bay FSEIR and are considered in the cumulative impact analysis. Implementation of projects within the Mission Bay plan area that have occurred since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR and that are consistent with the Mission Bay North and South Plans are not considered in the cumulative impact analysis since they were analyzed as part of the FSEIR.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus. UCSF is updating its LRDP to guide future campus growth and development over the next 20 years. The 2014 LRDP updates information that was assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The existing 56.4-acre UCSF Mission Bay campus site is located directly west of Blocks 29-32, generally bounded by Mission Bay Boulevard South to the north, Owens Street to the west, Mariposa Street to the south and Third Street to the east. Under the 2014 LRDP, approximately 1.46 million gsf of new space is proposed on the North Campus (north of 16th Street), as well as approximately 918,000 gsf on the South Campus (south of 16th Street). The Draft EIR on the 2014 LRDP was published in August 2014.


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program. The Eastern Neighborhoods Program included changes in zoning controls and General Plan amendments for an approximately 2,200-acre area on the eastern side of the City. It is intended to encourage new housing while preserving sufficient land for light industrial and service industry (referred to collectively as “Production, Distribution, and Repair,” or “PDR,” uses) in four neighborhoods: the Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, the Central Waterfront, and the eastern portion of the South of Market (“East SoMa”). In conjunction with the rezoning, the General Plan was amended to include Area Plans for the neighborhoods (including revisions to the existing Central Waterfront and South of Market Area Plans). A key goal of the rezoning process was to encourage the creation of cohesive neighborhoods, particularly where new housing is being encouraged. The plans also propose public benefits and other implementation programs, particularly the creation of affordable housing. The program introduced new zoning districts, including districts that permit at least some PDR uses in combination with commercial uses, districts mixing residential and commercial uses, and areas where only PDR uses would be permitted, with residential use prohibited to alleviate development pressure on PDR uses. The Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan is located immediately to the west of the Mission Bay Plan (across Interstate 280), the Central Waterfront Area Plan is located immediately to the south of the Mission Bay plan area (south of Mariposa Street), and the East SoMa Area Plan is located immediately to the north (across China Basin and east of Fourth Street). Projects pursuant to the Eastern Neighborhoods Program are currently under construction, including several residential and mixed-used developments south of Mariposa Street.


· Kaiser Permanente Medical Office Building. This 10-story, 264,000-square-foot facility located at 1600 Owens Street is under construction just to the west of the UCSF North Campus and east of Interstate 280. The building will house pediatrics, ob-gyn, pharmacy, internal/family medicine, optometry, health education and other services. It is expected to be completed in 2015, and open early in 2016.


· [Note to Reviewers: Are there any other projects that should be included on this list?]


E. [bookmark: _Toc402187886]EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: a_landuse]1.	LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Physically divide an established community?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc398564507][bookmark: _Toc402187887]Summary of Land Use Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The land use significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Land Use section; the Plans, Policies, and Permits section; and the Initial Study Land Use section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Land Use setting section characterized existing land uses present within and near the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the land uses within Blocks 29‑32 at the time of preparation of the FSEIR consisted of industrial and commercial uses, parking facilities and vacant land (see Hazards and Hazardous Materials, below, for a discussion of known historical land uses within Blocks 29-32, and additional detail on specific land uses that existed at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR). 


While the Mission Bay FSEIR provided CEQA environmental analysis for the entire Mission Bay program, it divided the plan area into subareas to facilitate the analysis. Block 29-32 was located within the East Subarea (the area bounded by Terry François Blvd, Mariposa Street, Third Street, and Mission Commons). Development of this subarea was assumed to include up to 2,952,000 gross square feet of research and development, light manufacturing, and office use; about 340,000 gross square feet of retail use; about 7 acres of open space; and associated parking for about 4,600 vehicles. The retail uses would include about 273,000 gross square feet of city-serving retail and about 67,000 gross square feet of ground floor neighborhood-serving retail. Buildings in the subarea would be allowable up to 90 feet in height, with 7 percent of the developable area allowable up to 160 feet high (along Third Street). Buildings along the Bayside linear park would be restricted to 90 feet in height, with development adjacent to a portion of the park frontage limited to 55 feet in height.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Land Use section determined that the Mission Bay plan area was a largely underutilized industrial area with no established residential community; this was the basis for the Mission Bay FSEIR finding that the Mission Bay plan would not physically disrupt or divide an established community.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Plans, Policies and Permits section compared the Mission Bay plan and its implementing plans to other City plans, policies and regulations. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans and Design for Development documents would constitute the regulatory land use framework for the Mission Bay plan area, and would supersede the City’s Planning Code (except where indicated in those implementing documents), and furthermore, the Redevelopment Plans would be required to be found consistent with the City General Plan prior to adoption. The Mission Bay FSEIR also acknowledged that certain development activities proposed within the Mission Bay plan area would be subject to applicable regional, State and/or federal permitting authority. The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts for specific environmental topics, such as transportation and noise, in the respective sections of the FSEIR.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Land Use impacts section indicated that the Mission Bay project would result in a substantial change in the type and intensification in land uses in the Mission Bay plan area, involving demolition of most existing buildings and displacement of existing uses within the Mission Bay plan area, and development of the proposed mixed-use land use program over the build-out period. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan would continue the trend that was occurring in other nearby areas of the City (e.g., South of Market) of redeveloping former industrial areas into residential and commercial neighborhoods. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the commercial industrial/retail uses proposed within the East Subarea of the Mission Bay plan area, which includes Blocks 29-32, would be compatible with the medical research and instructional uses proposed within the adjacent proposed UCSF campus subarea (located west of the Blocks 29-32 across Third Street). 


The Mission Bay FSEIR also acknowledged that construction activities associated with development of the proposed uses within the Mission Bay plan area would create construction-related effects (e.g., dust, noise, traffic) that may be noticeable and annoying to new residents within the Mission Bay plan area, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the respective sections of the Mission Bay FSEIR, those effects would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. These factors provided the basis for the Mission Bay FSEIR finding that the Mission Bay plan would not have a significant impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts on land use from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to land use effects.


[bookmark: _Toc398564508][bookmark: _Toc402187888]Impact Evaluation


Physical Division of an Established Community


Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. (Less than Significant)


Surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site, and a chain-link fence restricts access to the remainder of the site. During construction of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lot uses at the project site would be removed. Although the specific construction details have not yet been determined, the project may require temporary closure of lane(s) along Third Street, South Street, 16th Street and/or Terry A. François Boulevard during construction. Since these closures would be temporary, and alternate routes would be provided as needed, project construction would not physically divide the surrounding established community.


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, office and retail uses, cinema, parking facilities and open space areas within Blocks 29–32. The proposed project would be incorporated within the established street plan, including realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, and would not create an impediment to the passage of persons or vehicles. The proposed project design does not include any physical barriers or obstacles to circulation that would restrict existing patterns of movement between the project site and the surrounding neighborhood. To the contrary, the project would include a number of features designed to encourage and promote public access and circulation. For example, the project would include a 20-foot setback along the 16th Street frontage that would serve as a connector to the Bayfront Park, as shown in the Mission Bay South Design for Development document. 


During events, particularly at the end of basketball games or other events when the peak flow of patrons would exit the project site, the project would involve implementation of transportation management measures. These measures could result in periodic disruption or division of the physical arrangements of existing surrounding rights-of-way through event-related street or lane closures, sidewalk restrictions, or transit reallocation. These impacts would be limited to a few hours before and/or after events, and they would be intended to most efficiently facilitate the flow of people and vehicles away from the project site, thereby enhancing connections as opposed to increasing divisions. 


Given that the proposed project and uses would occur within the boundaries of the existing lot lines and no physical barriers to movement through the community would be involved, the construction and operation of the proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, related to physical division of an established community. 


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. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site is within the established street plan.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify a significant impact related to physical division of an established community because the surrounding community contained no residential uses. As discussed above under Section B.3, Surrounding Uses, the area surrounding the project site has been partially developed since preparation of the FSEIR. The UCSF Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site, including the UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing located northwest of the project site. Office buildings are also located north and south of the project site. In addition, as described above under "Approach to Analysis," the updated UCSF LRDP indicates plans for further development of about 1.46 million gsf of new space at the Mission Bay campus.


These changes in land uses surrounding the project site would not affect the determination whether the proposed event center and mixed-use development within the project site would physically divide an established community. As stated above, development would be undertaken within the existing property lines, and the project would facilitate pedestrian movement through the project site. The proposed project would be adjacent to the UCSF Mission Bay campus but would not physically divide the campus. 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. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to physical division of an established community, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts related to physical division. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to physical division of an established community are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis 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 related to physical division of an established community.


Land Use Plan or Policies


Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less than Significant)


As stated above, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans and Design for Development documents would constitute the regulatory land use framework for the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts for specific environmental topics, such as transportation and noise, in the respective sections of the FSEIR.


The proposed project would not obviously conflict with applicable land use plans or policies, including the San Francisco General Plan, with San Francisco Planning Code provisions that apply to the project, or with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. In addition, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the major development standards of the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area. However, due to the unique nature of the event center component of the project, the sponsor intends to seek OCII approval of variations or amendments to some of these standards (see above, Section B.4, Approvals Required). 


The project would not substantially conflict with regional plans or policies, including Plan Bay Area, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, San Francisco Bay Plan, and the San Francisco Basin Plan. Aside from land use effects, the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts are addressed in the applicable sections of this Initial Study, including biological resources; the SEIR will provide detailed analysis of the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts for the remaining resource areas, such as transportation and noise.


As part of the project approval process, OCII, the San Francisco Planning Commission, and other relevant regulatory agencies would determine whether, on balance, the proposed project is consistent with their respective plans as applicable to the proposed project. Thus, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to conflicts with land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.


Since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, there have been three notable changes related to the applicable land use plans or policies associated with the project site: revisions to the South Design for Development; change in jurisdictional agency; and the update to the UCSF LRDP. As discussed in Section A.2, Background, above, the Redevelopment Agency/OCII has prepared nine addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR, between 2000 and 2013. Only the 2004 addendum addressed changes to land use plans or policies applicable to the project site at Blocks 29-32. That addendum analyzed revisions to the South Design for Development regarding towers, tower separation, and setbacks. The unique nature of the arena would require the sponsor to receive OCII approval of variations or amendments to some of these standards, which would occur as part of the project approval process.


As stated in the Project Description, in accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the Redevelopment Agency. However, with dissolution of redevelopment agencies statewide, and subsequent state and local legislation creating the Successor Agency, OCII now has jurisdiction and approval authority over the land use and zoning of the project site. This change in jurisdiction would not result in new or more severe impacts related to conflict with land use plans.


As stated above, under Section D, Approach to Analysis, as part of the UCSF 2014 LRDP approximately 1.46 million gsf of new space is proposed on the North Campus (north of 16th Street), as well as approximately 918,000 gsf on the South Campus (south of 16th Street). On the North Campus, the updated LRDP calls for the same mix research, support, parking, and open space uses as was analyzed in the FSEIR, but with some land use changes to undeveloped parcels. In particular, the updated LRDP calls for new housing on Mission Bay Boulevard South, at Sixth Street. On the South Campus, the FSEIR analyzed development of the blocks south of 16th Street with commercial-industrial and retail uses. The development of these blocks with UCSF clinical uses was previously analyzed in the 2008 addendum, as stated in the Project Description. The clinical land uses called for in the 2014 UCSF LRDP would be consistent with the uses analyzed in 2008. 


None of the changes in land use included in the 2014 LRDP would change the regulatory controls on the Blocks 29–32 project site. Moreover, the changes in land use are limited to specific parcels (notably, the new housing site at Sixth Street, as well as a future research site on Owens Street) that—due to their relative distance from the Blocks 29-32 project site—would not present land use conflicts with the proposed project. Implementation of the 2014 LRDP would intensify research, clinical, housing, and medical office uses east and southeast of the Blocks 29–32 project site, but this intensification would not result in new or more severe land use impacts than those analyzed in the 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 would result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to a conflict with land use plans or policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce conflict with land use plans or policies. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts related to conflict with land use plans or policies are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis 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 related to conflict with land use plans or policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigation an environmental effect.


Existing Character of the Vicinity


Impact LU-3: The proposed project would not have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the commercial industrial/retail uses proposed within the east subarea of the Mission Bay plan area (which includes Blocks 29-32) would be compatible with the medical research and instructional uses proposed within the adjacent proposed UCSF campus subarea (located west of the Blocks 29-32 across Third Street). 


Examples of potential Mission Bay plan research/light industrial/office land uses for the project site can include research and development, biotechnical or semiconductor research, telecommunications, business services, multimedia services, related light industrial uses, and commercial offices. Potential retail uses for the site can include city-serving retail uses, and neighborhood-serving retail within ground-floor spaces. Secondary uses could include institutions and assembly and entertainment (nighttime entertainment and recreation building).


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, office and retail uses, cinema, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. The retail and office uses would be generally consistent with the previously proposed uses for the site, such that no new or more severe conflicts with land use character would occur. 


The proposed event center and cinema uses are considered “nighttime entertainment uses” and would be similar to the secondary “nighttime entertainment” uses previously analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. On event days, the project’s event component would attract spectators/attendees, as well as additional visitors to the other restaurant and retail uses. Although this entertainment use was addressed in the FSEIR, the size and intensity of the arena use was not previously analyzed.


Once completed, the proposed project would function as a destination site, with an intensification of use during events. Attendance at these events would alter the overall land use character of the project site from that analyzed in the FSEIR. As discussed in the Project Description, Golden State Warriors basketball games, large concerts, other sporting events and conventions would have average attendance ranging between approximately 7,000 and 18,000 people. Basketball games and concerts would typically occur during the evening hours, and conventions would generally occur during daytime hours. The facility would also host family shows, and smaller concerts with attendance of ranging between 3,000 and 8,200 people during the daytime and evening hours, and use of the outdoor plaza for occasional outdoor gathering and events.


The presence of event spectators/attendees on streets and sidewalks in the vicinity of existing uses would be noticeable compared to existing conditions. Events would also attract people to local restaurant, retail, and open space uses of the wider neighborhood. Similar to operation of such uses in proximity to AT&T Park during a Giants game, local restaurants, retail, and open spaces would be more heavily patronized than under existing conditions, but they would continue to operate as intended.


Although the presence of these attendees on streets and sidewalks in the vicinity of medical research, clinic, and office uses in the surrounding Mission Bay neighborhood would be noticeable compared to existing conditions, these additional people would not impede the operation of those existing uses such that adverse land use impacts would occur. Each use would continue to function as intended. The effects of event center operation on the local transportation network, noise, and air emissions on the surrounding neighborhood will be addressed in the SEIR.


Basketball games and other planned events such as concerts would occur generally after commercial and medical office hours of nearby uses. Although the UCSF Medical Center would be a 24-hour use, hospital uses are generally more intensive during standard medical office hours. Moreover, there is nothing about the event center that would impede operation of those uses. Therefore, although event center operations are expected to result in an incremental increase in localized traffic, noise, and air pollutant emissions, the uses in the project site vicinity would continue to function as intended. 


On the basis 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 related to conflict with existing land use character.


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site vicinity was occupied by a mix of warehouses used for light industrial, commercial, and office uses, as well as truck terminals, truck yards, gravel processing facilities, and expanses of undeveloped land. On the nearby waterfront were the Port’s Maintenance Operations Facilities at Pier 50, the public boat launch ramp between Piers 52 and 54, yacht and boat clubs at Piers 50½, 52, and 54, and Agua Vista Park north of 16th Street.


Since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, large portions of the Mission Bay plan area have been built out. The UCSF Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site, and it currently includes a mix of parking structures, office buildings, research buildings, student housing, and hospital buildings. In addition, the Kaiser Permanente Medical Office Building—a 10-story, 264,000-square-foot facility located at 1600 Owens Street —is under construction just to the west of the UCSF North Campus and east of Interstate 280. The building will house pediatrics, ob-gyn, pharmacy, internal/family medicine, optometry, health education and other services. It is expected to be completed in 2015, and open early in 2016. Other office buildings and vacant lots are located north and south of the site, and immediately east of the site are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. The area of the proposed Bayfront Park currently includes a paved trail, surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


These changes in conditions in land use character surrounding the project site would not result in new or more severe impacts on the existing character of the vicinity. Operation of the proposed office, entertainment, and retail uses would not conflict with the changed land use character. To the contrary, as stated above, the proposed project would not be inconsistent with the existing character of the medical campus, office, and research-and-development uses in the project site vicinity. 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 land use impacts associated with the proposed project. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts upon the existing character of the vicinity, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts upon the existing character of the vicinity. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to land use character are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe impacts upon the existing character of the vicinity.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably future foreseeable projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts to land use. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope for potential cumulative impacts related to land use generally includes the South Mission Bay area, as well as immediately adjacent neighborhood encompassed with the Eastern Neighborhoods program (as discussed above under Section D, Approach to Analysis). Other reasonably foreseeable projects within the project vicinity with the potential to contribute to cumulative, land use impacts would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary, and to identify mitigation measures for any significant impacts. Cumulative impacts on land use could result if the proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity, would collectively increase the potential for significant impacts.


Other projects within the South Plan Area would be built consistent with the South Plan and South Design for Development within the lot lines of existing streets, within an area of the City with a low residential population, and therefore would not be expected to physically divide an established community. Projects built pursuant to the Eastern Neighborhoods Program would generally be constructed in areas with a mix of uses and higher residential population than the South Plan Area, but these projects would also be constructed within the existing street grid, and their operation would not physically divide an established community. 


Cumulative developments in the Plan Area would be required to generally conform to the South Plan land use designations and South Design for Development height, bulk, and developable area standards. Similarly, cumulative developments in the Showplace Square / Potrero Hill area, as well as the Dogpatch area of the Central Waterfront, would generally be required to conform to the land use controls of the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, and they would not substantially conflict with adopted land use plans. Therefore, in combination, these projects would not be anticipated to substantially conflict with land use plans and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.


Build-out of the remainder of the South Plan Area and Eastern Neighborhood Program would result in an overall intensification and diversification of land uses in this area of the City. In particular, the Mission Bay South area is currently partially developed and partially occupied by vacant or underutilized parcels. New higher-density residential, commercial office, research-and-development, and medical uses in the South Plan Area, as well as in parcels south of the Plan Area, would complement the commercial office, research-and-development, and medical office developments completed to date. Regarding projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, introduction of more residential, commercial, and mixed-use buildings in the Central Waterfront and Showplace Square / Potrero Hill areas, would alter the lane use character of these areas. These projects would combine with the proposed commercial office, retail, entertainment, and open space uses at Block 29–32 to create a wider mix of uses than currently exist in this portion of the City. Although this would represent a change in land use character, the combined effect would not be adverse. Each use would still function as intended, and many of the uses would be complementary. Thus, the proposed project in combination with existing and planned future developments in the vicinity would not combine to result in cumulative adverse effects to land use character.


Therefore, cumulative land use impacts would be less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: b_aesthetics]2.	AESTHETICS—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and other features of the built or natural environment which contribute to a scenic public setting?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or which would substantially impact other people or properties?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc398564509][bookmark: _Toc402187889]Senate Bill 743 and CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099


On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on January 1, 2014.[footnoteRef:17] Among other provision, SB 743 amends the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics (and parking) impacts for urban infill projects.  [17: 	SB 743 can be found on-line at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743.] 



Aesthetics (and Parking) Analysis


Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, “aesthetics and parking impacts of a residential, mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet the following three criteria:


· The project is in a transit priority area;[footnoteRef:18] and  [18:  	Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines a “transit priority area” as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. ] 



· The project is on an infill site;[footnoteRef:19] and [19:  	Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines an “infill site” as a lot located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. ] 



· The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  	Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines an “employment center” as a project located on property zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area.] 



The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria because it (1) is located in proximity to several transit routes; (2) is located on an infill site that has previously been developed with industrial and commercial uses and is surrounded by areas of either recently completed or planned urban development; and (3) would be an employment center supporting a range of commercial uses, located in proximity to several transit routes, and in an urban area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ration (FAR) greater than 0.75.[footnoteRef:21] Thus, this Initial Study and the SEIR do not consider aesthetics (or parking) in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.  [21: 	San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist, TO BE COMPLETED.] 



Nevertheless, Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(2)(A) states: “This subdivision does not affect, change, or modify the authority of a lead agency to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers provided by other laws or policies.” Consequently, all applicable City urban design standards and guidelines governing the project site and proposed project, including the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and Mission Bay South Signage Plan would apply to the proposed project. Furthermore, the project would be subject to all applicable design review approvals, including Major Phase approval by OCII, and Schematic Designs for each building and private open spaces, which would consider relevant design and aesthetic issues.


Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(2)(B) states: “For the purposes of this subdivision, aesthetic impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources.” Please refer to Cultural Resources, below, for an assessment of potential project impacts on historic and cultural resources. Environmental effects of lighting on birds are addressed under Biological Resources.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: c_population]3.	POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or create demand for additional housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc398564510][bookmark: _Toc402187890]Summary of Population and Housing Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Business Activity, Employment, Housing and Population setting section characterized existing business and employment conditions that were present within the Mission Bay plan area, nearby areas, the City as a whole, and the region at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated there were approximately 95 existing establishments within the Mission Bay plan area providing jobs for an estimated 1,670 workers at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR. There were no residential units or permanent residents within the Mission Bay plan area at that time. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Business Activity, Employment, Housing and Population impacts section estimated employment by land use within the Mission Bay plan area at build-out. The Mission Bay FSEIR projected that total employment associated with the Mission Bay plan would generate approximately 30,000 jobs at build-out. Of that, uses proposed under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan were estimated to account for 30 percent of the future employment within the Mission Bay plan area; office uses would account for 29 percent; research and development would account for 22 percent; retail would account for 14 percent; and hotel, public facilities, housing and other miscellaneous uses would account for the remaining 6 percent. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated construction related to the Mission Bay plan would be a source of construction jobs for many years, estimated at an average of approximately 1,000 full-time construction jobs per year.


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that development proposed under the Mission Bay plan could displace certain existing businesses. However, it noted that virtually all remaining existing businesses operating within Mission Bay plan area at that time were either on short-term leases or on a long-term lease that would expire soon. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that most of those businesses would be able to relocate to alternative locations either elsewhere in or outside the City.


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the Mission Bay plan would create approximately 6,100 housing units and 5,900 households and increase population by 10,900 (no housing was proposed within Blocks 29-32), and create approximately 6,900 employed residents within the Mission Bay plan area at build-out. The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the housing demand created by the planned employment growth of the Mission Bay plan would exceed the housing supply proposed within the Mission Bay plan area by approximately 3,700 units. The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated this offset would be accommodated by housing elsewhere in and outside the City. The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed the potential for the plan’s jobs/housing imbalance to result in environmental impacts (e.g., transportation and air quality effects from longer commute distances), to be addressed in the corresponding sections in the FSEIR. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts to business activity, employment, housing and population from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to plan effects on population and housing.


[bookmark: _Toc402187891]Impact Evaluation


Construction Impacts


Impact PH-1: Construction of the proposed project would not induce substantial growth in the area, either directly (for example, by constructing new homes or businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure. (Less than Significant)


Project construction is estimated to last between 25 and 27 months. Several hundred construction workers would be required to construct the entire project, although the number of construction workers present on-site daily would range considerably, depending on the specific construction activities being performed and overlap between construction phases. 


San Francisco and the five-county subregion of San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Mateo Counties experienced persistently high unemployment in recent years. The construction sector was particularly affected by the 2007-2008 mortgage crisis and subsequent recession. Between 2007 and 2010, construction jobs in the five-county region declined by nearly 38,000 jobs, or about a third, over this period. However, the trend for the five counties as a whole began to reverse in 2011, with a net increase of about 520 construction jobs in the five-county region that year. Construction job growth has continued, and between 2010 and July 2014, more than 22,700 construction jobs were added in the five-county region. Therefore, as of July 2014, the net loss in construction employment in the five-county region since 2007 stands at about 15,000 jobs. 


Given the continuing population of unemployed construction workers, as well as the project being subject to OCII’s workforce development program (which includes goals to hire local workers for construction), nearly all project construction labor needs would readily be met by current residents of San Francisco and the rest of the five-county region. Therefore, the project would not result in any new significant construction-related impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified construction impacts, to population growth. Furthermore, 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 construction-related impacts to population growth associated with the proposed project. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential indirect impacts to population growth related to extension of roads or other infrastructure. However, the project would not involve the extension of roads or other infrastructure except to the project site itself, at a location already well served by roads and other infrastructure, including previously approved improvements to roads and infrastructure associated with overall Mission Bay plan development. Consequently, the construction-related indirect impacts on population growth associated with the proposed project would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant construction-related impacts to population growth, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for this impact. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce construction-related impacts to population growth. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project construction impacts to population growth are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Impact PH-2: Construction of the proposed project would not displace existing housing units or create substantial demand for additional housing. (Less than Significant)


No housing existed on Blocks 29-32 at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, and no housing was planned for the project site under the Mission Bay plan. Consequently, implementation of the Mission Bay plan did not displace any existing housing units on the project site, and the proposed project on Blocks 29-32 would not change that condition. Furthermore, there are no circumstances under which the project would be undertaken that would change that condition, and the project's impacts on displacement of housing units or creation of substantial demand for additional housing would be less than significant. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant construction-related impacts to housing demand, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for this impact. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce construction-related impacts to displacement of housing. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project construction impacts to housing demand are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. 


Impact PH-3: Construction of the proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Less than Significant)


As was anticipated by the Mission Bay FSEIR, all commercial and industrial uses that existed on the project site at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR have since been removed, and their associated businesses displaced and/or relocated to other locations. Presently, the only business operating on the project site are two metered parking lots (Lots B and E) that were developed subsequent to the removal of the prior land uses. These parking facilities use fully-automated pay stations, so no workers are required for daily lot operations. Consequently, the project is not expected to displace any on-site workers, or necessarily result in any reduction of employment for the parking company that owns and operates the parking lots, and impacts would be less than significant. 


Therefore, project construction would not result in any new significant impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified construction impacts, to displacement of people or need for replacement housing. Furthermore, 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 construction-related impacts to displacement of people or need for replacement housing associated with the proposed project. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant construction-related impacts to displacement or people or need for replacement housing, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce construction-related impacts to displacement or people or need for replacement housing. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project construction impacts to displacement or people or need for replacement housing are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Operational Impacts


Impact PH-4: Operation of the proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in the area, either directly (for example, by constructing new homes or businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure). (Less than Significant)


Table 2 summarizes the estimated permanent jobs that would result from project implementation. The Golden State Warriors staff, office and retail development, and cinema would employ an estimated 2,341 FTE workers [TO BE UPDATED/CONFIRMED] at the project site. Of these, approximately 150 FTE employees would be existing Warriors staff who are currently employed in the Bay Area (Oakland); their jobs would therefore not be considered new Bay Area employment generated by the project. Thus, about 2,191 FTE workers would be employed at new jobs attributable to the project. In addition, the jobs for day-of-game/event staff at the event center are conservatively assumed to be all new.[footnoteRef:22] Depending on the type of game/event at the event center, between 675 and 825 non-Warriors workers would be needed to staff the event center. Thus, the project would create a total of up to 3,016 new jobs.  [22:  	It is noted that a certain percentage of the day-of-game/event jobs would be expected to be relocate from existing employment at the Oracle Arena in Oakland to the proposed event center. However, because Oracle Arena would continue to serve as an event venue, and furthermore, that simultaneous events would occur at Oracle Arena and the proposed new event center, there would be a net increase in event-day employment. For purposes of a conservative analysis, all day-of-game/event jobs at the proposed event center are considered net new.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381584][bookmark: _Toc398564757][bookmark: _Toc402188558]Table 2
Project EMployment Population


			Project Component


			Existing FTE a


			New
FTE a


			Day-of-Game/Event Workers


			
Total





			Golden State Warriors Staff


			150


			105


			-- b


			255





			Event Center Non-Warriors Day-of-Game Staff


			
--


			


			
825c


			
825





			Office Staff


			--


			1,710


			--


			1,710





			Retail Staff


			--


			366


			--


			366





			Cinema Staff


			 -- 


			 10 


			 -- 


			 10 





			Subtotal FTE Employees


			150


			2,191


			


			2,341 FTE Employees





			Subtotal Day-of-Game Staff


			


			


			825


			825 Day-of Game Staff





			Total


			150


			2,191


			825


			3,166 Total Workers
(3,016 New Workers)





			NOTES:


a	FTE = full-time equivalent


b	Approximately 100 Golden State Warriors employees would work at Warriors games, however, they are accounted for in the estimate of Golden State Warriors FTE staff.


c	Non-Warriors event center staffing level for a Golden State Warriors game is assumed in this analysis; lower non-Warriors staffing levels (675 – 775 workers) at the event center are anticipated for events such as concerts, family shows, other sporting events and other rentals.


d	See text for assumptions regarding day-of-game/event workers.





SOURCE: Golden State Warriors, 2014











The estimated total 3,016 new jobs [TO BE UPDATED] created by the project would incrementally further increase the jobs/housing imbalance that was described for the Mission Bay plan area in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, similar to that discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the estimated slight increase in this offset created by the project would be accommodated by housing elsewhere in and outside the City. 


It should be noted there were 27,900 unemployed workers living in San Francisco in 2013 and 154,700 unemployed workers in the five-county region, out of a total labor force of about 487,000 and 2.35 million, respectively. The approximately 3,016 total new jobs generated by the project would represent about 0.6 percent of San Francisco’s current labor force and 0.1 percent of the labor force in the five-county region. The new jobs would represent about 10.8 percent of the unemployed labor force in San Francisco and about 1.9 percent of unemployed workers in the five-county region. These new jobs would also represent about 1.6 percent of the new jobs that are projected by ABAG to be added in San Francisco by 2040. 


Considering current unemployment levels in the City and region, and that the great majority of new jobs would not involve specialized skills, knowledge, or experience that could not be provided by individuals within the local or regional labor force, employment demand generated by project implementation is expected to be readily met by the local work force currently living in San Francisco or the five-county region. 


Given that population or employment growth that would result from operation of the proposed project is substantially less than the population and employment growth forecasted to occur in the City, and because employment generated by the project could be met by the local and regional labor force, the project impact related to direct growth inducement would be less than significant. 


Based on all these factors, project operation would not result in any new significant operational-related impacts, or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified operational impacts, to population growth. Furthermore, 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 operational-related impacts to population growth associated with the proposed project.


As discussed under Impact PH-1 regarding project construction, project operation would not involve the extension of roads or other infrastructure except to the project site itself, at a location already well served by roads and other infrastructure, including previously approved improvements to roads and infrastructure associated with overall Mission Bay plan development. Therefore the indirect impacts on population growth of project operation would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant operational-related impacts to population growth, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for this impact. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce operational-related impacts to population growth. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project operational impacts to population growth are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Impact PH-5: Operation of the proposed project would not displace existing housing units or create substantial demand for additional housing. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above under Impact PH-2, no existing housing is located at the project site, and consequently, the project would not displace any existing housing units. As discussed under Impact PH-4, it is expected that employment needs for project operations would be met by residents already living in San Francisco or the rest of the five-county region. Therefore, project implementation would not create substantial demand for additional housing, and the impact would be less than significant.


Impact PH-6: Operation of the proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (No Impact)


As described under Impact PH-3, the construction of the project would not result in a displacement of population. Given that no impact would occur, project operations would similarly have no impact related to the displacement of people. 


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on population and housing. (Less than Significant)


The geographic context for analysis of potential cumulative population and housing impacts is San Francisco. Forecasts of reasonably foreseeable future development are based on the City and County of San Francisco’s most recent Pipeline Report.[footnoteRef:23] The Pipeline Report describes the development projects that would add residential units or commercial space, applications for which have been formally submitted to the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection. Pipeline projects encompass various stages of proposed development, from applications filed to entitlements secured, building permits issued to projects under construction.[footnoteRef:24] In addition, the UCSF 2014 LRDP anticipates the addition of approximately 1.46 million gsf of new space on UCSF’s North Campus (north of 16th Street), as well as approximately 918,000 gsf on the South Campus (south of 16th Street). (UCSF projects are not included in the City’s Pipeline Report because the university is not under City jurisdiction.) [23:  	San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Pipeline Report Quarter 2, 2014, September 2014.]  [24:  	However, the Pipeline Report does not include projects undergoing preliminary Planning Department review or projections based on area plan analysis.] 



Project Construction


As discussed under Impact PH-1, project construction is expected to generate several hundred construction jobs phased over a duration of between 25 and 27 months. Because construction employment is temporary, it would not combine with past or future construction projects to contribute to a cumulative impact related to construction employment. Project construction could be occurring concurrently with a considerable amount of other construction activity within San Francisco, however. The City’s current Pipeline Report indicates that development proposals for a total of 18,482,800 square feet of commercial development and residential development totaling 50,700 units have been filed with the City, are under review, or are under construction. Some of these projects, potentially also including development pursuant to the UCSF 2014 LRDP, would be under construction at the same time as the proposed project. Despite the current robust level of construction activity in the City, however, considering the substantial job losses in the region experienced by the construction industry until recently, the construction labor force in San Francisco and the rest of the five-county region is expected to readily accommodate demand for construction labor. Therefore, the cumulative impact of project construction in combination with other concurrent construction projects within the City would be less than significant.


Project Operation


Operation of the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would add a total about 3,016 new jobs [TO BE UPDATED/CONFIRMED] at the project site, as discussed under Impact PH-4. The project would not create a residential population, and consequently would not contribute to cumulative population and related housing impacts.


ABAG provides longer-term population, housing, and employment projections for San Francisco. The current projections were prepared, with MTC, in conjunction with development of Plan Bay Area.[footnoteRef:25] Employment in San Francisco is expected to increase by 190,780 jobs between 2010 and 2040. The anticipated new commercial development discussed in the City’s pipeline report would generate approximately 43,500 net new jobs (based on an average City employee density estimates for the proposed land uses). If this development were fully built out, combined with the project’s estimated 3,016 new jobs, the cumulative employment increase would be 46,516 jobs. This would represent approximately 24 percent of employment growth estimated to occur in the City by 2040. Additional employment would be attributed to development pursuant to the UCSF 2014 LRDP—about 11,430 new jobs across all UCSF campuses. The same ABAG projections forecast that San Francisco will gain approximately 101,000 households by 2040, an increase of approximately 35 percent from the 2010 total. Given that the combined new employment would not exceed San Francisco’s currently planned employment growth for 2040, and that the City is forecast to experience a large amount of housing growth to accommodate a portion of the new employees, the cumulative increase in employment associated with the project in combination with other foreseeable nonresidential development would not result in a significant cumulative impact on the City’s population and housing resources, and the impact would be less than significant.  [25: 	ABAG and MTC, Plan Bay Area: Final Forecast of Jobs, Population and Housing, July 2013.] 



	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: d_cultural]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|





			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: _Toc402187892]THIS SECTION TO BE REVISED AS NEEDED AFTER RECEIPT OF COMMENTS FROM EP


[bookmark: _Toc402187893]Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The cultural resources significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Visual Quality and Urban Design section and the Initial Study Cultural Resources section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


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 adjacent to but outside of the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:26] These historic architectural resources are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29-32 site. [26:  	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 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 plan, 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, this impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29-32 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 to be present within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the 19th and early 20th centuries. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay plan 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:27] 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.  [27:  	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 29-32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187894]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 event center, 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 within or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of the proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


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


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:28] 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, 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.  [28:  	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 reduce project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis 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 29-32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, 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 the 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 construction of paved surface parking lots. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:29] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [29:  	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. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187895]Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.06)


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 OCII officer or its designated representative with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) 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 OCII officer or its designated representative and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until OCII officer or its designated representative has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


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


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative for review and approval. Once approved by OCII officer or its designated representative, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and OCII officer or its designated representative shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. OCII and the Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall each 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, although the Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 replaces and implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.06, it does not infer that there would be 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.06, as implemented through 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; Less than Significant)


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, excavation for the project would encounter only artificial fill and Holocene-aged Bay Mud, and there are no unique geologic features within the site. 


The artificial fill is not naturally occurring and therefore does not likely contain significant fossil remains. There have been no vertebrate or invertebrate fossils identified in Holocene-aged sediments throughout the Bay Area, and the only plant fossils found in sediments of this age have been at Mount Lake in the Presidio.[footnoteRef:30] While Bay Mud contains some invertebrate remains such as gastropods and bivalves, these are typically not yet fossilized, not yet extinct, and are likely to occur throughout similar deposits around the bay. Such remains are therefore not considered a significant paleontological resource, and these materials are considered to have a low paleontological potential per the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology criteria.[footnoteRef:31] [30:  	University of California Museum of Paleontology Specimens, UCMP Specimen Search, http://ucmpdb.berkeley.edu/. Accessed on September 8, 2014.]  [31:  	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. Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP), Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Nonrenewable Paleontologic Resources: Standard Guidelines, http://vertpaleo.org/The-Society/Governance-Documents/Conformable-Impact-Mitigation-Guidelines-Committee.aspx. Accessed on September 8, 2014.] 



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 the proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from 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. In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, because there is a low potential to encounter paleontological resources during construction, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.


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; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address impacts associated with potential disturbance of human remains within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, to date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site, though the possibility of such a discovery cannot be entirely discounted. 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 among descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


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


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


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


Therefore, because the project would be required to comply with the regulations described above and to implement the measures specified under those regulations, impacts related to disturbance of human remains would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-CP-1: 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 impacts related to cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Other reasonably foreseeable projects within the project vicinity with the potential to contribute to cumulative, cultural resources impacts would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary, and to identify mitigation measures for any significant impacts. Cumulative impacts on cultural resources could result if the proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity, would collectively increase the potential for significant impacts, even with implementation of project-specific mitigations.


As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. Similarly, as the proposed project would have less than significant impacts on paleontological resources as described in Impact CP-3, other projects in the vicinity would also be expected to have a less than significant impact on these resources because they are all located on similar underlying geologic units (i.e., artificial fill and Bay Mud) that have low potential for presence of paleontological resources. Therefore, the cumulative impact would also be considered less than significant.


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 measures required by regulation to address human remains and 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 M-CP-2: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources (see Impact CP-2 above)


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: e_traffic]5.	TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location, that results in substantial safety risks?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Result in inadequate emergency access?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|





			f)	Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|











The SEIR will provide a summary of the transportation impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR relevant to the project site. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of transportation impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing transportation setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


With regard to the analysis of parking impacts of the proposed project, see discussion above under Aesthetics regarding Public Resources Code Section 21099. As stated above, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the identified criteria. However, because parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers, the SEIR will present a parking demand analysis for informational purposes and will consider any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the transportation analysis.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: f_noise]6.	NOISE—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			c)	Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			d)	Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			e)	For a project located within an airport land use plan area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in an area within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			f)	For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			g)	Be substantially affected by existing noise levels?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public airport, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, criteria E.6(e) and 6(f) are not applicable to the proposed project and are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


The SEIR will provide a summary of the noise impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR relevant to the project site. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of noise impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above related to a potentially substantial increase in severity of significant impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing noise setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: g_airquality]7.	AIR QUALITY—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			c)	Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			d)	Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			e)	Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address odor impacts associated with development of the Mission Bay plan. However, the proposed project would result in the construction and operation of urban land uses at the project site, similar to the types of uses completed or planned in the Mission Bay redevelopment area, and none of these uses would create or generate objectionable odors. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new or significant odor impacts, and significance criterion E.7(e) is not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


The SEIR will provide a summary of the air quality impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of air quality impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above related to a potentially substantial increase in severity of significant impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing air quality setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: h_ghg]8.	GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			








[bookmark: _Toc402187896]Summary of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as a distinct environmental topic. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187897]Impact Evaluation


Impacts associated with GHG emissions would be less than significant with compliance with San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG Reduction Strategy),[footnoteRef:32] as discussed below. [32:  	San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2010. The final document is available online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2627.] 



GHG emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate change. No single project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the global average temperature; instead, the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and future projects have contributed and will contribute to global climate change and its associated environmental impacts. 


The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has prepared guidelines and methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and determination of significant impacts from a proposed project’s GHG emissions. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 allows lead agencies to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions resulting from a project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as part of a larger plan for the reduction of greenhouse gases and describes the required contents of such a plan. Accordingly, San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco’s Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy in compliance with CEQA guidelines. The actions outlined in the strategy have resulted in a 14.5 percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2010 compared to 1990 levels, exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05,[footnoteRef:33] and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act.)[footnoteRef:34],[footnoteRef:35] [33:  	Executive Order S-3-05, sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million MTCO2E); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (estimated at 427 million MTCO2E); and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTCO2E).]  [34:  	San Francisco Department of Environment (DOE), San Francisco Climate Action Strategy, 2013 Update. The final document is available online at: http://www.sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/engagement_files/sfe_cc_ClimateActionStrategyUpdate2013.pdf ]  [35:  	The Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill 32 goals, among others, are to reduce GHGs in the year 2020 to 1990 levels.] 



The City’s local greenhouse gas reduction targets are more aggressive than the State and region’s 2020 GHG reduction targets and are consistent with the long-term 2050 reduction targets. Therefore, the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy is consistent with the goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. Proposed projects that are consistent with the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy would therefore be consistent with the goals of these plans, would not conflict with these plans, and would not exceed San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of significance. 


The following analysis of the proposed project’s impact on climate change focuses on the project’s contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Given the analysis is in a cumulative context, this section does not include an individual project-specific impact statement. 


Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than Significant)


Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include GHG emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect emissions include emissions from electricity providers, energy required to pump, treat, and convey water, and emissions associated with waste removal, disposal, and landfill operations. 


The proposed project would increase the activity onsite by constructing and operating the new event center and mixed use development, with associated increases in employment and visitors to the project site. Therefore, compared to the existing conditions at Blocks 29-32, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and commercial operations that result in an increase in energy use, water use and wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. 


The proposed project would be subject to and required to comply with several regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG Reduction Strategy. The regulations that are applicable to the proposed project include the Commuter Benefits Ordinance; Emergency Ride Home Program; Transportation Demand Management Program; Jobs-Housing Linkage Program; San Francisco requirements for bicycle parking; Street Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction; San Francisco Green Building requirements for fuel efficient vehicle and carpool parking, energy efficiency, water efficiency, stormwater management, construction debris recycling, light pollution reduction, enhanced refrigeration management, and low-emitting materials; San Francisco regulations addressing backup generators; and these San Francisco ordinances: Water Efficient Irrigation, Commercial Water Conservation, Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting, and Construction and Demolition Debris. [Note to Reviewers: This list needs to be double-checked with the new EP GHG checklist, as well as specific applicability of each regulation to the proposed project.] For some programs, equivalent compliance would be achieved through compliance with the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (described in Section A, Background) and the Mission Bay South Plan Area Streetscape Master Plan.[footnoteRef:36] [36:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 2006. Mission Bay South Plan Area Streetscape Master Plan. Approved October 3, 2006. Resolution No. 137-2006.] 



These regulations, as outlined in San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions, have proven effective as San Francisco’s GHG emissions have measurably reduced when compared to 1990 emissions levels, demonstrating that the City has met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan GHG reduction goals for the year 2020. The proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy.[footnoteRef:37] Other existing regulations, such as those implemented through Assembly Bill 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project’s contribution to climate change.  [37:  	Compliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse Gas Analysis. November XX, 2014. This document is on file and available for public review as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E. ] 



Therefore, the proposed project’s GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and regulations, and thus the proposed project’s contribution to GHG emissions would not be cumulatively considerable or generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have a significant impact on the environment. As such, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. No mitigation measures are necessary. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: i_wind]9.	WIND AND SHADOW—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|











The SEIR will provide a summary of the wind and shadow impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR relevant to the project site. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of wind and shadow impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above related to a potentially substantial increase in severity of significant impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing wind and shadow setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: j_recreation]10.	RECREATION—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Physically degrade existing recreational resources?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc402187898]Summary of Recreation Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section summarized information on existing recreational uses that were present within the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified the nearest existing public recreational facility to Blocks 29-32 as Agua Vista Park (a small landscaped area and fishing pier), located southeast of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section reported that residential and commercial development proposed within the Mission Bay plan area would generate a residential and employee demand, respectively, for parks. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated 47 acres of open space was proposed within the Mission Bay plan area, of which more than 15 acres of new, non-UCSF parks and open space have been completed. Within the Mission Bay east subarea, this included an approximate 6-acre park to be developed as a bayfront linear park east of a realigned Terry A. François Boulevard (across from Blocks 30 and 32) from 16th Street north to Mission Rock Street; and a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. François Boulevard south of 16th Street. In addition, the Mission Bay plan proposed a number of bicycle and pedestrian paths to connect parks and open spaces within the Mission Bay plan area, including a 20-foot wide setback to accommodate a pedestrian path along 16th Street (adjacent to Blocks 31 and 32) between Terry A. François Boulevard and Owens Street. The FSEIR noted that in addition to the proposed public open space, private open space would be developed within the Mission Bay plan area. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the proposed areas of commercial development within the Mission Bay plan area would be located within a recommended 900 feet distance of open space. The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that all proposed residential development within the Mission Bay plan area would be located within the recommended one-quarter mile distance of neighborhood parks for passive recreation, and would be generally within that distance for active recreation uses. The Mission Bay FSEIR added that the open space would be constructed with each phase of Mission Bay development, in the amount of at least 0.46 acres of open space for each 1.0 acre of developable area until all open space is developed. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that given the open space proposed near the development in each phase, that the provision of open space over the course of the Mission Bay plan area development build-out would be adequate. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts to recreation from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to recreation.


[bookmark: _Toc402187899]Impact Evaluation


Existing Recreational Resources and Facilities


Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or otherwise result in physical degradation of existing recreational resources. (Less than Significant)


The San Francisco General Plan Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) indicates that a half mile is commonly accepted as the distance that can be comfortably walked in 10 minutes, and this distance is what most people are willing to walk to access community uses, including recreational facilities. However a 5-minute walk is more appropriate for activities that involve small children. The ROSE identifies “high needs areas” where the City should prioritize acquisition and renovation of recreational facilities based on walking distance. According to the ROSE, all of Mission Bay is within half-a-mile of passive recreational uses, and a portion of the neighborhood is within half-a-mile of active recreational uses, such as sports fields. However, much of Mission Bay is not within a quarter mile of a playground. The ROSE indicates that the planned open spaces in Mission Bay would shorten these walking distances. 


The ROSE also identified high needs areas, based on population density, concentration children and senior citizens, household income, and areas of potential growth. Most of the Mission Bay neighborhood, including the project site, is generally identified as having a “lesser need.” Areas along the waterfront east and northeast of the project site are identified as having a lesser need or a moderate need.


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, office and retail uses, cinema, parking facilities, as well as 3.2 acres of open space areas within the approximate 11-acre project site. The increase in demand for recreational facilities generated by the project would generally be consistent with that described in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire Plan area and would be readily met by planned parks and open space areas developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, as well as by existing facilities in the project vicinity. In particular, in addition to the 3.2-acres of open space to be constructed as part of the project, future employees and visitors to the project site would have convenient access to the planned 6-acre bayfront park east of a realigned Terry A. François Boulevard (across from the project site) and a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. François Boulevard south of 16th Street. Moreover, the 3.2 acres proposed as part of the project would provide some of the planned open space in the Mission Bay area that allowed it to be classified as an area of “lesser need” in the first place. The commercial uses proposed under the project would be located within the recommended 900-foot distance of open space, pursuant to the Mission Bay Plan. Furthermore, the project would not impede residential developments under the Plan from meeting the recommended quarter-mile distance from a neighborhood-serving park. 


Therefore, the project would not substantially increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities and would not lead to physical deterioration of existing recreational resources. Project impacts on recreational resources would be less than significant, and the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than those previously identified in the FSEIR.


As described in the Mission Bay FSEIR, proposed development within the Plan area would be located within recommended distances to open space and recreational facilities, and that open space areas within the Plan area would be constructed commensurate with each phase of Mission Bay development. Since publication of the FSEIR, in general, development has evolved in the Mission Bay area consistent with this approach and no substantial changes or conditions have occurred at the project site and vicinity that would result in new or more severe impacts than those described in the FSEIR.


Therefore, impacts on existing parks and recreational facilities and on physical degradation of those resources would be less than significant.


Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities


Impact RE-2: The proposed project would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. (Less than Significant)


As described above, the proposed project would include 3.2-acres of open space, which would directly serve the project demand for recreational facilities, and would be located in proximity to planned future parks under the Mission Bay plan area. Consequently, the project would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities beyond that already included under the project and under the Mission Bay plan, and the project’s effect on new or expanded recreational facilities that might have an adverse effect on the environment would be less than significant. There have been no changes in conditions or new information available since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR that would result in new or more severe impacts than those disclosed in the FSEIR.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-RE-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative recreation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on recreational resources encompasses the recreational facilities in the Mission Bay Plan area. Based upon the analysis provided above, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact regarding substantial physical deterioration or degradation of existing recreational resources. The project could have a significant cumulative impact if the project in combination with past, present, and future projects in this area would increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or otherwise result in physical degradation of existing recreational resources. However, as a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR has addressed the cumulative impacts of overall development of the Mission Bay plan area on recreational resources, and the FSEIR identified no significant impacts to recreation from the Mission Bay plan, given that the plan includes 47 acres of public open space that has been, and will continue to be constructed in phases in tandem with development of other uses called for in the plan. Thus, based on the analysis in the FSEIR, there would be no significant adverse cumulative effects on recreational resources.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: k_utilities]11.	UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			c)	Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			d)	Have sufficient water supply available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			f)	Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			g)	Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc402187900]Summary of Utilities and Service System Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Water Supply


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section discussed water supply service to the Mission Bay plan area that existed at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR. This Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the San Francisco Water Department (which has now been incorporated as part of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission [SFPUC]) supplied water to the Mission Bay plan area, and existing water consumption in the Mission Bay plan area at that time was approximately 0.097 million gallons per day (mgd). The Mission Bay FSEIR mapped water mains that existed within the Mission Bay plan area at that time, including low pressure water lines within Third Street and 16th Street adjacent to Blocks 29-32, and bisecting Blocks 29-32 from west to east. The Mission Bay FSEIR also described the City’s Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) used for firefighting, and mapped an AWSS high pressure line within Third Street adjacent to Blocks 29-32.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 mgd of water at build-out. The Mission Bay FSEIR also described proposed water line improvements within the Mission Bay plan area proposed as part of the Mission Bay plan, including new low pressure water lines within South Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site; and recycled water (referred to in the FSEIR as "reclaimed water") lines within Third Street, South Street, Terry A. François Boulevard and 16th Street adjacent to Blocks 29‑32. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that there was adequate water supply to serve the Mission Bay plan water demand, and that with the proposed water system improvements and implementation of water conservation measures proposed as part of the plan and included as Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02g, the plan effects on water supply would be less than significant. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measure M.03, which would improve and extend the high pressure auxiliary water supply system (AWSS) within the plan area, that plan effects on emergency water supply would be less than significant.


Wastewater/Stormwater Collection and Treatment


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section described existing wastewater collection and treatment services serving the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported the existing sewage generation from the Mission Bay plan area (based on the 1990 FEIR) was approximately 0.072 mgd. The Mission Bay FSEIR also mapped sewer lines that existed within the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Blocks 29-32 site was mapped as having an existing sanitary sewer line extending south and connecting to an existing combined sewer line; existing combined sewer lines were also mapped in Third Street and 16th Street adjacent to Blocks 29-32. (see Section E.15, Hydrology and Water Quality, below, for additional information on the City’s combined sewer system and treatment plant capacity).


Mission Bay Plan Impacts at Buildout. The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay plan would generate approximately 2.5 million mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow). The Mission Bay FSEIR also described major sewer upgrades that were proposed as part of the Mission Bay plan within the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the northern portion of the Blocks 29-32 (as part of the proposed Central/Bay sub-basin) would be served by proposed separate sanitary-sewer-only and storm drainage–only lines. The southern portion of Blocks 29-32 (as part of the proposed reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin) would continue to be served by the existing combined sewer system, but augmented with additional new sewer extensions (including within 16th Street east of Illinois Street adjacent to Blocks 31 and 32). (See Hydrology and Water Quality section, below, for additional detail on the proposed Mission Bay plan sewer system improvements.) The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the plan, the Mission Bay plan would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation and stormwater flows, and Mission Bay plan effects on wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Interim Impacts during Phased Development. The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section reported that infrastructure development of the proposed separated sewer system for the Central/Bay Basin would occur with each phase, but would not necessarily be immediately operational. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that as part of the Mission Bay plan and included as Mitigation Measure M.05, all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay Basin would be conveyed to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system, to ensure potential impacts to water quality during this interim period would remain less than significant.


Solid Waste


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section estimated that at the time of preparation of the FSEIR, the Mission Bay plan area generated approximately 2,700 tons of solid waste annually at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would generate approximately 19,000 tons annually, of which between 12,000 and 9,700 tons annually would be disposed annually at Altamont Landfill assuming diversion rates of between 35 percent (1996 levels) and 50 percent (AB 939-required diversion rate for Year 2000), respectively). The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the solid waste generation estimates for the Mission Bay plan were included in the landfill capacity projections for the Altamont Landfill, and concluded that the Mission Bay plan would not substantially affect the lifespan of the landfill.


[bookmark: _Toc402187901]Impact Evaluation


Water Supply


Impact UT-1: The City's water service provider would have sufficient water supply available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, and would not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. (Less than Significant) 


A water demand memorandum prepared by the sponsor for the proposed project indicates that estimated water demand for the currently proposed development at Blocks 29-32 would be 0.094 mgd [Note to Reviewers: This demand number to be updated by project sponsor prior to publication of the Initial Study. And assuming the revised number is less than or equal to the demand that was previously approved by the SFPUC for the Piers 30-32 project (0.109 mgd), then this issue can be focused out.] as adjusted for water conservation measures as required under the Green Building Requirements in Chapter 13C of the 2010 San Francisco Building Code.[footnoteRef:38] For outdoor water use, the project would be required to comply with further water conservation measures under the San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance. These requirements specify water efficiency and conservation measures for indoor and outdoor use, including establishing standards for low flow plumbing fixtures and water efficiency standards for landscape irrigation.  [38: 	BKF Engineers, 2014. Mission Bay Blocks 29-32—Water Demand Memorandum. Technical Memorandum to Clarke Miller, Strada Investment Group from Sravan Paladugu, P.E. and Jacob Nguyen, P.E. BKF No. 20136004-20, September 03, 2014.TO BE UPDATED] 



On July 9, 2013, the SFPUC approved and adopted the Water Supply Assessment for the proposed Event Center and Mixed-Use Development Project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330.[footnoteRef:39] This Water Supply Assessment was conducted for an earlier design of the proposed project at another location in San Francisco about 1.5 miles north of the current project site. The Water Supply Assessment concluded that there are adequate water supplies to serve an estimated 0.109 mgd of water demand for the project and cumulative demands during normal years, single dry years, and multiple dry years from 2015 through 2035. The Water Supply Assessment also indicated that the demand of this project is encompassed within the overall San Francisco retail water demands being used for current water supply planning. On October 2, 1014, the SFPUC issued a subsequent letter confirming that based on the previously approved Water Supply Assessment, the water demands of the proposed project as currently proposed in Mission Bay could be met with existing water supplies. [TO BE UPDATED] [39:  	SFPUC, 2013. Water Supply Assessment for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development Project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. July 1, 2013.] 



Therefore, as confirmed by the SFPUC, existing water supplies serving the City would be sufficient to meet the projected water demand of the proposed project, and the project would not trigger the need for new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. Impacts on water supply would be less than significant, and no mitigation is necessary. 


This impact determination is similar to the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which concluded that at build-out, the entire Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 mgd of water supply from the SFPUC's regional water system. The SFPUC (referred to as the San Francisco Water Department in the FSEIR) determined at the time that there were adequate water supply resources to serve the Mission Bay plan area, provided that Mission Bay water users utilize reasonable water-conserving measures, as listed in FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.02. However, currently, compliance with the Green Building Requirements in Chapter 13C of the 2010 San Francisco Building Code would override and supersede FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.02 with respect to required water efficiency and conservation measures, and therefore FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.02 no longer applies to the proposed project.


Thus, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts on water supply than previously identified in the FSEIR. 


Since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, no substantial changes have occurred or new information has become available that would result in new or more severe impacts on water supply. However, it should be noted that the SFPUC has revised its assessment of water supply reliability since 1998, as required and documented in an urban water management plan (UWMP), which is updated every 5 years in compliance with the Urban Water Management Planning Act. The UWMP describes the SFPUC's long-term plan for its water supplies to meet the existing and future demands of its customers during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The SFPUC's current 2010 UWMP was issued in 2011,[footnoteRef:40] and the 2015 UWMP will be issued in 2016. During this interim period, the SFPUC developed a 2013 Water Availability Study[footnoteRef:41] to document the SFPUC's current and projected retail water supplies[footnoteRef:42] when compared to projected retail water demands. Future water supply sources include one recycled water project on the eastside of San Francisco, which in contrast to the assumption in the FSEIR that recycled water would be available to the plan area by 2011, is still in the planning stages, but is projected to eventually serve non-potable uses such as irrigation and toilet flushing for portions of the eastside of the City including the project site. [40:  	SFPUC, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco. June 2011]  [41:  	SFPUC, 2013. Water Availability Study for the City and County of San Francisco, May 2013.]  [42:  	The SFPUC provides water supply services to both wholesale and retail customers. The City and County of San Francisco, including the Mission Bay area, is part of SFPUC's retail customers.] 



Impact UT-2: The proposed project would not require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed in Impact UT-1, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts on water supply than previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Furthermore, the SFPUC has determined in the Water Supply Assessment, that the estimated water demand for the proposed project is already encompassed within the overall San Francisco retail water demands, for which the associated regional water treatment and transmission facilities have been established. 


Water delivery within the vicinity of the project site is provided by existing water mains located along Third and South Streets. In addition, new water mains would be installed along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, for both domestic water and recycled water, during the major phase development associated with the proposed project. Furthermore, there are several existing service laterals extending from the utility mains along South Street that can presumably be used to service the project site. Additional service laterals are proposed along 16th Street and the future Terry A. François Boulevard frontage. [Note to OCII/Project Sponsor: Please clarify who would be responsible for installation of the new water mains along 16th Street and the re-aligned Terry A. François Boulevard. Is it the Master Developer? See also next paragraph below, and confirm whether it is the project sponsor or Master Developer or both who would be responsible for coordinating with the SFPUC.]


As part of the standard permit review process, the project sponsor would be required to request a hydraulic analysis of the SFPUC water distribution system to confirm that the existing and planned water distribution system is adequate to meet the project's water distribution demands, including fire suppression system pressure and flow demands. If the existing water distribution system is inadequate to meet the project's demand, the project sponsor would be responsible for the construction of required new water mains and appurtenances. The construction of the new water mains and appurtenances would require excavation, trenching, soil movement, and other activities typical of construction of development projects in San Francisco, and similar to those activities analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the various infrastructure improvements. Activities required to install new water mains, if determined to be required, would be similar to those associated with construction of the project, and these activities would not result in new or more severe environmental impacts than those previously disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This impact determination is similar to the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, although the FSEIR also included Mitigation Measure M.03 recommending that the AWSS be extended into the project area as determined by the San Francisco Fire Department and Department of Public Works. However, since publication of the FSEIR, the SFPUC's City Distribution Division currently owns and operates the AWSS (not the San Francisco Fire Department), and a number of infrastructure improvements needed to serve the project site have already been completed, including a high pressure water main along Third Street, bordering the project site. As described above, the project sponsor would be required to request a hydraulic analysis of the SFPUC water distribution system to confirm that the existing water distribution system is adequate to meet the project's fire suppression system pressure and flow demands; and if the analysis determines the system to be inadequate, the project sponsor would be responsible for the construction of required new water mains and appurtenances. Thus, FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.03 has been superseded by the completion of the high pressure water main in Third Street and does not apply to the proposed project.


Therefore, the proposed project would not require or result in the construction of new or expanded water mains that would cause significant environmental effects, and this impact would be less than significant. The proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts associated with construction of new water facilities or pipelines than previously identified in the FSEIR


Solid Waste


Impact UT-3: The proposed project would be served by landfills with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs. (Less than Significant) 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 3, the proposed project would generate approximately 2,152 tons of solid waste per year [TO BE UPDATED BASED ON REVISED SQUARE FOOTAGES].


[bookmark: _Toc400381585][bookmark: _Toc398564758][bookmark: _Toc402188559]Table 3
Estimated Annual Project-Generated Solid Waste


			Proposed Use1


			Square Footage


			Solid Waste Generation Rate2


			Solid Waste Generation (tons/yr)





			Event Center


			710,486


			1.29 tons/1000 sf-yr


			917





			Retail/Cinema


			150,000


			2.0 lb/100 sf-d


			548





			Office


			529,210


			1 lb/100 sf-d


			688





			Total


			


			


			2,152





			NOTES:


1 	See Table 1 of this Initial Study.


2	Solid waste generation factor for the event center based on rates used in the Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & Related Development EIR, 2013. Generation rates for retail/cinema and office based on rates used in the Mission Bay FSEIR, Table L.2. Retail/Cinema assumed to operate 365 days a year; Office uses assumed to operate 260 days a year.














Since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, a number of changes have occurred with respect to solid waste disposal in the City, as described below, all of which would serve to reduce the total volume of solid waste to be disposed of in a landfill. 


In 2002, the City adopted a Zero Waste Goal, which included a 75 percent landfill diversion goal citywide by 2010 and the goal of achieving zero waste to landfill by 2020, such that all discarded materials be diverted from landfills through recycling, composting or other means. The City achieved its 75 percent landfill diversion goal by 2008 through implementation of numerous programs and efforts. In 2006, the City adopted the Construction and Demolition Waste Ordinance mandating the recycling of construction and demolition debris. Effective since 2007, the City's Food Service Waste Reduction Ordinance prohibits any establishment that serves food prepared in San Francisco from using polystyrene foam containers, and requires any containers to be either recyclable or compostable. In 2009, the City adopted a Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, which requires all San Francisco residents and commercial landlords to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash, thereby minimizing solid waste disposal and maximizing recycling.


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that total solid waste generated by development under the Mission Bay plan at buildout would be approximately 19,000 tons per year for the entire plan area. However, compliance with all of the above changes in requirements for solid waste disposal since publication of the FSEIR would reduce the volume of solid waste requiring disposal in a landfill. Thus, given these changes, it would be expected that the current annual volume of solid waste would be less than what was projected in the FSEIR, thereby reducing the severity of the impact described in the FSEIR. 


In addition, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that solid waste generated by development under the Mission Bay plan at buildout could be accommodated by the Altamont Landfill. However, the City's contract with the Altamont Landfill, which is based on volume of material disposed of, is anticipated to expire in 2015. 


The City is currently conducting solid waste planning efforts and participating in the environmental review process for a potential future landfill contract to a Recology subsidiary for shipment of solid waste by truck and rail to the Recology Ostrom Road Landfill in Yuba County. This facility currently can accept 3,000 tons per day. It has an expected closure date of 2066 with a total design capacity of more than 41 million cubic yards. The City is also conducting environmental review of a short-range plan to haul solid waste to the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County. The Recology Hay Road Landfill is permitted to accept up to 2,400 tons per day of solid waste and has capacity to accommodate solid waste until approximately 2050. 


Despite these change in circumstances relative to disposal of solid waste generated by the Mission Bay plan at buildout, the proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Compliance with the multiple City ordinances requiring reduction in solid waste for landfill disposal as well as the ongoing commitment of the City to secure a long-term landfill contract at an alternate location from the Altamont Landfill would ensure that the project would be served by landfills with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs. Furthermore, the project would be designed to achieve a LEED Gold certification, which may be achieved through commitment to specific waste-reduction measures. These actions would reduce the volume of long-term waste generated by the proposed project. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Impact UT-4: The proposed project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. (Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address compliance with solid waste regulations. However, as discussed below, potential impacts associated with this issue would be less than significant. 


The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 required municipalities to adopt an integrated waste management plan to divert 75 percent of waste by 2010. The City of San Francisco achieved a 77-percent landfill diversion rate for 2008, exceeding the plan’s goal by two years. Under Senate Bill 1016, the City’s per resident disposal target rate is 6.6 pounds per person per day (PPD), and its per employee disposal target rate is 10.6 PPD. Both of these targeted disposal rates were met, with San Francisco generating about 2.9 pounds/resident/day and about 4.4 pounds/per employee/per day.


San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06 requires a minimum of 65 percent of all construction and demolition debris to be recycled and diverted from landfills. Furthermore, the project would be required to comply with City Ordinance 100-09, the Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, which requires everyone in San Francisco to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash. The Altamont and Recology Ostrom and Hay Road Landfills are required to meet federal, state and local solid waste regulations. The proposed project would be required to adhere to these regulations. Implementation of the proposed project would not impede the City from meeting solid waste regulations, and the impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-UT-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative utilities and service systems impacts. (Less than Significant)


The geographic contexts for impacts to utilities and service systems are the service areas for the applicable service providers. The proposed project, when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development, would increase demand for water and solid waste disposal services of these providers. 


Water Supply. As described in Impact UT-1, the SFPUC has adopted a Urban Water Management Plan (2010) that addresses the future water supply needs of its entire service area, as well as a 2013 Water Availability Study that addresses the future water supply for its retail customers, primarily the City and County of San Francisco. As stated above, the SFPUC has indicated that the water supply service to the proposed development at the site has already been incorporated into its water supply planning when considering the existing and future water demands for its entire service area. Therefore, the project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on water supply.


Solid Waste. As stated above, the City and County of San Francisco intends to achieve zero waste to landfill by 2020. Increased waste generation from the project and cumulative development would be partially offset by existing San Francisco ordinances and policies regarding waste reduction. Therefore, the increased generation of solid waste from these developments would not exceed permitted landfill capacity.


As such, the proposed project would not contribute to significant cumulative impacts on water supply and solid waste utilities and service systems.


[bookmark: _Toc402187902]Issues to be analyzed in the SEIR


The impact evaluation above explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on water supply and solid waste utilities and service systems—with respect to criteria E.11 (b), (d), (f), and (g), and no further analysis is required on these subjects. However, with respect to criteria E.11(a), (b), (c), and (e) as they pertain to wastewater facilities, additional evaluation of the proposed project is necessary for both project and cumulative impacts related to wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment. In concert with the further analysis of hydrology and water quality issues, the SEIR will include a detailed analysis of:


· The potential for wastewater and/or stormwater generated by the project to result in exceedances of wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB


· The potential for wastewater and/or stormwater generated by the project to require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage facilities, the construction of which could cause environmental effects. This analysis will also discuss the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.05 regarding stormwater management.


· The potential for the project to result in a determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project demand for wastewater treatment.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: l_publicservices]12.	PUBLIC SERVICES— Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services such as schools, parks, or other services?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services such as fire protection or police protection?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











Issues related to parks, which is referred to in criterion E.12 (a), are addressed above in Section E.10, Recreation.


[bookmark: _Toc402187903]Summary of Public Services Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Fire and Police Protection


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section characterized existing fire and police protection services serving the Mission Bay plan area and surrounding area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted that there were no San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) fire stations operating within the Mission Bay plan area at that time, however, the plan area was served by up to six surrounding fire stations. The Mission Bay FSEIR also reported that the Mission Bay South area was located within the San Francisco Police Department’s Bayview District, whose police station was located over 2½ miles south of the plan area.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. 


The Mission Bay plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.06a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.06b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the new police station proposed under the Mission Bay plan would increase community involvement and lower crime rates in the Mission Bay plan area and ensure impacts to police protection services would be less than significant. Potential impacts associated with the construction and operation of the new police/fire station itself were included in the overall analysis of the Mission Bay plan in the FSEIR. 


Public Schools


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section described existing San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) school services, and noted that there were no public schools operating in the Mission Bay plan area at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section indicated the Mission Bay plan residential population would increase the demand on the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that at full build-out, the Mission Bay plan residential uses would create approximately 1,615 school-age children residing in the Mission Bay plan area, including approximately 730 students of elementary school age, and approximately 75 percent of these students would be expected to attend public schools. 


The Mission Bay plan included the transfer of land within the plan area for a new500-student elementary school to the SFUSD prior to issuance of building permits for the Mission Bay plan residential units. On this basis, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan impacts to public schools would be less than significant. Potential impacts associated with the construction and operation of the new school were included in the overall analysis of the Mission Bay plan in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined the proposed school site within the Mission Bay plan area would not be large enough to house a middle school or high school, or all of the potential new elementary school students, and consequently, that additional classroom space would need to be developed by SFUSD outside of the Mission Bay plan area, most likely for all grade levels. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded it was too speculative to identify impacts from construction of additional school facilities, although any new facilities that would be proposed by SFUSD would be subject to appropriate environmental review for site-specific physical environmental impacts.


Other Public Services


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section and Initial Study determined that Mission Bay plan effect on public health services, childcare services, library services, street maintenance services, and emergency medical services would be less than significant, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not require any mitigation measures for these topics. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187904]Impact Evaluation


Schools and Other Services


Impact PS-1: The proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for schools or other services. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project does not include any residential uses, and therefore would not increase the demand for schools. Thus, the project would have no effect on public schools. Similarly, because the project does not include any residential uses, the project's effect on demand on other services (such as public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical) would be within the assumptions analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire plan area. The project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on schools or other services than those previously identified in the FSEIR. Further, no substantial changes or conditions have occurred at the project site and vicinity that would result in new or more severe impacts than those described in the FSEIR.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-PS-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on schools or other services. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on schools and other services encompasses the Mission Bay plan area. As a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR has addressed the cumulative impacts of overall development of the Mission Bay plan area on schools and other services, and the FSEIR identified no significant impacts from the Mission Bay plan. Thus, based on the analysis in the FSEIR, there would be no significant adverse cumulative effects on schools and other services.


[bookmark: _Toc402187905]Issues to be Addressed in the SEIR


Further discussion of potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services associated with construction and operation of the event center and associated development at the project site will be included in the SEIR, including the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.06a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.06b (Provide New Engine Company). Although construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third Street and Mission Rock was completed in the summer of 2014, and satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures, the SEIR will provide a project-specific analysis of the impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services and adequacy of these mitigation measures to reduce project impacts to less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: m_biology]13.	BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			f)	Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











There are no applicable adopted habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans, or other approved habitat conservation plans that apply to the project site. Therefore, criterion E.13(f) does not apply to the proposed project, and this topic is not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


[bookmark: _Toc402187906]Summary of Biological Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The biological resources significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Initial Study Biology section and the China Basin Channel Vegetation and Wildlife section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Biology section evaluated biological resource conditions present in the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study reported that the upland portion of Mission Bay South was mostly disturbed and sparsely vegetated, and did not contain substantial numbers of mature or scenic trees. Vegetative mapping of the Mission Bay plan area included in the Mission Bay FSEIR indicates Blocks 29-32 did not contain any notable vegetative habitat. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study determined no state-listed threatened, endangered or rare plants, or rare, threatened or endangered animal species were known to occur in the upland portion of the Mission Bay plan area, as confirmed by biological field surveys. Consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant project impacts to upland plant and wildlife in the Mission Bay plan area, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to these resources.


Although not within the Blocks 29-32 vicinity, the Mission Bay FSEIR also analyzed potential impacts to aquatic and wetland habitats of China Basin Channel. The Mission Bay FSEIR China Basin Channel Vegetation and Wildlife section determined that significant impacts resulting from disturbance and removal of salt marsh wetland habitat would be mitigated to a less than significant level through preparation and implementation of a salt marsh habitat mitigation plan in accordance with the Section 404 permit process of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In addition, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that significant impacts to herring reproduction from turbidity in the water of the Channel or Bay would be mitigated to a less than significant level by avoiding construction activities affecting turbidity during the herring spawning season, and, at other times, use of shallow-draft tugboats and barges with enforced speed limits and implementing a plan for minimizing turbidity during removal of existing piles.


Please see also, Hydrology and Water Quality, below, for discussion of potential Mission Bay plan effects on aquatic biota from treated wastewater and stormwater discharge, and sediment; and Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for a discussion of potential Mission Bay plan effects on aquatic biota from the presence of chemicals in construction dust.


[bookmark: _Toc402187907]Impact Evaluation


Special Status Species


Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any special status species. (Less than Significant)


A qualified biologist conducted a site reconnaissance on August 28, 2014. The reconnaissance visit consisted of a pedestrian survey within the project site’s boundary and visual observations of the adjacent environments to identify suitable habitat or supportive communities for special-status[footnoteRef:43] plant and wildlife species. General habitat conditions were noted and incidental species observations were recorded. Prior to the reconnaissance survey, a review of database queries was conducted for special-status species occurrences documented in the regional project vicinity (i.e. San Francisco County, San Francisco North and San Francisco South 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey quadrangles) including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW[footnoteRef:44]) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Lists compiled of sensitive plant and animal species from these databases document 34 sensitive plant species and 41 animal species within the regional vicinity of the project site. Of these 75 special-status species, none were determined to have a moderate or high potential to occur on the proposed project site due to the lack of suitable habitat or supportive vegetation communities which these species require for sustained use (see Appendix A of this Initial Study).  [43: 	The term “special-status” species includes those species that are listed and receive specific protection defined in federal or state endangered species legislation, as well as species not formally listed as Threatened or Endangered, but designated as “Rare” or “Sensitive” on the basis of adopted policies and expertise of state resource agencies or organizations, or local agencies such as counties, cities, and special districts. A principal source for this designation is the California “Special Animals List”.]  [44: 	The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) changed its name on January 1, 2013 to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). In this document, references to literature published by CDFW prior to Jan. 1, 2013 are cited as ‘CDFG, [year]’. The agency is otherwise referred to by its new name, CDFW.”] 



The project site is located in a dense urban setting and currently does not contain desirable habitat that could support sensitive species. The project site currently contains two paved parking lots in the north and west portions of the site, and the remainder of the site consists of an undeveloped ruderal lot largely covered in gravel and surrounded by chain link fencing. Vegetation within the ruderal lot is sparse and dominated by non-native annual grasses and opportunistic weedy species which thrive in such ruderal environments and include, foxtail brome (Bromus madritensis), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft brome (Bromus hordeaceus), Italian rye grass (Festuca perennis), rattail sixweeks grass (Festuca myuros), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), pampas grass (Cortaderia jubata), bristly ox tongue (Helminthotheca echioides), black mustard (Brassica nigra), stinkwort (Dittrichia graveolens), white sweetclover (Melilotus albus), cut leaf plantain (Plantago coronopus), and cheeseweed (Malva parviflora). Native prostate coyote bush (Baccharis pilularis) was also prevalent throughout the site. Birds commonly found in such areas with limited habitat value are seed-eating and include non-native species such as English sparrow (Passer domesticus) and European starling (Sturnus vulgaris) as well as birds native to the area, including house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), lesser goldfinch (Spinus psaltria), Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), and rock pigeon (Columba livia). Evidence of Canada goose (Branta canadensis) is present on the site.


[bookmark: _GoBack]As discussed in the Section A, Project Description, on the project site, immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B, is a depression (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by excavation and backfill associated with prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. Site reconnaissance revealed the deepest part of the excavation within this area contains standing water with a mixture of ruderal vegetation described above, and wetland plants, including alkali bullrush (Bolboschoenus maritimus), brass buttons (Cotula coronopifolia), fat-hen (Atriplex prostrata), and saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), present around its perimeter. The standing water appears to be of low quality as evidenced by large areas of floating algal plant mats though still supportive of common wildlife as evidenced by a snowy egret (Egretta thula) hunting at the water’s edge and a black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans) sallying insects from a vegetative perch. These features are discussed in further detail under Impact BI-3. 


Based on the data above and similar to the conclusions of the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire plan area, the proposed project would not affect special status species due to the lack of suitable habitat, as summarized in Appendix A. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Thus, the project would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to special-status species.


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site contained several buildings and facilities and was noted as lacking any notable vegetative habitat, with no state-listed threatened, endangered or rare plants, or rare, threatened or endangered animal species known to occur in the upland portion of the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site. Subsequent to that time, the project site has been subject to building removal, grading, excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and utilities on portions of the site. Other than the creation of the depression as a result of remediation actions, no other changes in the site since the preparation of the FSEIR have altered the characteristics of the site in relation to biological habitat. These changes in conditions on the project site have not altered the fact that the site provides no suitable habitat for any sensitive or special-status species as confirmed through the reconnaissance survey and database review of special-status species occurrences within the vicinity of the project site. In addition, there have been no substantial changes with respect to circumstances under which the project would be undertaken, nor has any new information become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.


On the basis 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 special status species. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts to special-status species. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts to special-status species are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Sensitive Natural Communities


Impact BI-2: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations. (No Impact)


As described in Impact BI-1, above, the project site currently does not contain riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, which is consistent with the description in the Mission Bay FSEIR of no notable vegetative habitat in the project area. Thus, the project would have no impact on any riparian or other sensitive natural community. No changes in conditions at the project site or any new information has become available that would result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project with respect to sensitive natural communities.


Wetlands


Impact BI-3: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or navigable waters as defined in Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. (Less than Significant)


As described above in Impact BI-3, the deeper excavation and surrounding shallow depressions within the project site are features that exhibit the hydrology and vegetation characteristics of wetlands. Hydric soil is presumed present due to the year-round inundation and presence of obligate wetland plants. The deeper excavation is at a sufficient depth to intersect groundwater and a review of aerial imagery reveals water within the deeper excavation year round, while the shallow depressions appear to be seasonally wetted.[footnoteRef:45] Vegetation composition within the deeper excavation differ from the upland, ruderal portions of the site and include several species that commonly occur in wetlands such as alkali bulrush, brass buttons, and fat-hen. Vegetation within the shallow depressions included a combination of saltgrass and Bermuda grass which can be found in both upland and wetland communities.  [45:  	Google aerial imagery.] 



The jurisdictional status of the deeper excavation and surrounding shallow depressions has not been determined. This topic was addressed in a technical report prepared by the sponsor’s biological consultant[footnoteRef:46], which discussed the origin of these features and how they conform to criteria for jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act. The report concluded that the noted features may be exempt from regulatory jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act due to their creation incidental to construction activities[footnoteRef:47], even if they meet some technical criteria for jurisdictional wetlands. Specifically, the report states that the deeper excavation and shallow depressions within the project site may fall under the following exemption:  [46:  	WRA, 2014. Construction Related Depressions at Golden State Warriors Mission Bay Site, San Rafael, CA. Prepared for Golden State Warriors, October 1. ]  [47:  	The report discusses that under Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Order R2-2005-0028, a portion of the project site underwent construction activities associated with the remediation of hazardous materials. The report describes that following excavation of the portion of the project site subject to remediation activities in 2005 and 2006, groundwater monitoring was required by the RWQCB between 2007 and 2013 to ensure the affected area met applicable standards for remediation. The report notes that partial backfilling of the excavated area occurred during the period of groundwater monitoring of the project site, however, a proposal to develop an office building with partial basement on the project site (that would have necessitated re-excavation of backfill materials from the excavation area), and unfavorable economic conditions, halted further backfilling of the excavated area. Based on post-remediation groundwater monitoring, RWQCB issued Order No. R2-2014-0022 attaining site closure.] 



“Water-filled depressions created in dry land incidental to construction activity and pits excavated in dry land for the purpose of obtaining fill, sand, or gravel unless and until the construction or excavation operation is abandoned and the resulting body of water meets the definition of waters of the United States.”[footnoteRef:48] [48: 	Preamble to the CWA Regulations (33 CFR Parts 320 through 330), published in the Federal Register on November 13, 1986 (51 Fed. Reg. 41206):] 



Alternatively, because the excavation meets the geographic definition of wetlands (i.e., ponded and support wetlands plants), and because the apparent hydrological connection to groundwater and possibly to San Francisco Bay could be interpreted as a significant nexus with the Traditional Navigable Waters of the Bay, the excavation feature could be determined to be waters of the U.S. and waters of the state. Isolated, seasonally ponded areas, even if artificially created, could also be determined to be waters of the state under the San Francisco RWQCB’s Basin Plan as they can provide beneficial cover or foraging habitat for wildlife.[footnoteRef:49] [49: 	California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 2013. Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the San Francisco Bay Basin. Oakland, CA.] 



Irrespective of jurisdictional status, elimination of the onsite depression features as a result of project implementation would not be considered a significant or adverse impact on biological resources. The overall value of Blocks 29-32 to support or sustain wildlife is limited due to the sparse and ruderal nature of onsite vegetation, as well as the site’s location in a densely urbanized environment. While several avian species were observed foraging and hunting onsite, these species are common to San Francisco and would continue to be supported by vegetation communities and water features found in the project vicinity. In addition, the project would include landscaping and open space which would offer similar benefits of foraging and cover habitat to urban-adapted wildlife. 


In the event that regulatory agencies determine that one or more of these features are jurisdictional, as part of the permitting process they would require mitigation to achieve “no net loss” of the function and values of the features. To achieve this performance standard, the following mitigation options could be implemented as compensation for project-related impacts to jurisdictional waters: 


· Purchase of appropriate amount of credits at an approved wetlands mitigation bank;


· Payment into an approved in-lieu fee program to preserve or restore wetlands in the same watershed; or


· Provision of off-site mitigation.


The discussion above is consistent with the conclusions of the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire plan area. The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on identified federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, or navigable waters as defined in Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, or beneficial uses of wetlands according to the Basin Plan. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Thus, the project would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to wetlands.


Wildlife


Impact BI-4: The proposed project could interfere substantially with the movement of native resident or migratory wildlife species resident or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address the issue of migratory wildlife species. However, as discussed below, potential impacts associated with this issue would be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of standard mitigation measures. 


Breeding Birds. Migratory and resident birds which breed locally in San Francisco have the potential to nest in shrub vegetation observed within the project site. While overall habitat is of marginal quality due to its urban context and disturbed soils, the composition of non-native vegetation can be attractive to seed eating birds, and the presence of native coyote bush, alkali bulrush and non-native pampas grass can provide cover and nesting substrate for smaller passerine species. Migratory birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and native resident nongame birds and their nests are protected from take under the California Fish and Game Code. Breeding birds which may nest within the project site could be adversely affected by project construction. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, would avoid disrupting or destroying active nests which could occur within the proposed project site during bird breeding season, and would reduce this impact to less than significant.


Avian Collisions with Buildings and Night Lighting. The project site is located within the Pacific Flyway along the western shoreline of San Francisco Bay. The waters of the Bay provide valuable stopover habitat for migratory birds. Open space, even in highly urbanized areas, creates potential bird habitat, and open space such as the open Bay in proximity to the proposed new buildings may increase the risk of bird collisions over that posed by existing structures, particularly from large amounts of reflective or artificially lighted surfaces. Many bird collisions are induced by artificial night lighting. The tendency of birds to move towards lights at night when migrating, and their reluctance to leave the sphere of light influence for hours or days once encountered, has been well documented.[footnoteRef:50] Development of the proposed project would increase the amount of light and glare generated at the project site and vicinity, including from building facades, internal night lighting sources visible through windows of building exteriors, new streetlights and pedestrian lights within and adjacent to the site, nighttime lighting of building exteriors and signs, potential video screens, and headlights from project-generated traffic.  [50: 	Gauthreaux, S.A., Belser, C.G., 2006, Effects of Artificial Night Lighting on Migrating Birds, In: Rich, C. and Longcore, T., Ecological Consequences of Night Lighting, Island Press, Covelo, CA, pp. 67–93.] 



Similar to the conclusion reached for the Bay Bridge Lighting project,[footnoteRef:51] due to the surrounding urban setting, the proposed project is not expected to appreciably increase the overall amount of lighting along the San Francisco waterfront as a whole (considering existing nighttime lighting conditions within Mission Bay, at AT&T Park and other shoreline locations). In addition, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. Nevertheless, given the preliminary nature of the project development, it cannot be concluded at this time that the proposed project building and associated lighting design would not have the potential to negatively affect birds. [51: 	H.T. Harvey and Associates. 2012. Final Assessment of the Potential Impacts of the Bay Bridge Lighting Project on Birds and Fish (HTH #3305-01). Letter report to Meryka Plumer, David J. Powers & Associates, Inc., 5 April, 2012.] 



The San Francisco Planning Department adopted Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings in 2011, adding Planning Code Section 139.[footnoteRef:52] These standards guide the use and types of glass and façade treatments, wind generators and grates, and lighting treatments. The standards include requirements for bird-safe glazing and lighting in structures or at sites that represent a hazard to birds. While development within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, is not subject to the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings or Planning Code Section 139, given the preliminary nature of the project design, and the remaining potential for the proposed building and/or lighting design to result in potential bird hazards, implementation of the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings and Planning Code Section 139 for the proposed project is formalized as a mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b, Bird Safe Building Practices).  [52: 	San Francisco Planning Department, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, available: http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/
publications_reports/bird_safe_bldgs/Standards%20for%20Bird%20Safe%20Buildings%20-%2011-30-11.pdf., 2011.] 



With implementation Mitigation Measures M-BI-4a, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, and M‑BI-4b, Bird Safe Building Practices, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts on resident or migratory bird species than those identified in the FSEIR. 


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a: Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds


To the extent practicable, vegetation removal and grading of the site in advance of new site construction shall be performed between September 1 and January 31 in order to avoid breeding and nesting season for birds. If these activities cannot be performed during this period, a preconstruction survey of onsite vegetation for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. 


In coordination with the OCII or its designated representative, pre-construction surveys of onsite vegetation shall be performed during bird breeding season (February 1 – August 31) no more than 14 days prior to vegetation removal, grading, or initiation of construction in order to locate any active passerine nests within 250 feet of the project site and any active raptor nests within 500 feet of the project site. Surveys shall be performed in accessible areas within 500 feet of the project site and include suitable habitat within line of sight as access is available. If active nests are found on either the project site or within the 500-foot survey buffer surrounding the project site, no-work buffer zones shall be established around the nests. Buffer distances will consider physical and visual barriers between the active nest and project activities, existing noise sources and disturbance, as well as sensitivity of the bird species to disturbance. Modification of standard buffer distances, 250 feet for active passerine nests and 500 feet for active raptor nests, will be determined by a qualified biologist in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). No vegetation removal or ground-disturbing activities including grading or new construction shall occur within a buffer zone until young have fledged or the nest is otherwise abandoned as determined by the qualified biologist. 


If construction work during the nesting season stops for 14 days or more and then resumes, then nesting bird surveys shall be repeated, to ensure that no new birds have begun nesting in the area.


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b: Bird Safe Building Practices


The project sponsor shall design and implement the project consistent with the San Francisco Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings and Planning Code Section 139. 


Biological Resources Polices or Ordinances


Impact BI-5: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. (Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential conflicts or compliance with local policies or ordinance protection biological resources. However, as discussed below, potential impacts associated with this issue would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Therefore, there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the FSEIR. 


The City’s Urban Forestry Ordinance protects San Francisco’s street trees, significant trees and landmark trees regardless of species. There are no mature trees within the project site, including landmark trees, significant trees, or street trees. Although the Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address this issue, this impact would be less than significant because no tree removal is proposed as part of the project. Furthermore, the project would not preclude the ability of the City to plant trees in a sidewalk or public right-of-way along the project site perimeter, and the project would not conflict with this ordinance. There are no other applicable local policies or ordinances that apply to this site.


Thus, the project would not conflict with applicable local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-BI-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on biological resources. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on biological resources encompasses the species occurrences, habitats, and sensitive natural communities within the regional vicinity of the project site, including the portion of the Pacific Flyway along the City's Bay shoreline. Cumulative impacts are considered in the context of past, present and reasonably foreseeable project in this area—such as those listed above under Approach to Analysis—that could contribute to impacts on biological resources. 


As described above in Impacts BI-1, BI-2, BI-3, and BI-4, the project site currently consists of either paved or undeveloped ruderal areas, with one notable depressed area containing some standing water, and overall habitat supportive of sensitive wildlife and plants is of marginal quality. With the exception of birds, the project, like other projects within the City's urbanized waterfront area, would have little or no potential to affect sensitive plants or wildlife, and therefore would not contribute to cumulative impacts on biological resources in the project area.


The proposed project could potentially result in adverse effects on various bird species through disruption of nests, collisions with buildings, or disorientation from night lighting. These impacts, in combination with other projects along the San Francisco waterfront, could potentially result in cumulative impacts to birds. However, other projects in San Francisco would be subject to the same environmental review requirements to provide mitigation for birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Department of Fish and Game Code. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BI-4a, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, and M-BI-4b, Bird Safe Building Practices, would not only reduce the project's impacts to less than significant, it would also reduce the project's contribution to any cumulative impact to less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: n_geology]14.	GEOLOGY AND SOILS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			i)	Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.)


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			ii)	Strong seismic ground shaking?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			iii)	Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			iv)	Landslides?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18‑1‑B of the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or property?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			f)	Change substantially the topography or any unique geologic or physical features of the site?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address having soils capable of supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste disposal systems. However, the proposed event center and other proposed developments would connect to the combined sewer system, and would not use septic tanks or other on-site land disposal systems for sanitary sewage. Therefore, criterion E.14(e) is not applicable to the proposed project.


[bookmark: _Toc402187908]Summary of Geology and Soils Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The geology and soils significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Seismicity section and the Initial Study Geology/Topography section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity setting section characterized existing soil and geologic conditions in the Mission Bay plan area, and discussed existing seismic and geologic hazards. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the Mission Bay plan area is underlain by artificial fill, silty clay (Bay Mud), sandy alluvium, and stiff marine Old Bay Clay that overly the Franciscan bedrock located at depth of 30 to 130 feet below sea level. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted the Mission Bay plan area is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, but is within a Seismic Hazards Zone for liquefaction as defined in the City’s Community Safety Element.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impacts section indicates the Mission Bay plan area is susceptible to earthquake-related groundshaking that would be strong enough to damage buildings and infrastructure, and could cause associated ground failure, such as liquefaction, all of which pose risks of injury or loss of life to people in or near the affected structure. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted that the San Francisco Building Code would require seismically-resistant construction in the Mission Bay plan area to reduce risks to people and structures during earthquakes. The Building Code requires that all new development in the Mission Bay plan area be preceded by special site-specific investigations to determine the type and degree of hazards present, and include site-specific modeling to accurately estimate seismic forces that could act on a structure. In accordance with the Building Code, the resultant measures must be incorporated into the plans and specifications for a building to ensure an appropriate engineering design that would ameliorate the identified seismic hazards. To address the potential for liquefaction-related damage, the Mission Bay FSEIR noted that the major structures within the Mission Bay plan area would be constructed on foundations supported by piles driven into competent geologic materials such as dense sands, stiff clays, or bedrock. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that compliance with the Building Code and construction of pile-supported structures would reduce seismic hazards to an acceptable level.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impacts section also notes that concrete piles are commonly used to penetrate the artificial fill and Bay Mud and that a sulfate-resistant mix of cement would be used to protect the concrete and reinforcing steel from the corrosive effects of the fill and young Bay Mud. To ensure compliance with this, the FSEIR includes Mitigation Measure H.07 requiring testing of the soil for sulfate and chloride content. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Geology/Topography section reported that there are no known unique geologic features in the Mission Bay plan area. The FSEIR Initial Study estimated that up to 300,000 cubic yards of fill would be added to the Mission Bay plan area over the course of construction; this included the proposed addition of between 1 and 1.5 feet of new fill in low spots east of Third Street. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study determined that this additional fill would cause no substantial change in the largely flat character of the site’s topography. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded the Mission Bay plan’s effect on changes in topography and unique geologic features would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Geology/Topography section concluded that the potential for settlement when a new structure is constructed is high because of the irregular nature of the artificial fill used to create the underlying land and the compressibility of the underlying Bay Mud. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported the alluvium, Old Bay Clay, and Franciscan Bedrock underlying these units are more competent and suitable for foundation support. The Initial Study concluded that utilizing foundations with piles supported in these materials would ameliorate the effects of settlement once the structure is constructed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187909]Impact Evaluation


Earthquake and Landslide Hazards


Impact GE‐1: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, seismically-induced ground failure, or landslides. (Less than Significant)


The preliminary geotechnical evaluation for the project[footnoteRef:53] identified similar geologic materials to those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, including artificial fill, young Bay Mud, dense sands of the Colma Formation, and Old Bay Clay that overly the Franciscan Bedrock encountered at a depth of 32 to 130 feet beneath the project site. As analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, no active faults cross the project site so the potential for fault rupture is low. The structures proposed under the project would be subject to strong groundshaking in the event of an earthquake on one of the regional faults, and the site is also located in a liquefaction potential zone identified by the California Department of Conservation under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990. However, as determined in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be less than significant with implementation of a site-specific geotechnical investigation and seismic analysis, and incorporation of the recommendations in these studies into the building design as required by the California and San Francisco Building Codes. The proposed structures would be supported on piles driven into competent materials beneath the artificial fill and young Bay Mud. [53:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.] 



Potential hazards associated with lateral spreading and seismically-induced settlement in the event of a major earthquake were not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, for the proposed project, these effects would also be addressed through implementation of site-specific geotechnical studies and adherence to the California and San Francisco Building Codes. On the basis of the preliminary geotechnical evaluation for the project,[footnoteRef:54] recommended measures for addressing these effects include improving the soil to resist liquefaction and lateral spreading as well as use of flexible utility connections, utility hangers, and hinged slabs to address differential settlement. The Mission Bay FSEIR also did not discuss the potential for earthquake-induced landslides. However, the project site is relatively flat and is not located in a landslide-potential zone identified by the California Department of Conservation under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990.[footnoteRef:55] Therefore, there is no project impact related to earthquake-induced landslides.  [54:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.]  [55:  	California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. State of California Seismic Hazard Zones, City and County of San Francisco, Official Map, November 17, 2000.] 



As indicated by the project-specific geotechnical evaluation, no substantial changes have occurred nor has new information become available that would result in new or more severe project impacts related to seismic hazards including fault rupture, seismic groundshaking, seismically induced ground failures, or landslides. No new or different mitigation measures or alternatives would be required to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.


Erosion or Loss of Top Soil


Impact GE‐2: The project would not result in substantial erosion or loss of top soil. (Topic Partially Analyzed Previously; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed erosion impacts relevant to the project site but not impacts related to loss of top soil. However, both impacts would be less than significant, as described below.


Erosion


Soil movement for foundation excavation could create the potential for wind- and water-borne soil erosion during construction site. However, the project site is relatively flat; therefore, substantial erosion and loss of soil would not be expected to occur during site preparation and construction.


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed erosion impacts in the Hydrology and Water Quality section under construction activity pollutants. As discussed below in Section E.15, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Initial Study (Impact HY-1), project construction would be required to comply with the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ (Construction General Stormwater Permit). This permit, adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board in 2009 subsequent to publication of the FSEIR, requires implementation of erosion and sedimentation controls for construction activities associated with ground disturbance. Once the project is constructed, the entire project site would be covered with structures, paved areas, or landscaping and the potential for erosion would be low. Therefore, impacts related to soil erosion during and after construction would be less than significant. 


The project would not result in new or more severe significant impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. No new or different mitigation would be required. 


Loss of Top Soil


Top soil is a fertile soil horizon that typically contains a seed base. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address loss of top soil. However, the project site was previously built out with commercial and industrial uses which have since been removed, and the site has been subject to subsequent grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities. Prior development and other ground disturbance would have involved removal of any top soil on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact related to loss of top soil. 


Settlement


Impact GE-3: The project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the project. (Topic Partially Analyzed Previously; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed settlement issues related to differential settlement of the underlying geologic materials that are relevant to the project site, but it did not address impacts related to settlement associated with excavation or dewatering. However, these impacts would all be less than significant, as described below.


Differential Settlement


Similar to the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Geology/Topography section, the proposed project could result in settlement once the project is constructed due to differential settlement of the artificial fill and compressibility of the Bay Mud. However, as part of the project and similar to the discussion in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the proposed event center and other proposed buildings and structures would be constructed with a foundation using piles supported in dense sands of the Colma Formation or in bedrock of the Franciscan Complex. The project would be designed in accordance with the recommendations of the site-specific geotechnical investigation that would be required under the California and San Francisco Building Codes. Furthermore, no substantial changes have occurred at the project site or new information become available that would result in new or more severe impacts related to settlement. On the basis 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 related to settlement, and no new mitigation measures or alternatives are required to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.


Settlement due to Excavation or Dewatering


Construction of the proposed project could also induce ground settlement as a result of excavation for construction of subsurface parking, construction dewatering, and heave during installation of piles. Following completion of construction, permanent, long-term dewatering would not be required. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address settlement as a result of these activities. Therefore, these potential settlement effects are described below, followed by San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (DBI) established procedures which would ensure that unstable conditions do not result from project construction.


Excavation. Construction of proposed subsurface facilities, including but not limited to, below-grade event center features and underground parking, could require excavation to depths of 8 to 25 feet [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED] below ground surface, and isolated deeper excavation could be required at the building cores. During excavation, artificial fill and Bay Mud would be removed and the surrounding soils could become unstable, potentially causing settlement of adjacent structures, including buildings, sidewalks, streets, and utilities. However, the project would be required to comply with the California and San Francisco Building Codes' specifications for shoring, such as conventional soldier pile and lagging, a deep soil mixed cutoff wall,[footnoteRef:56] or rigid and water‐tight internally braced secant walling.[footnoteRef:57] Implementation of these required measures would prevent this soil from becoming unstable. [56:  	A deep mixed soil cutoff wall is constructed by advancing augers or a cutting tool and pumping cement through the tips of the auger or cutting tool during drilling. The cement is mixed with the soil in place, forming a solidified column or panel of soil and cement that provides stability to the excavation sidewall and restricts groundwater inflow to the excavation.]  [57:  	A secant wall, in simplified form, is built by drilling a series of holes and filling them with concrete, resulting in a continuous series of concrete cylinders that form a water-tight barrier that retains soil behind it.] 



Further, the DBI would require a monitoring program utilizing an inclinometer to monitor for movement at the face of the excavation. The monitoring program would include a baseline survey and frequent surveying of the excavation as construction progresses to evaluate the effects of construction and ensure that the soil does not become unstable. DBI would review the final building plans and determine if an excavation monitoring plan would be required.


Construction Dewatering. Groundwater at the project site is relatively shallow (encountered at a depth of about 6½ feet to 7 feet below ground surface). Therefore, the proposed 25-foot excavation depth would extend approximately 18 feet [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED] beneath the groundwater table, and there is the potential for substantial water inflow into the excavation during construction, which would requiring dewatering to maintain dry construction conditions. Dewatering could potentially result in settlement of adjacent structures, including buildings, sidewalks, streets, and utilities. Although a water tight shoring system such as a deep soil mixed cutoff wall or secant walling could be used during excavation for structures, dewatering of excavations for installation of utilities and compaction of soil could be required. To address the potential for settlement as a result of excavation dewatering, DBI could require a site-specific dewatering plan to identify necessary measures to minimize the risk of settlement. DBI would review the final building plans and determine if a dewatering plan would be required.


Discharge of any groundwater removed during construction dewatering would also be subject to requirements of the City’s Sewer Use Ordinance (Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code; added by Ordinance No. 19-92, amended by Ordinance No. 116-97), as supplemented by Department of Public Works Order No. 158170, requiring a permit from the Wastewater Enterprise Collection System Division of the SFPUC. A permit may be issued only if an effective pretreatment system is maintained and operated. The permit for discharge would specify water quality standards and may require the project sponsor to install and maintain meters to measure the volume of the discharge to the combined sewer system. 


In addition, if the subsequent project‐specific geotechnical investigation determines that dewatering wells would likely be needed to draw the groundwater down below the planned depths of excavation, any dewatering wells would be subject to the requirements of the City’s Soil Boring and Well Regulation Ordinance (Article 12B of the Health Code; added by Ordinance No. 113‐05), requiring a project sponsor to obtain a permit from the Department of Public Health prior to constructing a dewatering well. A permit may be issued only if the project sponsors use construction practices that would prevent the contamination or pollution of groundwater during the construction or modification of the well or soil boring.


Heave as a Result of Pile Driving. The proposed event center and other proposed buildings and structures would be supported by foundations using piles. The piles may be drilled or driven into place, and the appropriate installation method would be determined on the basis of the site-specific geotechnical investigation implemented in accordance with the California and San Francisco Building Codes. In addition, noise and vibration concerns could limit the use of driven piles. 


If driven piles are used, pile driving during project construction may cause the ground to heave up to several inches, and the heave could adversely affect adjacent structures. To address this, the DBI may require a preconstruction survey and monitoring during pile driving. DBI would review the final building plans and determine if a preconstruction survey and subsequent monitoring would be required to address the potential for heave.


DBI Requirements. DBI would require a site‐specific geotechnical report for the project prior to issuing a building permit, and would review the report to ensure that the potential settlement effects of excavation, pile driving, and dewatering are appropriately addressed in accordance with Section 1704.15 of the San Francisco Building Code. DBI would also require that the report include a determination as to whether a lateral movement and settlement survey should be done to monitor any movement or settlement of surrounding buildings and adjacent streets during construction. If a monitoring survey were recommended, DBI would require that a Special Inspector be retained by the project sponsor to perform this monitoring. Groundwater observation wells could be required to monitor potential settlement and subsidence during dewatering.


If, in the judgment of the Special Inspector, unacceptable movement were to occur during construction, corrective actions would be used to halt this settlement. Groundwater recharge could be used to halt settlement due to dewatering. Further, DBI would review the final building plans and determine if additional site‐specific reports would be required.


With implementation of the recommendations provided in project‐specific detailed geotechnical study, subject to review and approval by DBI, and monitoring by a DBI Special Inspector (if required), impacts related to the potential for settlement and subsidence due to construction on soil that is unstable, or could become unstable as a result of such construction, would be less than significant.


Problematic Soils


Impact GE‐4: The project would not create substantial risks to life or property as a result of location on expansive soils or other problematic soils. (Topic Partially Analyzed Previously; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed issues related to corrosive soils, but it did not address impacts related to expansive soils. However, these impacts would all be less than significant, as described below.


Corrosive Soils


The event center and other proposed buildings and structures would be constructed with foundations supported on concrete piles driven into competent geologic materials beneath the artificial fill and young Bay Mud. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR stated that a sulfate-resistant mix of cement would be used to protect the concrete and reinforcing steel from the corrosive effects of the fill and young Bay Mud. To ensure compliance with this, the Mission Bay FSEIR includes Mitigation Measure H.07 requiring testing of the soil for sulfate and chloride content.


However, the site-specific geotechnical investigation conducted in accordance with the California and San Francisco Building Codes would address the potential for corrosion of the concrete piles where they are in contact with the artificial fill and young Bay Mud, and would include specifications for the concrete to ensure that the piles would not be adversely affected by corrosion.


Therefore, this impact is adequately addressed by the existing building code and implementation of Mitigation Measure H.07 of the Mission Bay FSEIR is no longer necessary to reduce impacts related to corrosive soil to a less-than-significant level.


Expansive Soils


Expansive soils are typically very fine grained with a high to very high percentage of clay. They are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume change (i.e., to shrink and swell) due to variations in soil moisture content which typically result from factors such as rainfall, landscape irrigation, utility leakage, and roof drainage. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address the effects of expansive soil on newly constructed structures. However, the presence of expansive soils is not an issue at the project site because the artificial fill beneath the site is sandy and would not be expansive, and because the young Bay Mud beneath the site is generally below the groundwater table, and thus is permanently saturated. Further, any backfill materials used for the project would have a low expansion potential in accordance with the recommendations of the geotechnical report for the project, completed in accordance with the California and San Francisco Building Codes. Therefore, impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant.


Topography or Unique Geologic Features


Impact GE-5: The project would not substantially change the topography or any unique geologic or physical feature of the project site. (Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study reported that there are no unique geologic features in the Mission Bay plan area and that the addition of limited amounts of new fill in low spots east of Third Street would not result in a substantial change in topography. Similarly, the project site is generally flat and there are no unique topographic, geologic, or physical features within the site. Construction of the proposed project would not involve the placement of fill and would not alter the topography of the site. No changes have occurred at the project site or new information has become available that would affect this impact. Therefore, the project would not result in any new impacts or increase the severity of previously identified impacts related to alteration of topography or damage to unique geologic features and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C‐GE‐1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to geologic hazards. (Less than Significant)


Geologic impacts are usually restricted to the immediate vicinity, and potential geologic impacts resulting from the proposed project that could contribute to a cumulative impact are limited to seismic effects and the potential for creation of an unstable geologic unit. Seismic effects could occur in the project vicinity, including the south of Market area. Therefore, this area is considered the geographic scope for seismic effects. The creation of unstable geologic units is a local effect; therefore, the geographic scope for this cumulative impact is the project area and immediate vicinity. This analysis is based on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in this area, including those listed above in Section D, Approach to Analysis.


Seismic Safety. Several cumulative projects would contribute to an increase in the number of persons potentially exposed to seismic risks in the south of Market area, which could result in a potential cumulative impact. However, as noted in Impact GE-1, the project site is not subject to fault rupture because there are no known earthquake faults that cross the site or vicinity. The proposed project and any development within the Mission Bay area would be subject to very strong groundshaking and could experience liquefaction effects in the event of an earthquake on a nearby fault. However, the project and any new buildings would be constructed in accordance with the most current building code requirements for seismic safety, providing for increased life-safety protection of residents and workers. These requirements would reduce potential cumulative impacts to a less-than-significant level, and the proposed project’s compliance with these requirements would ensure that it would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to seismic safety.


Unstable Geologic Unit. As discussed in Impact GE-3, implementation of the proposed project could result in ground settlement from excavation for construction of the below-ground parking, construction dewatering, and pile driving. Any nearby project that could contribute to cumulative impacts related to an unstable geologic unit in the immediate vicinity would be required to implement the DBI procedures described above, including preparation of a detailed geotechnical report and site-specific reports as needed to address the potential settlement and subsidence impacts of excavation and dewatering; implementation of a lateral movement and settlement survey to monitor any movement or settlement of surrounding buildings and adjacent streets during construction and monitoring by a Special Inspector, if needed; conducting a pre-construction survey and monitoring during pile driving; and implementation of corrective actions, as necessary. With implementation of these requirements under the proposed project and under any nearby projects, cumulative impacts related to ground settlement would be less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: o_hydro]15.	HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion of siltation on- or off-site?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			f)	Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			g)	Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood hazard delineation map?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			h)	Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			i)	Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			j)	Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts of the Mission Bay plan related to placing housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. However, the project would not include any housing or residential uses. Therefore, criterion E.15(g) does not apply to the proposed project. In addition, the project site is not located in the vicinity of a levee or dam, so criterion E.15(i) with respect to failure of a levee or dam is not applicable to this project. Similarly, the project site is not located on or near slopes that could be subject to mudflow, so criterion E.15(j) with respect to mudflow is not applicable to this project. Thus, these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


[bookmark: _Toc402187910]Summary of Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed potential effect on hydrology and water quality in the Hydrology and Water Quality, Community Services and Utilities, Initial Study Water, and Seismicity sections. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality setting section characterized existing drainage patterns and municipal sewer treatment facilities serving the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan area was located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage was collected, then conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek. At that time, the Mission Bay plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site were located in the Bay sub-basin which drained directly to the Bay, and the balance of Blocks 29-32 site was located within the Mariposa sub-basin portion of the Bayside drainage basin. Stormwater collected in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa pump station, and from there, to the SEWPCP. Stormwater occurring within the Bay sub-basin at that time drained directly to the Bay, and not the combined sewer system. 


As reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the annual average dry weather flows at the SEWPCP at that time were estimated at 67 mgd. During wet weather, the SEWPCP could treat up to 150 mgd to a secondary level, and an additional 100 mgd to a primary level.[footnoteRef:58] In addition, up to an additional 150 mgd of wet weather flows received primary treatment at the North Point Water Pollution Control Plant, increasing total wet weather treatment capacity for the Bayside drainage basin to 400 mgd. As also reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, if rainfall exceeded the total capacity of the SEWPCP, the North Point facility, and storage/transport facilities, then excess flows are directed to sewer discharge structures located along the City’s bayside. These flows receive flow-through treatment (similar to primary treatment) and are discharged to the Bay under the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  [58:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation.] 



Mission Bay Plan Area Drainage Plan


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality impacts section described the proposed Mission Bay plan’s drainage plan, which proposed a new separate storm sewer system for a portion of the Mission Bay plan area. Under the Mission Bay plan, stormwater within the Bay sub-basin (which included the eastern portion of Blocks 29-32 under 1998 conditions) would drain into new infrastructure and no longer directly to the Bay. The Mission Bay plan proposed a reconfigured Central/Bay sub-basin (that would include the northern portion of the Blocks 29-32 site) that would be served by separate sewer and storm drain systems. The sanitary-only sewers from the Central/Bay sub-basin would connect to the existing combined sewer system for treatment at the SEWCP. The separate storm drainage system proposed within the Central/Bay sub-basin would divert an initial portion of the stormwater flow (approximately 80 percent of the average annual flow) to the City’s combined system for treatment. Stormwater volumes greater than the initial flows and up to a 5-year storm would be discharged directly to four new stormwater outfalls (two to China Basin Channel and two to the Bay). Volumes greater than a 5-year event would pond or flow overland. The Mission Bay plan also proposed a reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin (that would include the southern portion Blocks 29-32), and would be served by the City’s existing combined sewer system.


Project Operational Effects on Water Quality 


The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Mission Bay plan would contribute pollutants to the Bay through 1) the discharge to municipal wastewater effluent from the SEWPCP, 2) the discharge of treated combined sewer overflows (CSOs) (these events are now referred to as combined sewer discharges or CSDs), and 3) the discharge of untreated stormwater, as described below. 


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Municipal Wastewater Effluent


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the Mission Bay plan would generate municipal wastewater and increase the total effluent from the SEWPCP by about 3 percent, and result in an approximate 3 percent increase in the pollutant loading to the Bay from municipal wastewater effluent. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the quality of municipal wastewater from the Mission Bay plan area would not differ substantially from the quality of other City wastewater flowing to the SEWPCP, and would not 
materially change the concentrations of pollutants in the effluent. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the effluent increases would be well within the City’s treatment plant capacity, and would not cause a violation of the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements regarding its discharge from the SEWPCP. The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the plan pollutant concentrations were within water quality screening values, including Water Quality Objectives adopted by the RWQCB. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects of municipal wastewater effluent on water quality would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Combined Sewer Discharges


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the Mission Bay plan would increase the average annual volume of CSDs (formerly referred to as combined sewer overflows, or CSOs) by approximately 0.2 percent, and increase the duration of each overflow event by a few minutes. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan would not change the concentrations of pollutants in the treated CSDs. In addition, this slight increase in CSD volumes and duration would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for the CSDs, and thus, would not adversely affect existing near-shore aquatic biota or water-contact recreation in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects of CSDs on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Direct Stormwater Discharge


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan would increase the volume of stormwater directly discharged to the Bay by approximately 2 percent and would also change the concentration of pollutants in the stormwater discharge due to the intensification of land uses proposed in the Mission Bay plan area. However, the FSEIR concluded that any potential increase in pollutants would be very small relative to those associated with municipal wastewater and treated CSDs. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that this increase in volumes and change in pollutant concentrations would not adversely affect existing aquatic biota in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects of direct stormwater discharge on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Sediment Quality


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the RWQCB identified China Basin Channel and Islais Creek as candidate toxic hot spots for sediment quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the Mission Bay plan would slightly decrease volumes of CSDs to China Basin Channel, however would increase flows elsewhere, most notably to Islais Creek. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that increased volumes of CSDs to Islais Creek with the Mission Bay plan would cause a corresponding increase in sediment deposition at that location. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the plan would not, however, measurably change the physical or chemical composition of the sediment layer, nor affect any determination by the RWQCB to designate China Basin Channel or Islais Creek as toxic hot spots. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects on sediment quality in Islais Creek and China Basin Channel would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Contribution to Cumulative Effects


The FSEIR reported that there were no significant cumulative impacts identified from the estimated increased volume and pollutant load of treated municipal wastewater effluent, treated CSDs, and direct stormwater discharges, because there would not be substantial degradation in water quality of the Bay or near-shore waters, no toxic effect on aquatic biota, and no substantial change sediment quality or beneficial uses.


However, the FSEIR determined that due to the lack of conclusive evidence refuting a causal relationship between treated CSDs, stormwater discharges, and sediment quality, the Mission Bay plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on near-shore waters of the Bay from multiple sources of CSDs and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel. The FSEIR concluded that the estimated plan contribution (0.2 percent) to the potential cumulative increase (11 percent) in Bayside CSD volumes, and the contribution of plan-related stormwater discharges to possible cumulative impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures K.03 and K.04 regarding CSD volumes and alternative treatment technologies.


Mission Bay Phased Development Effects on Water Quality from Stormwater


The Mission Bay FSEIR discussed U.S. EPA Phase II stormwater regulations that had been proposed but not finalized at the time of preparation of the FSEIR. These proposed regulations would require the City to develop and implement a stormwater management program to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable and protect water quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the lack of adopted regulatory requirements for a stormwater management program that addressed Mission Bay stormwater quality, and a failure to implement other BMPs to minimize stormwater pollution, could potentially conflict with the intent of the proposed stormwater permit requirements and result in a significant impact.


Mitigation Measure M.05 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (see Utilities and Services section in this Initial Study, above) required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay Basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. Mitigation Measure K.05 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section identified implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. The FSEIR also identified Mitigation Measure K.02 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section that required mandatory participation in the City’s existing Water Pollution Prevention Program. 


Mission Bay Plan Construction Effects on Water Quality


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section reported that construction activities would cause ground disturbance that would result in the potential for erosion, and potential for construction sedimentation and other pollutants in China Basin Channel and the Bay. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that construction activities proposed under the plan would be required to comply with the NPDES General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, as administered by the RWQCB, which requires preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The Mission Bay FSEIR also identified a number of best management practices (BMPs) that should be incorporated into the SWPPP as part of the plan, and included implementation of these BMPs as Mitigation Measures Mitigation Measures K.01a through K.01i. Regarding discharges of groundwater produced during construction-related dewatering, the FSEIR concluded that water quality effects related to these discharges would not be significant because the discharge would need to comply with the requirements of the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. Based on these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that construction-related impacts to water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Flooding


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Water section summarized relevant information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR regarding the issue of potential flooding. The 1990 Mission Bay FEIR indicated the existing elevation of the Mission Bay plan area ranged from approximately +6.0 to -2.0 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD).[footnoteRef:59] Groundwater in the Mission Bay plan area was reported at 3.5 to 9 feet below ground surface, and contiguous with the mean sea level in the adjacent Bay. As referenced in the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study, the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR determined that proposed structures or roadways in Mission Bay placed at elevations at or below ‑2.0 feet SFD, after settling on the site, could be subject to tidal flooding during a 100-year flood event, and that if sea level were to rise, groundwater levels in Mission Bay could rise similarly.  [59:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study included Mitigation Measures K.06a through K.06f, adapted from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR that required structures in the Mission Bay area to be designed and located in a way to protect low-lying shoreline areas from the dangers of tidal flooding, including consideration of a rise in relative sea level. The mitigation specified that to address effects of sea level rise, specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses must be conducted by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of ‑1.0 foot SFD. Potential measures identified by the mitigation included setback from the water’s edge, installation of seawalls, dikes and/or berms during construction of infrastructure; reducing the amount of excavation for utilities or basements; and use of fill to raise the grade of public open spaces. With implementation of these mitigation measures, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that plan effects related to flooding and sea level rise would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Groundwater Depletion and Recharge


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Water section determined that the Mission Bay plan would have a less than significant impact on depletion of groundwater resources and groundwater recharge, primarily because the plan does not propose to extract groundwater. The FSEIR Initial Study indicated that the Mission Bay plan would supply non-potable water uses by either recycled water, groundwater, or potentially a blend of imported groundwater and recycled water. However, the effects of groundwater extraction for this purpose were analyzed in a separate environmental review document for the recycled water project, which determined that the recycled water project would not adversely affect groundwater resources or groundwater recharge. 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study also determined that groundwater dewatering during construction would be subject to approval either by the City for discharge to the sewer system or at an off-site disposal facility. Therefore, impacts on groundwater depletion and recharge were determined to be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects Related to Tsunami and Seiche


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impact section estimated that based on evaluations conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the plan area would be subject to as much as 4.7 feet of wave run-up during the 100-year tsunami event, and 7.8 feet of wave run-up during the 500-year tsunami event. Based on this, the maximum flooding level would be -1 feet SFD for the 100-year event and 2 feet SFD for the 500-year event. The FSEIR stated that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers model estimated the height of "worst case" flooding during extreme high tide crest conditions, which occur about 30 times each year, and last for less than 2 hours each time and the likelihood of a 100-year tsunami occurring within that window is less than one hundredth of one percent. Thus, even during these rare events, only the lowest portions of the plan area would be inundated as a result of a tsunami. Given the fact that the likelihood of such events is less than one hundredth of one percent, the FSEIR determined that impacts would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc402187911]Impact Evaluation


Water Quality


Impact HY‐1: The project would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality with respect to construction activities, construction dewatering and long‐term dewatering. (Less than Significant)


The project would not result in water quality impacts as a result of construction‐related stormwater discharges, construction‐related dewatering, or long‐term groundwater dewatering because these discharges would be required to be managed in accordance with existing San Francisco regulations, described below.


Water Quality Effects of Construction Activities


During construction, stormwater from the project site would drain to a separate storm drainage system that includes existing storm drain lines located along South Street, Third Street, and 16th Street (which have been built subsequent to the FSEIR consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan). As described above for the Mission Bay FSEIR, stormwater discharges during construction would require NPDES coverage under the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, as administered by the RWQCB. At the time the FSEIR was prepared, this general permit required preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP), but did not include specific BMPs to be implemented to avoid water quality effects associated with construction-related stormwater discharges. To address this, the Mission Bay FSEIR also identified a number of best management practices (BMPs) that should be incorporated into the SWPPP as part of the plan, and included as Mitigation Measures K.01a through K.01i. 


However, the State Water Resources Control Board subsequently adopted the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009‐0009‐DWQ (Construction General Stormwater Permit) in 2009 and this permit supersedes the permit in effect at the time of FSEIR publication. Construction activities subject to this permit include ground disturbance such as clearing, grading, and excavating, as well as soil stockpiling. Under the Construction General Stormwater Permit, construction projects are characterized by the level of risk to water quality. This is determined using a combination of the sediment risk of the project and the receiving water quality risk. Projects can be characterized as Level 1, Level 2, or Level 3, and the minimum Best Management Practices (BMPs) and monitoring that must be implemented during construction are based on the risk level. The BMPs are designed to prevent pollutants from coming in contact with stormwater and to keep all products of erosion and stormwater pollutants from moving offsite into receiving waters. They are specified in a SWPPP that must be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) and submitted to the San Francisco RWQCB before construction begins.


For construction activities characterized as Level 1, the Construction General Stormwater Permit specifies minimum BMPs to be implemented that address good housekeeping practices (including those for managing hazardous materials used during construction, non‐stormwater management, erosion and sediment control, and run‐on and runoff control. A qualified professional must inspect the required BMPs weekly when there is no rain and daily during a qualifying rainstorm. For construction activities characterized as Level 2 and 3, the minimum requirements identified for Level 1 apply, as well as some more stringent requirements. For instance, erosion controls must be implemented in conjunction with sediment controls in active construction areas, and linear sediment controls must be used along slopes. In addition, a QSD must prepare a rain event action plan for Level 2 and 3 construction activities. This plan would identify the designated site stormwater manager, the provider of erosion and sediment controls, and the stormwater sampling agent, as well as the trades active at the site during all construction phases. The plan would include suggested actions for each construction phase.


Compliance with the current General Construction NPDES Permit would ensure that construction-related stormwater discharges would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with implementation of regulatory requirements and FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.01a through K.01i. would be superseded by the specified regulatory requirements. No new mitigation measures are required, and the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts on water quality from construction activities than were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Water Quality Effects of Groundwater Dewatering


As noted in the Geology and Soils section of this Initial Study, the groundwater level at the project site is about 6½ feet to 7 feet below ground surface. Given that the estimated depth of excavation on the site would be up to 25 feet [TO BE UPDATED/CONFIRMED] deep, construction-related groundwater dewatering would likely be required. However, the project would be designed such that permanent dewatering would not be required. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study concluded that water quality impacts associated with discharge of groundwater during construction-related dewatering would be less than significant with implementation of the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. This ordinance is found in Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined sewer system. In accordance with Article 4.1 and Order No. 158170, the discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain contaminants related to past site activities, as discussed in, the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of this Initial Study, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the groundwater would be treated as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge. 


With discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with regulatory requirements, water quality impacts related to a violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater produced during construction-related dewatering would be less than significant. 


Although the FSEIR did not address water quality impacts associated with discharge of groundwater produced during long-term dewatering once the development projects were constructed, these discharges, if necessary under the proposed project, would be subject to the same regulatory requirements. Therefore, the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts on water quality from dewatering activities than previously identified in the FSEIR.


Groundwater


Impact HY‐2: The project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the Initial Study for the Mission Bay FSEIR stated that non-potable water supply for development projects within the plan area would use recycled water that would potentially be a blend of imported groundwater and recycled water. As stated in the Initial Study for the Mission Bay FSEIR, the effects of groundwater extraction for this purpose were analyzed in a separate environmental review document for the recycled water project which determined that the recycled water project would not adversely affect groundwater resources or groundwater recharge. However, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) has not yet constructed the planned recycled water system for the eastside of the City, and currently, does not intend to blend groundwater with recycled water. Although the project would be required to install dual plumbing for use of recycled water in accordance with the Recycled Water Ordinance found in Article 22 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the project would not use recycled water until it becomes available.


Further, implementation of the project would not result in depletion of groundwater resources because, other than potential pumping of groundwater during dewatering, the project would not involve the use or extraction of groundwater. Rather, potable water for the project would be provided by the SFPUC regional water system. If and when a supply of recycled water becomes available through the Eastside Recycled Water Project,[footnoteRef:60] the project would also use recycled water for non‐potable uses. Although groundwater dewatering could be required during construction and operation of the project, this dewatering would not deplete groundwater resources because the Downtown San Francisco Groundwater Basin is not used as a drinking water supply and there are no plans for development of this basin for groundwater production.  [60: 	The SFPUC plans to provide 2 million gallons per day of high quality recycled water to the customers in the east side of the City through the Eastside Recycled Water Project for non‐potable uses such as irrigation and toilet flushing. This project is still in the planning stages, and the implementation date is uncertain.] 



Project implementation would not interfere with groundwater recharge because although the project would replace the great majority of the currently unpaved portions of the site with impervious surfaces, the new impervious surfaces comprise a negligible portion of the total area of the Downtown Groundwater basin. Impacts related to depletion of groundwater resources and interference with groundwater recharge would be less than significant because the project would not include groundwater pumping other than for dewatering, the Downtown San Francisco Groundwater Basin is not used as a potable water supply, there are no plans for development of the basin for groundwater production, and there would be only a minor increase in impervious surfaces. Therefore, the project's impacts on groundwater supplies and recharge would be less than significant, and the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts from those previously identified in the FSEIR.


Drainage Patterns


Impact HY‐3: The project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on‐ or off‐site, and the project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff that would result in flooding on- or off-site. (Less than Significant)


The project site does not include any existing streams or water courses that could be altered or diverted. Therefore, the project would have no impact related to alteration of drainage patterns by altering the course of a stream in a manner that would cause erosion or flooding on or off‐site.


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, drainage at the project site was directed either to the combined sewer system in the Central sub-basin or Mariposa sub-basin or directly to the Bay. Since that time, a separate storm drainage system has been constructed along South Street, Third Street, and 16th Street, as part of implementation of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, so that portions of the site previously draining directly to the Bay now drain to a separate storm drain system. The remainder of the site continues to drain to the combined sewer system. 


Under the proposed project, some of the stormwater would continue to be routed to both the separate storm sewer system and the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system. Construction of the on-site project components would be required to comply with applicable stormwater design guidelines for the combined sewer system and separate storm sewer systems, which would ensure that no substantial erosion or siltation on-or off-site would occur. 


Currently, the project site is comprised of open ground and paved areas. Once constructed, the project would change the quantity of stormwater runoff from the site. However, in accordance with the Stormwater Design Guidelines, stormwater controls would be designed to treat 90 percent of the annual stormwater runoff to the separate storm sewer system and the project sponsor would be required to reduce the quantity and rate of runoff to the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system by 25 percent. Compliance with these design guidelines would ensure that no on- or off-site flooding would occur. Although flows to the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer could potentially exceed the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station, this impact will be discussed in the Utilities and Services section of the SEIR.


Therefore, neither alteration of existing drainage patterns at the project site nor changes in stormwater runoff volumes would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on‐ or off‐site, and this impact would be less than significant. The project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts related to alteration of drainage patterns from those previously identified in the FSEIR, and no new mitigation measures would be required.


Flooding


Impact HY‐4: The project would not expose people, housing, or structures, to substantial risk of loss due to existing flooding risks and would not redirect or impede flood flows. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that structures and roadways placed at elevations at or below -2.0 feet SFD could be subject to tidal flooding during a 100-year flood event and specified mitigation measures to address flooding issues. Elevations at the project site range from approximately -1 foot SFD to +3 feet SFD,[footnoteRef:61] therefore the project site would not be subject to tidal flooding during a 100-year flood event. In addition, since publication of the FSEIR, the CCSF published interim flood maps in 2008 that show 100-year flooding zones within the City and County of San Francisco and the project site is not located within an identified 100-year flood zone.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.]  [62:  	City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Interim Floodplain Map, Northeast, Final Draft. July, 2008.] 



Also subsequent to publication of the FSEIR in 1998, the SFPUC has specifically identified potential flooding hazards related to the depth of sewer lines relative to properties they serve. The SFPUC identified a potential flood zone south of Market Street but the proposed project is not within this zone.[footnoteRef:63] However, the proposed project site is within an area located on fill, and the SFPUC notes that subsidence in areas located on fill or Bay Mud could subside to a point where the sewers do not drain freely during a storm (and sometimes during dry weather), and the resulting sewer backups could result in localized flooding. Accordingly, the project sponsor would be referred to the SFPUC at the beginning of the building permit process to determine whether the project would result in ground level flooding during storms. If so, the applicant would be required to comply with SFPUC requirements for projects in flood‐prone zones as part of the permit approval process. These measures could include providing a pump station for the sewage flow, raising the elevation of entryways, providing special sidewalk construction, and constructing deep gutters, among others. [63:  	San Francisco Planning Department, Planning Director Bulletin No. 4, Review of Project Identified in Areas Prone to Flooding.] 



Therefore, impacts associated with exposure of people or structures to substantial risk of loss due to existing flooding risks and impedance of flood flows would be less than significant. Because the project would result in less than significant impacts related to flooding based on current flood hazard mapping by the CCSF and would be subject to SFPUC requirements for projects in flood zones that could result from sewer backups as part of the permit approval process (if needed), the project would result in less severe flooding impacts than those analyzed in the FSEIR. Therefore, compliance with SFPUC requirements for project in flood zones would obviate the need for Mitigation Measures K.06a through K.06f to mitigate existing flooding hazards, and these measure previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would not be necessary to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. As stated below, potential future flood risks due to projected sea level rise and the applicability of these mitigation measures related to flooding as a result of sea level rise will be addressed in the SEIR.


Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami


Impact HY‐5: The project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the FSEIR estimated that the maximum flooding level in the Mission Bay plan area would be -1 feet SFD for the 100-year tsunami event and 2 feet SFD for the 500-year tsunami event. In addition, based on the state’s official tsunami inundation maps published subsequent to publication of the FSEIR, the eastern portion of the project site is within a tsunami inundation zone.[footnoteRef:64]Based on modeling provided in the Tsunami Response Annex of the CCSF Emergency Response Plan, the potential tsunami and seiche run-up at the project site would be approximately 6 feet.[footnoteRef:65] [64: 	California Emergency Management Agency, California Geological Survey, University of Southern California. Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, San Francisco North Quadrangle/San Francisco South Quadrangle (SF Bay). June 15, 2009.]  [65: 	City and County of San Francisco, Emergency Response Plan, an Element of the CCSF Emergency Management Program, Tsunami Response Annex, March 2011, http://www.sfdem.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/DEM/PlansReports/
TsunamiAnnex-2008.pdf, accessed on September 10, 2014.] 



Although extremely rare, a tsunami or seiche could damage the proposed structures. Visitors and staff of the event center and other uses could also be endangered. However, as described below, the project includes many design features that would provide a buffer between the Bay shoreline and the proposed project and also raise most occupied portions of the arena and mixed use development above the inundation depth. Further, San Francisco has a well-established Tsunami Warning System that would be activated and would protect people from harm, as also discussed below. 


Structures. The proposed event center and other proposed structures would be constructed to current building standards. Although some damage to the structures could occur, the improvements constructed under the proposed project would be resilient to tsunamis or seiches. Therefore, impacts related to damage to structures from inundation by seiche and tsunami are considered less than significant and would not be a new significant impact or substantially more severe than impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


People. The proposed project would increase the number of people at Blocks 29-32, and would therefore expose more people to tsunami or seiche hazards than under existing conditions. However, the project would include many design features [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED] that would provide a buffer between the Bay shoreline and the proposed project and also raise most occupied portions of the event center and mixed use development above the inundation depth. Proposed design features would include:


· Providing a setback between the arena entry and the eastern property boundary with the 1,250 square-foot plaza area.


· Raising pedestrian access and outdoor areas to an elevation of 10 feet, including the main plaza, pedestrian path at the plaza, Bayfront Overlook, Bayfront Terrace, and Market Hall/Food Hall.


· Locating the base of the main arena entry and all office and retail entries at an elevation of 10 feet and providing access to the upper floors of the Market Hall/Food Hall from the elevated pedestrian path.


· Locating the base of the secondary arena entry at 26 feet and accessible from the elevated pedestrian path or stairs from the southeast plaza.


In the event that an earthquake occurred that would be capable of producing a seiche or tsunami that could affect San Francisco, the National Warning System would also provide warning to the City. The San Francisco outdoor warning system (sirens and loudspeakers, tested each Tuesday at 12:00 noon) would then be initiated which would sound an alarm alerting the public to tune into local TV, cable TV, or radio stations, which would carry instructions for appropriate actions to be taken as part of the Emergency Alert System. Police would also canvas the neighborhoods sounding sirens and bullhorns, as well as knocking on doors as needed, to provide emergency instructions. Evacuation centers would be set up if required. The advance warning system would allow for evacuation of people prior to a seiche or tsunami and would provide a high level of protection to public safety. 


Therefore, impacts related to exposure of people to risk from inundation by seiche and tsunami are considered less than significant. This would not be a new or more significant impact than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C‐HY‐1: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to construction activities, dewatering, groundwater supplies, drainage pattern, flooding, seiche or tsunami. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on water quality encompasses central San Francisco Bay and the Downtown Groundwater Basin. The geographic scope of effects on drainage and flooding consists of Bayside Drainage Basin. Impacts related to inundation by tsunami could occur along the entire San Francisco Waterfront; therefore the geographical scope for this impact includes the entire waterfront. This analysis is based on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in this area, including those listed above in Section D, Approach to Analysis.


As discussed in Impacts HY‐1 and HY-2, implementation of appropriate regulatory requirements would ensure that the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related to erosion and discharges of groundwater during dewatering. Other projects that could potentially contribute to a cumulative impact would be subject to the same or similar regulatory requirements including the Construction General NPDES permit and Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code as supplemented by DPW Order No. 158170 (including implementation of an erosion control plan). Implementation of these requirements under each individual project would ensure that all discharges comply with regulatory standards and would not result in a violation of water quality standards. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to these topics would be less than significant.


As discussed in Impacts HY‐3 and HY-4, project elements affecting drainage and flooding issues at the project site would be subject to compliance with established guidelines for the separate storm drainage system and/or the combined sewer system, which would reduce these impacts to less than significant. Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects within the Bayside Drainage Basin would also be subject to these regulations. Therefore, based on the City's established regulations and guidelines for the separate and combined sewer system, which are designed to serve the City as a whole, cumulative impacts would also be less than significant.


As discussed in Impact HY-5, a tsunami or seiche could damage the proposed structures and visitors and staff of the event center and other uses could also be endangered. However, the proposed project includes many design features [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED]that would provide a buffer between the Bay shoreline and the proposed project and also raise most occupied portions of the arena and mixed use development above the inundation depth. San Francisco also has a well-established Tsunami Warning System that would be activated and would protect people from harm and the new structures would be constructed in accordance with the current building code which would make them resilient to damage by tsunamis. Because other projects would be built to current building codes, and the Tsunami Warning System would also protect other people in the project vicinity from harm due to tsunamis, cumulative impacts related to inundation by tsunami or seiche would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc402187912]Issues to be Analyzed in the SEIR


The impact evaluation above explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to criteria E.15 (b), (c), (d), (f), (g), (h), or (j), and no further analysis is required on these subjects. However, with respect to criteria E.15(a), (e) and (i), additional evaluation of the proposed project is necessary for both direct and cumulative impacts related to certain aspects of these criteria. The SEIR will include a detailed analysis of:


· The potential for changes in stormwater runoff from the site and wastewater discharged to the combined sewer to affect the frequency or duration of combined sewer discharges. This analysis will also discuss the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.02, K.05, and M.05, which all pertain to stormwater management measures.


· The potential for changes in runoff patterns due to the proposed project and to cumulative development to affect the capacity of the combined sewer system. This analysis will also discuss the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.03 and K.04, which pertain to cumulative impacts on the combined sewer system.


· The potential for the project to expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss or injury due to future flooding from sea level rise and the applicability of Mitigation Measure K.06.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: p_hazmat]16.	HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			f)	For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			g)	Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			h)	Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The project site is not located within ¼ mile of an existing or proposed school. Therefore, criterion E.16(c) is not applicable to the proposed project. Similarly, the project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, criteria E.16(e) and E.16(f) are also not applicable. Thus, these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


[bookmark: _Toc402187913]Summary of Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed issues of hazards and hazardous materials in multiple sections: Health and Safety which addressed the proposed use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials during operation of the Mission Bay plan and emergency response; Contaminated Soil and Groundwater, which addressed issues related to potential soil and groundwater contamination in the Mission Bay plan area; Seismicity, which addressed issues related to emergency access and response; and Community Services and Utilities, which addressed public safety risks. Relevant information on hazards and hazardous materials from these sections is summarized below.


Mission Bay Plan Hazardous Materials Use, Waste Generation and Risk of Upset


Mission Bay Plan Hazardous Materials Use


The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section indicated that businesses within the Commercial Industrial, Commercial Industrial/Retail and UCSF portions of the Mission Bay plan area would use substantial quantities of hazardous materials. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that legal and regulatory requirements applicable to hazardous materials operations would require businesses to meet a range of health and safety laws and regulations, and that the implementation of these legally required health and safety measures would adequately address typical health and safety issues related to use and disposal of hazardous materials. 


However, the FSEIR acknowledged laws and regulations do not address certain health and safety concerns related to the use of biohazardous materials that could be used by some of the businesses such as UCSF and surrounding businesses that would engage in research and development activities complimentary to UCSF activities. To address the lack of enforceable guidelines as it relates to aerosol transmission of biohazardous materials, the FSEIR identified Mitigation Measures I.01, I.02, and I.03 requiring implementation of appropriate guidelines, filtration of exhausts for Biosafety Level 3 laboratories or equivalent measures to avoid substantial health risks to individuals in the vicinity of the exhaust, and restrictions on the types biohazardous materials that could be used by businesses in the plan area. The FSEIR concluded that with implementation of this mitigation, potential health related to handling of biohazardous materials would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Risk of Upset / Accidents


The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section described potential safety concerns related to possible hazardous materials accidents and concluded that most accident risks would be adequately addressed by implementing required health and safety plans, providing emergency response training, and providing emergency response services. The Mission Bay FSEIR also stated that releases of highly toxic materials subject to the federal and state Accidental Release Programs could present more of a risk. However, existing regulations require the implementation of appropriate operational measures in accordance with required Risk Management Plans to reduce the possibility and consequences of potential accidents that could pose potential risks to neighboring residents, schools, or other off-site receptors (this is a plan required under state and federal regulations to specify operating and emergency response procedures to prevent a release of highly toxic materials, and is different from the risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01, and discussed below). The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that implementation of Risk Management Plans required under the Accidental Release Programs for the use of these toxic materials and compliance with school siting criteria outlined in the California Health and Safety Code, Education Code, and California Code of Regulations would ensure the impacts of accidents involving highly toxic materials would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Contaminated Soil and Groundwater


Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater setting section described historic and current land uses in the Mission Bay plan area. The FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan area was filled beginning in 1859 and continuing for approximately 50 years, with the fill consisting primarily of earthquake rubble, municipal garbage, and rock and soil from other locations in the City. The FSEIR reported that uses previously and/or presently on Blocks 29-32 at that time included a range of commercial and industrial uses including, but not limited to, crude oil storage, offices, railroad tracks, trucking-related activities, maintenance and repair facilities, junk yard, stock corral, sand and gravel mixing, and open space. The Mission Bay FSEIR also reported that existing uses at the time of preparation of the FSEIR included a gravel plant, bus company facility, equipment rental, storage yard, railroad tracks, auto body shop, warehouse and parking.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater setting section also summarized the results of soil and groundwater studies conducted in Mission Bay, including a comprehensive investigation conducted by ENVIRON in 1997 of the entire Mission Bay plan area. The 1997 investigation detected chemicals of various types and concentrations in the soil and groundwater throughout the Mission Bay plan area. The 1997 investigation identified petroleum hydrocarbons in soil, groundwater, and floating on groundwater (called “petroleum free product”) in the vicinity of Illinois and 16th Streets (including within Blocks 31 and 32), and attributed the free product to former petroleum bulk storage, pipelines and transfer facilities in the vicinity. The FSEIR determined that concentrations of contaminants in soil or groundwater in the Mission Bay plan area, with the exception of the identified petroleum free product area, did not present a human health or ecological risk under existing conditions. The FSEIR reported that potential effects on near-shore and aquatic organisms associated with the free product were being investigated and if necessary would be remediated by the oil companies responsible for the contamination. 


Mission Bay Plan Development (Construction) Effects


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater impact section reported that the proposed development of the Mission Bay plan area could result in potential exposure of workers and the public (including residents, employees and visitors) in the Mission Bay plan area to chemicals in soil and groundwater that could be released during construction. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that vacant sites within the Mission Bay plan area could be a source of exposed soils during part or most of the approximately 20-year development period. In addition, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated construction activities within the Mission Bay plan area that would involve the disturbance of contaminated soil or groundwater would affect increasingly greater number of persons during the later phases of development. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR discussed various types of construction activities, including excavation, grading, trenching, soil movement/transport, pile installation, building demolition and removal of underground storage tanks that would potentially expose workers and the public to contaminated soils, dust, soil gases and other hazards. The Mission Bay FSEIR also noted the potential for construction dust-related effects on the aquatic and terrestrial environment. In addition, the FSEIR indicated that construction activities that would have the potential to affect groundwater, including pile driving activities (to potentially contaminate deeper groundwater zones), trenching activities (to result in potential horizontal migration of contaminants in groundwater and soil vapor), and construction dewatering (to potentially influence localized groundwater gradients and spread contaminated groundwater, particularly in and near the area discussed above that was identified with the petroleum free product on the groundwater). 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater section included Mitigation Measures J.01a through J.01k requiring preparation of a Risk Management Plan or Plans (RMP) incorporating specific measures that would provide for the management of risks associated with exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater and would be protective of human health and the aquatic environment. The Mission Bay FSEIR specified that the human health standard to be applied to the Mission Bay plan, as approved by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), would be a cumulative cancer risk of 10 in 1 million and a Hazard Index of 1 for non-cancer risks. Mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR specified minimum parameters to be included in the RMP for the addressing contaminated soils and groundwater prior to and during construction of individual development projects. The mitigation also provided measures for enforcement of the RMP. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that implementation of the RMP under the regulatory oversight, jurisdiction, and responsibility of the RWQCB would ensure any effects associated with contaminated soils and groundwater would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Contaminated Soil and Groundwater — Long-Term Occupancy (Post Development) Effects


The 1997 ENVIRON investigation summarized in the Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater impact section included a quantitative human health and ecological risk assessment to evaluate potential effects on human and aquatic populations upon plan completion. The risk evaluation showed that the potential risks posed by residual contaminants would remain after plan completion would be below applicable human health and aquatic ecological risk criteria. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that currently exposed soils would be covered by proposed buildings, pavement, or with open space areas using approved fill materials, that would create a protective barrier, or cap, between residual contaminants in soil and human or ecological populations and required establishment and maintenance of this cap as mitigation. Additional mitigation addressed the re-use of soil and prohibited the use of shallow groundwater for domestic, industrial, or irrigation purposes unless found acceptable using established risk assessment methodology.


The FSEIR also noted that deed restrictions required for each property within the Mission Bay plan area would place limits on future uses within Mission Bay consistent with the provisions of the RMP, and accordingly, property owners would be required to comply with applicable provisions of the RMP. These proposed RMP measures were included as Mitigation Measures J.01l through J.01o in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The FSEIR also provided Mitigation Measure J.02 requiring the RMP to include a process for investigating sites proposed for school or child-care center uses within the Mission Bay plan area to ensure these facilities would be properly sited. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the implementation of the RMP would ensure any potential post-development effects on human and aquatic populations would remain less than significant.


Mission Bay Emergency Response


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impacts section discussed impacts related to exposure of the concentrated population within the Mission Bay plan area to seismic hazards. Although the Mission Bay FSEIR noted that new fire station proposed at that time in Mission Bay South would improve emergency response to the area, the FSEIR also indicated potential difficulties in providing emergency access to the Mission Bay South plan area in the event of a major earthquake. This was determined to be a potentially significant impact. The FSEIR concluded that impacts associated with emergency access in the event of a major earthquake would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures H.01, H.02, H.03b, and H.05 requiring the project sponsor to store heavy construction equipment capable of negotiating roads damaged by an earthquake, coordinate emergency response plans with the City, and prepare a project-specific emergency response plan, and construct a new fire station.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section also described the potential for a catastrophic event (e.g., an earthquake) to result in accidents involving hazardous materials and causing fires or explosions, requiring emergency response. The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section determined that with mitigation identified in the FSEIR Seismicity section requiring preparation and implementation of comprehensive emergency preparedness and emergency response plan for the entire Mission Bay plan area, potential impacts to the public from hazardous materials accidents during a catastrophic event would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Interim/Temporary Stormwater Collection Facility Safety Risks 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section reported that interim detention basins would be created within the Mission Bay plan area to allow for temporary surface storage of rainwater associated with interim uses within Mission Bay (e.g., paved parking areas). The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that construction of fencing around any interim detention basins, included as part of the Mission Bay plan and specified in Mitigation Measure M.04 would prevent potential safety impacts associated with humans entering the detention basins.


[bookmark: _Toc402187914]Impact Evaluation


Risk of Upset


Impact HZ‐1: The project could create a significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or result in a substantial risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Transport, Use, and Disposal of Hazardous Materials


During operation, the proposed event center and other development would use common types of hazardous materials, such as cleaners, disinfectants, and chemical agents required to maintain the sanitation of the public use areas as well as the commercial bathrooms and food preparation areas. These commercial products are labeled to inform users of potential risks and to instruct them in appropriate handling procedures. In addition, the project anticipates installing on-site generators to provide a source of electricity in the event of an outage. These generators would require diesel for operation. Operations may also result in the production of minor amounts of hazardous waste associated with maintenance and cleaning that would require offsite disposition such as disposal or recycling. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section concluded that legally required health and safety measures would adequately address most common health and safety issues related to the use, disposal, and accidental release of common hazardous materials. In San Francisco, the specific regulatory requirements are specified in Articles 21 and 22 of the San Francisco Health Code which provide for the safe handling of hazardous materials and waste in the City. These articles are implemented by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), which also implements the requirements of state and federal hazardous materials regulations. In accordance with Article 21, any facility that handles hazardous materials in excess of specified quantities would be required to obtain a Certificate of Registration from the DPH and to implement a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) that includes inventories, a program for reducing the use of hazardous materials and generation of hazardous wastes, site layouts, a program and implementation plan for training all new employees and annual training for all employees, and emergency response procedures and plans. The proposed event center and individual site uses may also elect to participate in the San Francisco Green Business Program which would promote a reduction in the use of hazardous materials. Article 22 authorizes the DPH to implement the state hazardous waste regulations, including authority to conduct inspections and document compliance. Similarly, the transport of hazardous materials and wastes would be subject to the legal requirements discussed above and in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


As discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, use of highly toxic materials, referred to as regulated substances, would be subject to the federal and state Accidental Release Programs. None of the materials anticipated to be used at the arena and other developments would be classified as regulated substances under these programs. However, in the event that regulated substances could be needed for use at the event center (such as refrigerants or other chemicals to support the ice rink), a Risk Management Plan, specifying operational strategies to prevent a release and emergency procedures to be address a release should one occur, would be required in accordance with the California Accidental Release Program as implemented through Article 21A of the San Francisco Health Code as discussed in the FSEIR (this is different than the risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials in soil and groundwater discussed below in Impact HZ-2). In addition, none of the materials used would be classified as radioactive, and regulations pertaining to the management of these materials would not apply. 


At this time, it is not known specifically what uses might occupy the proposed office development, and the possibility of uses that would handle biohazardous materials cannot be precluded. Thus, as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, in the event that there could be future activities that handle biohazardous materials, implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measures I.01, I.02, and I.03 would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant.


As also discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the generation of household hazardous wastes from residential uses implemented under the Mission Bay Plan would be less than significant with implementation of appropriate City programs. However, this impact would not apply to the proposed project because it does not include any residential uses.


Implementation of the requirements of Articles 21, 21a and 22 also include implementation of emergency response procedures which would specify methods to prevent a release of hazardous materials, and control a release if one were to occur; this would ensure that impacts related to risk of upset involving a release of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 


Given that the project would be required to implement all measures in compliance with all applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations, operation of the project would not result in any new significant impacts, or increase the severity of previously identified impacts related to the routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials during operation. No new or different mitigation measures are required. With implementation of measures specified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, impacts associated with the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or associated with risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1a. Guidelines for Handling Biohazardous Materials


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.01. Require businesses that handle biohazardous materials and do not receive federal funding to certify that they follow the guidelines published by the National Research Council and the United States Department of Health and Human Services Public Health Service, National Institutes of Health, and Centers for Disease Control, as set forth in Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories, Guidelines for Research Involving Recombinant DNA Molecules (NIH Guidelines), and Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, or their successors, as applicable.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.02. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they use high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters or substantially equivalent devices on all exhaust from Biosafety Level 3 laboratories unless they demonstrate that exhaust from their Biosafety Level 3 laboratories would not pose substantial health or safety hazards to the public or the environment. Require such businesses to certify that they inspect or monitor the filters regularly to ensure proper functioning.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.03. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they do not handle or use biohazardous materials requiring Biosafety Level 4 containment (i.e., dangerous or exotic materials that pose high risks of life-threatening diseases or aerosol-transmitted infections, or unknown risks of transmission) in the Project Area.


Safety Hazards Associated with Stormwater Detention Basins


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section reported that interim detention basins constructed within the Mission Bay plan area to allow for temporary surface storage of rainwater associated with interim uses would present a safety hazard. The FSEIR included mitigation requiring construction of fencing around any interim detention basins. However, there would be no interim stormwater detention ponds constructed on the site under the proposed project. Therefore this impact would not be applicable to the proposed project, and the project would not result in any new or more sever impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Mitigation Measure M.04 does not apply to the project, and no new or different mitigation measures are required.


Risk of Upset Involving Exposure to Naturally Occurring Asbestos


Naturally occurring asbestos was identified as a Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) in 1986 by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and is present in many parts of California. It is commonly associated with serpentine[footnoteRef:66] and ultramafic[footnoteRef:67] rock types such as Franciscan Complex mélange. Chrysotile (a form of asbestos from the serpentine mineral group) and amphibole asbestos (including crocidolite) are naturally occurring asbestos minerals that may present a human health hazard, if they become airborne. [66:  	Serpentinite is a rock consisting of one or more serpentine minerals formed when ultramafic rocks have been metamorphosed (ultramafic rocks are formed in high-temperature environments well below the surface of the earth), and is commonly associated with ultramafic rock along faults such as the San Andreas fault. Serpentinite commonly contains chrysotile, an asbestiform variety of the serpentine minerals. Amphibole asbestos is also found in some forms of Franciscan Complex bedrock such as blueschist.]  [67:  	Ultramafic rocks are one type of igneous rock (formed at high temperatures well below the surface of the earth) that is rich in iron and magnesium.] 



The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address impacts associated with exposure to naturally occurring asbestos during construction of development projects under the Mission Bay Plan. However, the preliminary geotechnical evaluation completed for the project notes that the artificial fill at the site contains cobble and boulder sized pieces of serpentinite.[footnoteRef:68] Therefore, if naturally occurring asbestos is present in the serpentinite within the artificial fill to be excavated, the workers and the public could be exposed to naturally occurring asbestos during excavation activities. [68:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2014. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28.] 



In 2001, the CARB adopted the Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure (Asbestos ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations in areas of serpentine and other ultramafic rocks (17 CCR Section 93105), which became effective in July 2002. The ATCM protects public health and the environment by requiring the use of best available dust mitigation measures to prevent off-site migration of asbestos-containing dust from road construction and maintenance activities, construction and grading operations, and quarrying and surface mining operations in areas of ultramafic rock, serpentine, or asbestos. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) implements the regulation.


For construction activities that would disturb more than 1 acre of land such as the proposed project, construction contractors are required to prepare an asbestos dust mitigation plan specifying measures that will be taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property boundary during construction. The asbestos dust mitigation plan must be submitted to and approved by the BAAQMD prior to the beginning of construction, and the site operator must ensure the implementation of all specified dust mitigation measures throughout the construction project. In addition, the BAAQMD may require air monitoring for off-site migration of asbestos dust during construction activities and may change the plan on the basis of the air monitoring results. Title 17 CCR Section 93105(h)(9) defines asbestos containing material as any material that has an asbestos content of 0.25 percent or greater. 


While there is a well-established regulatory framework for managing naturally occurring asbestos during construction, this impact would be potentially significant because no sampling has been conducted to establish the asbestos content in the fill materials that would be excavated during construction. This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b, identified in this Initial Study, requiring the project sponsor to implement a geologic investigation to assess the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials. This mitigation also requires the project sponsor to implement the requirements of the asbestos ATCM, including implementation of a Dust Mitigation Plan for naturally-occurring asbestos, if the investigation determines that the asbestos content of the fill is 0.25 percent or greater. Implementation of this measure would ensure that if naturally occurring asbestos is present, no visible dust crosses the project boundaries, and could also require air monitoring to demonstrate compliance with this criterion if deemed necessary by the BAAQMD. Rock containing naturally occurring asbestos that would be disposed of off-site would not be considered a hazardous waste under California regulations.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  	Department of Toxic Substances Control, 2000. Letter to Jon A. Morgan, Director, Environmental Management Department, County of El Dorado. Naturally Occurring Asbestos. January 20.] 



Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b: Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos


The project sponsor shall conduct a geologic investigation in accordance with the guidelines of the California Geologic Survey[footnoteRef:70] to determine the naturally occurring asbestos content of fill materials to be excavated at the project site. If the investigation determines that the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials is 0.25 percent or greater, the project sponsor or its construction contractor shall submit the appropriate notification forms and prepare an asbestos dust mitigation plan in accordance with the Asbestos ATCM. The plan shall specify measures that will be taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property boundary during construction. The plan must specify the following measures: [70:  	California Geologic Survey, 2002. Guidelines for Geologic Investigations of Naturally Occurring Asbestos in California. Special Publication 124.] 



· Prevent and control visible track‑out from the property


· Ensure adequate wetting or covering of active storage piles


· Control disturbed surface areas and storage piles that would remain inactive for 7 days


· Control traffic on on-site unpaved roads, parking lots, and staging areas, including a maximum vehicle speed of 15 miles per hour


· Control earthmoving activities


· Control offsite transport of dust emissions that contain naturally-occurring asbestos-containing materials


· Stabilize disturbed areas following construction


The asbestos dust mitigation plan shall be submitted to and approved by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) prior to the beginning of construction, and the site operator must ensure the implementation of all specified dust mitigation measures throughout the construction project. In addition, if required by the BAAQMD, the project sponsor or a qualified third party consultant shall conduct air monitoring for offsite migration of asbestos dust during construction activities and shall modify the dust mitigation plan on the basis of the air monitoring results if necessary.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b, above, would reduce impacts associated with potential exposure to naturally occurring asbestos during construction to less than significant.


Contaminated Soil and Groundwater


Impact HZ‐2: The project would be located on a site identified on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Excavation could also require the handling of potentially contaminated soil and groundwater, potentially exposing workers and the public to hazardous materials, or resulting in a release into the environment during construction. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater setting section states that Blocks 29-32 were historically used for a variety of industrial and commercial uses. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment[footnoteRef:71] conducted in support of the proposed project also notes specific former uses on the site (between 1902 and 2010) included bulk fuel storage and distribution; railroad operations; a machine shop; boiler house; steel mill; well casing manufacturer; warehousing, shipping and receiving operations for a variety of products; fruit cannery, junk yards, vehicle parking and maintenance facilities and a ready-mix concrete facility.  [71:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2014. Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Site X, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California. April 11.] 



As summarized in the Mission Bay FSEIR, a 1997 investigation conducted to evaluate soil and groundwater quality throughout the Mission Bay plan area identified petroleum hydrocarbons in soil, groundwater, and floating on groundwater (petroleum free product) in the vicinity of Illinois and 16th Streets (including within Blocks 31 and 32), and attributed the free product to former petroleum bulk storage as well as pipelines and transfer facilities in the vicinity. This area is collectively referred to as the Pier 64 area. As summarized in the FSEIR, the concentrations of contaminants in soil or groundwater in the Mission Bay plan area, with the exception of the identified petroleum free product area, did not present a human health or ecological risk under existing conditions.


Actions Completed Since Publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR


Risk Management Plan. Subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, a RMP was prepared and approved by the RWQCB in 1999 to address risk management measures to be implemented prior to development, during development (during construction), after development of specific parcels within the Mission Bay plan area.[footnoteRef:72] All risk management measures in the RMP are deemed to be protective of human health and the environment under the conditions specific to each phase of development. [72:  	Environ Corporation, 1999. Risk Management Plan, Mission Bay Area, San Francisco, California. May 11.] 



Measures to be implemented prior to development are intended to manage risks associated with exposed soil before a site is developed and are protective of populations at and adjacent to the undeveloped parcel. Measures to be implemented during development are intended to manage risks during construction and are protective of construction site workers and the surrounding public. They include dust control measures, soil management protocols, stormwater pollution plan requirements, worker health and safety planning requirements, contingency requirements in the event that previously unidentified underground structures or contamination are identified, protocols for dewatering activities, and a framework for complying with the requirements of Article 20 of the San Francisco Health Code, commonly referred to a the Maher Ordinance (note that this ordinance was subsequently revised in 2013, and is now codified in Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code). Several of the measures apply specifically to the free product area where the project site is located; these measures are intended to control the release and migration of free product during project construction.


Risk management measures to be implemented after development are intended to manage risks to site occupants and ensure that they would have no contact with site soils and groundwater as well as risks to maintenance and utility workers that may contact soil left in place during their normal work activities. They include covering of exposed areas; limiting future residential development within the Mission Bay plan area to preclude single family homes with private front or back yards; restricting the future use of groundwater for domestic, industrial, or irrigation purposes; providing protocols for future subsurface activities; and implementing a long-term groundwater monitoring program.


In addition, the RMP specifies the process to ensure regulatory oversight of development activities within the Mission Bay plan area. Owners must specifically notify the RWQCB in advance of initiating construction and must also submit a dust monitoring notification to the RWQCB and DPH. In addition, the owner must document compliance with specified measures to the RWQCB and must also notify the RWQCB of any unanticipated structures or contamination encountered during construction, as well as any unanticipated environmental conditions not covered by the RMP. The owner must also submit quarterly reports to the RWQCB during construction and a completion letter once construction is complete.


As stated in the RMP, completion of this RMP satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01 and provides guidelines for implementing Mitigation Measure J.02, described above. The requirements of the RMP are enforced through an environmental covenant recorded against each parcel in the Mission Bay plan area. The environmental covenant requires compliance with the RMP and runs with the property, binding future site owners to also comply with the requirements of the RMP.


Site Investigations and Remediation, and Regulatory Actions. As summarized in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment completed for the project, the RWQCB adopted Order No. R2-2005-0028 in 2005 which established cleanup requirements for the Pier 64 area. The order divided the Pier 64 area into six operable units; portions of the Blocks 29-32 are located within the “North Terminal Operable Unit.” The site has been subject to several site investigations, underground tank removals, and remedial actions to address contaminants in the soil and groundwater prior to and pursuant to this order. As reported in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, the underground storage tank removals and remedial actions completed include:


Removal of a 13,500 gallon diesel underground storage tank from Block 31 in 1987 and a 1,000 gallon gasoline underground storage tank from Block 32 in 1997. These underground storage tanks were located with the area of the free petroleum product plume and free product in this area was removed during the remediation conducted in 2005 (discussed below);


Removal of a 4,000 gallon diesel underground storage tank, a 10,000 gallon underground tank, and a 5,000 gallon gasoline underground storage tank in 1995. These tanks were located in portions of Blocks 29 and 31 that are outside of the North Terminal Operable Unit. Localized soil and groundwater affected by petroleum hydrocarbons were addressed at the time of tank removal. These tanks were removed under the oversight and authority of the DPH Local Oversight Program and RWQCB, and case closure was granted in February 1995.


The Phase I soil remediation conducted in 2001 which included the removal of approximately 14,020 tons of visibly stained soil to a depth of approximately 2 feet below the groundwater table (a total depth of approximately 9 feet below ground surface) as well as petroleum pipelines encountered during excavation. During this remediation, free petroleum product accumulated on the groundwater surface was removed from the excavated area, and the excavation was backfilled.


The Phase II remediation conducted in 2005 which included demolition of the existing site structures and removal of approximately 90,000 tons of soil containing petroleum hydrocarbons from the North Terminal Operable Unit and adjacent areas. This excavation also extended to approximately two feet below the groundwater table, or nine feet below ground surface. During this remediation, free petroleum product accumulated on the groundwater surface was removed from the excavated area, and the excavation was backfilled. The revised RMP (described below) indicates that the site was not returned to original grade at this time, but that it would be the property owner's responsibility. 


On December 22, 2006, the RWQCB issued a no further action letter stating that no further soil remediation was required. With completion of the above activities, and based on the results of a groundwater monitoring program required by the RWQCB, twenty groundwater monitoring wells installed in the Pier 64 area as part of the groundwater monitoring program were properly abandoned in June, 2013. 


A Revised Risk Management Plan (RRMP) was prepared in 2006 in accordance with Order R2-2005-028 to reflect remedial actions conducted within the Pier 64 area in 2001 and 2005.[footnoteRef:73] The RRMP determined that based on completion of the above described remedial actions, the risk management measures required prior to development no longer applied to the North Terminal Operable Unit where the proposed project is located. All of the RMP risk management measures applicable during development and after development would still apply, with the exception of those measures specific to development in the free product area (because the previous remediations in the North Terminal Operable Unit successfully removed from product within this area).  [73:  	BBL Environmental Services, Inc., 2006. Revised Risk Management Plan, Former Petroleum Terminals and Related Pipelines Located at Pier 64 and Vicinity, City and County of San Francisco, California. August.] 



As stated in the RRMP, Catellus (the then owner of the North Terminal Operable Unit) and the City and County of San Francisco each recorded a Covenant and Environmental Restriction (deed restriction) on the property that, among other things, required property owners to comply with the terms of the Mission Bay RMP. Because this Covenant and Environmental Restriction will run with the property as discussed in the RMP, future site owners (including the project sponsor) will be subject to the requirements of the RMP. In 2014, the RWQCB issued order R2-2014-022 rescinding Order R2-2005-2008 because the above-described remediations and groundwater monitoring satisfied the requirements of that order. Order R2-2014-022 states that any residual contamination in the Pier 64 area poses acceptable risks to human health and the environment and can be effectively managed using the existing Mission Bay RMP.


While the completion of remedial actions described above would be considered substantial changes that have occurred at the project site, implementation of these actions has effectively removed free petroleum products in the Pier 64 area and reduced risks to human health and the environment in this area compared to conditions described in the FSEIR. With implementation of the Mission Bay RMP, prepared in accordance with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01, human health and environmental health risks would be remain within acceptable levels, and the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts relative to the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Preparation of the Mission Bay RMP satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01; therefore this mitigation does not apply to the proposed project. In addition, compliance with the RMP as required by the deed restriction would ensure that human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project would be within acceptable levels and no new or different mitigation would be required.


As stated above, the RWQCB has determined that the Mission Bay RMP, completed in accordance with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01, adequately addresses human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project. Therefore, Mitigation Measure J.01, already implemented, adequately addresses impacts associated with contaminated soil and groundwater. Compliance with the RMP, as required by the deed restriction, would ensure that human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project would be within acceptable levels and no new or different mitigation would be required. Furthermore, in the event that child care facilities were to occur under the proposed project, implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.02 would reduce this impact to less than significant.


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2: RMP Provisions for Child Care Facilities


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.02. Carry out a site-specific risk evaluation for each site in a non-residential area proposed to be used for a public school or child care facility; submit to RWQCB for review and approval. If cancer risks exceed 1 x 10-5 and/or noncancer risk exceeds a Hazard Index of 1, carry out remediation designed to reduce risks to meet these standards or select another site that is shown to meet these standards.


Emergency Response


Impact HZ‐3: The project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would increase the number of employees and visitors in the Mission Bay South area. There would be an additional 2,341 [TO BE UPDATED] new full-time equivalent (FTE) employees associated with the team operations and event center management, retail, cinema, and office uses, and additional 825 [TO BE UPDATED] day-of-game staff during a game/event at the event center. Depending on the game/event up to 18,500 [TO BE UPDATED] patrons could be attendance at the event center, and there would be additional visitors associated with the retail and cinema uses. The project employees and visitors could contribute to congestion if an emergency evacuation of the Mission Bay plan area were required. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impact section concluded that with implementation of mitigation requiring the project sponsor to store heavy construction equipment capable of negotiating roads damaged by an earthquake, coordinate emergency response plans with the City, prepare a project-specific emergency response plan, and construct a new fire station, impacts associated with emergency access in the event of a major earthquake would be less than significant.


Section 12.202(e)(1) of the San Francisco Fire Code currently requires that all owners of high-rise buildings (taller than 75 feet), such as the event center and office buildings, “shall establish or cause to be established procedures to be followed in case of fire or other emergencies. All such procedures shall be reviewed and approved by the chief of division.” Additionally, project construction would have to conform to the provisions of the Building Code and Fire Code, which require additional life-safety protections for high-rise buildings and the final building plans for the new facilities would be reviewed by the San Francisco Fire Department (as well as DBI) to ensure conformance with the applicable provisions, including development of an emergency procedure manual and an exit drill plan. This regulatory requirement fulfills the intent of Mitigation Measure H.03b.


Although not “adopted” by legislative action, the City has a published Emergency Response Plan dated 2009 and prepared by the Department of Emergency Management as part of the City’s Emergency Management Program.[footnoteRef:74] This plan includes plans for hazard mitigation and disaster preparedness and recovery, and identifies hazards to which San Francisco is particularly susceptible such as earthquake, hurricane, tsunami, flood, winter storm, and act of terrorism, including use of chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and explosive weapons. The Emergency Response Plan complies with several relevant state and federal directives for emergency planning, including the California Standardized Emergency Management System and the Incident Command System. The Plan includes sections on operations, including management and procedures; staffing, operations, and logistics regarding the City’s emergency operations center; and mutual aid involving other agencies. The Emergency Response Plan assigns responsibilities for disaster planning, operations (including fire and rescue, law enforcement, human services, infrastructure, transportation, communications, and community support), and logistics, as well as finance and administration, to City agencies and departments. The Emergency Response Plan also identifies volunteer agencies, such as the American Red Cross, that are integral to disaster response efforts. [74: 	San Francisco Department of Emergency Management, City and County of San Francisco Emergency Response Plan, December 2009. Available at: http://www.sfdem.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=1154. Reviewed September 9, 2011.] 



The Emergency Response Plan contains 16 “annexes” (similar to appendices), consistent with a federally established framework, that cover topics including firefighting, public works and engineering, mass casualty care, and earthquakes, among numerous others. The Earthquake Annex, in particular, sets forth planning assumptions for a series of earthquakes of varying magnitudes on different faults, and sets forth procedures for assessment of damage and injuries, and operational response and strategies in the event of a major earthquake.


Implementation of the project would increase the number of on-site employees and also the number of visitors that would be subject to a potential disaster, including a major earthquake or any of the other hazards identified in the Emergency Response Plan. However, in the event of such a disaster, implementation of the San Francisco Emergency Response Plan, prepared in 2008 (subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR) would ensure that adequate city resources are available for response. Implementation of the site-specific emergency response plan required under the Fire Code, and life safety requirements of the Building and Fire Codes as described above would ensure that the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of the City’s Emergency Response Plan, nor would it necessarily interfere with emergency evacuation planning. Preparation of the Emergency Response Plan, and implementation of these regulatory requirements fulfill the intent of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures H.01 and H.02, therefore these measures do not apply to the proposed project. 


In addition, the project site is located adjacent to Third Street, a primary evacuation route identified in the Emergency Response Plan. In addition, Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a designated Tsunami Evacuation Route. Project construction could interfere with implementation of the Emergency Response Plan if construction activities restricted access for emergency response vehicles or evacuating vehicles. However, any construction activities that could restrict access would be of a temporary nature. The Construction Management Plan required as part of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Transportation Advisory Staff Committee would address localized construction effects (such as increased traffic and the need for coordination with emergency response providers) prior to construction. The plan would include measures to minimize construction‐related disruptions and would be reviewed by the multi‐agency Transportation Advisory Staff Committee. Due to the short duration of disruption and required coordination and review of the project’s construction management plan, construction would not likely interfere with the Emergency Response Plan. Issues related to long-term emergency access will be discussed in the SEIR under the Transportation section.


Although not discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project would be constructed in a developed area of San Francisco, which lacks an “urban-wildland interface” and where fire, medical, and police services are available and provided. The street grid provides ample access for emergency responders and egress for event attendees and workers, and the proposed project would neither directly nor indirectly alter that situation. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly result in the additional exposure of persons to fire risk. 


Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third Street and Mission Rock was completed in the summer of 2014, and satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure H.05. Therefore, this mitigation measure is no longer applicable to the proposed project.


As discussed above, implementation of the city’s Emergency Response Plan, the site-specific emergency response plan required under the Fire Code, and life safety requirements of the Building and Fire Codes would ensure that the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of the City’s Emergency Response Plan, nor would it necessarily interfere with emergency evacuation. These regulatory requirements fulfill the requirements of mitigation specified in the Mission Bay FSEIR for this impact, and no additional mitigation is required.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C‐HZ‐1: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials. (Less than Significant)


Hazardous materials impacts related to implementation of the proposed project could result from use of hazardous materials (Impact HZ-1), excavation within materials containing naturally occurring asbestos (Impact HZ-1), and conducting construction activities within potentially contaminated soil and groundwater and subsequent use of the site (Impact HZ-2). These impacts would be primarily restricted to the project site and immediate vicinity; therefore, the geographic scope for cumulative impacts related to hazards includes the project site and immediate vicinity.


As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts with respect to hazards or hazardous materials that could not be mitigated to a less‐than‐significant level. All cumulative development in San Francisco would be subject to the same regulatory framework as would the project for the transport use, and storage of hazardous materials (Impact HZ-1) and compliance with these existing regulations would serve to minimize any cumulative impacts. 


The project could result in exposure to naturally occurring asbestos during construction (Impact HZ-1), and cumulative projects in the area could also encounter these materials potentially resulting in a significant cumulative impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M‑HZ-1a requiring a geologic investigation, and compliance with the Asbestos ATCM would ensure that the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact is less than significant with mitigation. 


With implementation of the RMP for the entire Mission Bay Plan area, cumulative impacts related to soil and groundwater contamination would be less than significant as discussed in Impact HZ-2. Similarly, other projects within the Plan area would be required to investigate and, as necessary, abate soil and groundwater contamination on a project‐by‐project basis in accordance with Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to soil and groundwater contamination would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effort to address cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal impacts related to large quantity hazardous waste generators would require additional commitment of federal, State, and other local agencies. Therefore, efforts to offset the plan contribution to cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal effects may not be successful, resulting in a residual impact that may be significant and unavoidable. However, as discussed in impact HZ-1, the project would only generate small quantities of hazardous wastes associated with maintenance and cleaning. Therefore, the project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to this cumulative impact, such that there would be no new or substantially more severe impact than what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Issues related to long term emergency access will be discussed in the SEIR under the Transportation section.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: q_mineral]17.	MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Encourage activities which result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts of the Mission Bay plan on mineral resources. However, the project site at Blocks 29-32 does not contain any known mineral resources delineated in the San Francisco General Plan or any other land use plans and does not include mineral resources that are of value to the region and the residents of the state.[footnoteRef:75] Therefore, criteria E.17(a) and E.17(b) do not apply to the proposed project, and these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.  [75:  	California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 1996. Update of Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials in the South San Francisco Bay Production-Consumption Zone, Open File Report 96-03.] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187915]Summary of Energy Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Energy/Natural Resources section estimated that existing operational energy consumption within Mission Bay in 1998 was approximately 160 billion Btu[footnoteRef:76] annually for electricity and natural gas sources, and approximately 420 billion Btu annually for transportation sources. [76:  	Electric energy is usually measured in kilowatt hours (kWh), and natural gas in million cubic feet (MMcf). Both may be converted to British thermal units (Btu); 1 Btu is the quantity of heat necessary to raise the temperature of 1 pound of water 1 degree Fahrenheit.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study estimated that at buildout, operational energy consumption from the Mission Bay plan would be about 2,109 billion Btu annually for electricity and natural gas sources, and 3,212 billion Btu annually for transportation sources. However, impacts associated with this increase in energy use were considered less than significant because compliance with Title 24 Energy Conservation Standards would ensure that electricity and natural gas would not be used in a wasteful manner. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Energy/Natural Resources section estimated that construction of projects under the Mission Bay plan would consume approximately 20,645 billion Btu. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts to energy resources from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to energy resources.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 million gallons per day (mgd) of water at build-out. The FSEIR specified water conservation measures, proposed as part of the plan and included as Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02f that would ensure that the effects of plan implementation on water supply would remain less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc402187916]Impact Evaluation


Energy and Water Use


Impact ME‐1: The project would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner. (Less than Significant)


Construction Energy


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Energy/Natural Resources section estimated that the construction of development projects under the Mission Bay Plan would use approximately 20,645 billion Btu of energy. Construction of the event center and other proposed developments would also require the use of fuel, energy, and water. The FSEIR did not estimate energy consumption specific to the development of proposed on Blocks 29-32 or the amount of water that would be used during construction. However, the amount of these resources used for construction of the proposed project would be typical of a normal construction project in San Francisco, and energy consumption would be expected to be commensurate with the percentage of development at this site relative to total development under the Plan. Therefore, as indicated in the FSEIR, the use of these resources during construction would not be wasteful, and impacts related to the use of energy resources during construction would be less than significant. No new mitigation would be required.


Operational Energy and Water Resources


Fuels. As stated above, the Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that at full build out of the Mission Bay plan, fuel usage for transportation would be 3,212 billion Btu, approximately 8 times greater than the use of fuels at the time of FSEIR publication. The amount of fuel use attributable to development on Blocks 29-32 was not specifically calculated in the FSEIR.


The project could contribute to the estimated increase in the use of transportation fuels by introducing new event attendees, employees, and site visitors to the project site. However, as described in the Project Description, the event center and other proposed developments will be served by multiple public transportation opportunities; Terry A. François Boulevard would be realigned and reconfigured to include a two-way bicycle route; the project would include a bicycle valet and bicycle parking and incorporate alternative transportation facilities. With these features, the event attendees, employees, and site visitors would be encouraged to use public transportation or use alternative transportation methods. Should one travel in a personal vehicle, the use of low emission and fuel efficient vehicles would be encouraged by providing designated parking spots in the parking garage in accordance with Section 5.103.1.10 of the San Francisco Green Building Code. Therefore, the project would not result in the wasteful use of transportation fuels and this impact would be less than significant. No new mitigation is necessary.


Energy. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not estimate energy consumption specific to the development proposed on Blocks 29-32, but concluded that compliance with Title 24 Energy Conservation Standards would ensure that the area-wide 13 fold increase in energy use at full build out in the Mission Bay plan area would not result in a wasteful use of energy. 


The proposed event center and other proposed developments would require the use of energy for purposes such as lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation, food storage and preparation, and equipment operation. Subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, San Francisco adopted its own green building code, implementing the California Green Building Code and California Building Energy Efficiency Standards, with amendments. Accordingly, the design of the buildings would need to meet or exceed the energy efficiency requirements of the 2013 San Francisco Green Building Code which, at a minimum, would require compliance with the 2013 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards. In accordance with the San Francisco Green Building Code, the project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Gold standards, including provision of either some on-site renewable energy or purchase of green energy credits. Alternatively, the project could exceed the energy efficiency requirements specified in the 2013 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards by 10 percent. In addition, in accordance with the San Francisco Green Building Code, the project sponsor would be required to commission the building’s energy systems and components to verify that they meet the energy code requirements.


As described in the Project Description, the project would use a campus approach for LEED certification. This approach treats the entire site as a shared campus, allowing several LEED credits to be pre-approved under a campus site application and then referenced by each individual or group of buildings located on the site. The arena would pursue LEED for New Construction certification as an individual building, while the mixed-use development would pursue LEED for Core and Shell certification as a group project. Some examples of energy conservation measures that could be addressed in the building designs include sustainable building envelope strategies; shading; plug load reduction such as occupancy and daylight sensors; VAV demand control ventilation systems; water-cooled chillers, variable speed pumps, and airside/waterside economizers.


No new mitigation measures or alternatives are required because, as for the Mission Bay FSEIR, compliance with Title 24 regulations and now the San Francisco Green Building Code would ensure that the proposed project would not use energy in a wasteful manner.


Water. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 million gallons per day (mgd) of water at build-out and specified water conservation measures, proposed as part of the plan and included as mitigation, that would ensure that the effects of plan implementation on water supply would remain less than significant. Implementation of these measures would also ensure that water used under Mission Bay plan would not be used in a wasteful manner.


The proposed project would require the indoor use of water for toilet flushing and other sanitary needs, food preparation, and other indoor activities. However, the project would be required to comply with the water conservation measures specified in the 2013 California Green Building Code. Further, in accordance with the 2013 San Francisco Green Building Code, the project sponsor would be required to incorporate plumbing fixtures and fixture fittings to reduce the amount of potable water used by 30 percent. If and when a supply of recycled water becomes available through the Eastside Recycled Water Project[footnoteRef:77] the project would also use recycled water for non‐potable uses. [77: 	The SFPUC plans to provide 2 million gallons per day of high quality recycled water to the customers in the east side of the City through the Eastside Recycled Water Project for non‐potable uses such as irrigation and toilet flushing. This project is still in the planning stages, and the implementation date is uncertain.] 



For outdoor water use (landscape irrigation), the project sponsor would be required to use climate-appropriate plants and submit the required landscape documentation to the SFPUC in accordance with the San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance and the San Francisco Green Landscaping Ordinance. Installation of weather- or soil moisture-based irrigation controllers that would automatically adjust irrigation in response to changes in plants’ needs as weather conditions change would also be required. 


Compliance with the above standards would ensure that water is not used wastefully during operation of the event center and other proposed developments, and would in effect implement FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02f. Therefore, impacts related to wasteful use of water would be less than significant and FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02f are no longer required for the proposed project. No new mitigation measures are required. 


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-ME-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on energy resources. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would use fuel, energy, and water. Although other projects in the region would also use these resources, cumulative impacts would be less than significant because all of the regional projects, including the proposed project, would be required to comply with the California Green Building Standards Code and Building Energy Efficiency Standards at a minimum. Furthermore, many of the regional projects would also be subject to local green building requirements such as those of the City and County of San Francisco, which must be as stringent as the state requirements and are often more stringent. These building codes encourage sustainable construction and operational practices related to planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency, and conservation. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to wasteful use of fuel, energy, and water resources would be less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: r_agriculture]18. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
—Would the project





			a)	Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526)?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts of the Mission Bay plan on agriculture and forest resources. However, the project site at Blocks 29-32 does not contain any prime farmland, unique farmland, farmland of statewide importance, forest, or timberlands; does not support agricultural or timber uses; is not zoned for agricultural or timber uses; and is not under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, none of the agriculture and forest resources significance criteria are not applicable to the proposed project, and these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


	


F. [bookmark: _Toc402187917]
MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES


This section lists the mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study. Implementation of these measures would mitigate significant project environmental impacts, and/or considerable project contribution to cumulative environmental impacts such that all corresponding impacts would be reduced to less than significant. The listed mitigation measures include those measures originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR that are applicable to the proposed project, as well as certain new mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study to reduce potential impacts to less than significant. Mitigation measures are numbered to correspond to the Initial Study impact number, with a cross reference to the impact numbering system from the Mission Bay FSEIR where appropriate.


It should also be noted that certain mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR are no longer applicable to the proposed project, as described in Section E above; those measures are not listed in this section. For those topics and impact areas to be analyzed in the SEIR, additional mitigation measures will be identified in the SEIR as needed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187918]Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.06)


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 OCII officer or its designated representative with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) 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 OCII officer or its designated representative and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until OCII officer or its designated representative has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


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


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative for review and approval. Once approved by OCII officer or its designated representative, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and OCII officer or its designated representative shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. OCII and the Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall each 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a: Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds


To the extent practicable, vegetation removal and grading of the site in advance of new site construction shall be performed between September 1 and January 31 in order to avoid breeding and nesting season for birds. If these activities cannot be performed during this period, a preconstruction survey of onsite vegetation for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified biologist.


In coordination with the OCII or its designated representative, pre-construction surveys of onsite vegetation shall be performed during bird breeding season (February 1 – August 31) no more than 14 days prior to vegetation removal, grading, or initiation of construction in order to locate any active passerine nests within 250 feet of the project site and any active raptor nests within 500 feet of the project site. Surveys shall be performed in accessible areas within 500 feet of the project site and include suitable habitat within line of sight as access is available. If active nests are found on either the project site or within the 500-foot survey buffer surrounding the project site, no-work buffer zones shall be established around the nests. Buffer distances will consider physical and visual barriers between the active nest and project activities, existing noise sources and disturbance, as well as sensitivity of the bird species to disturbance. Modification of standard buffer distances, 250 feet for active passerine nests and 500 feet for active raptor nests, will be determined by a qualified biologist in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). No vegetation removal or ground-disturbing activities including grading or new construction shall occur within a buffer zone until young have fledged or the nest is otherwise abandoned as determined by the qualified biologist.


If construction work during the nesting season stops for 14 days or more and then resumes, then nesting bird surveys shall be repeated, to ensure that no new birds have begun nesting in the area.


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b: Bird Safe Building Practices


The project sponsor shall design and implement the project consistent with the San Francisco Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings and Planning Code Section 139.


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1a. Guidelines for Handling Biohazardous Materials


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.01. Require businesses that handle biohazardous materials and do not receive federal funding to certify that they follow the guidelines published by the National Research Council and the United States Department of Health and Human Services Public Health Service, National Institutes of Health, and Centers for Disease Control, as set forth in Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories, Guidelines for Research Involving Recombinant DNA Molecules (NIH Guidelines), and Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, or their successors, as applicable.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.02. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they use high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters or substantially equivalent devices on all exhaust from Biosafety Level 3 laboratories unless they demonstrate that exhaust from their Biosafety Level 3 laboratories would not pose substantial health or safety hazards to the public or the environment. Require such businesses to certify that they inspect or monitor the filters regularly to ensure proper functioning.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.03. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they do not handle or use biohazardous materials requiring Biosafety Level 4 containment (i.e., dangerous or exotic materials that pose high risks of life-threatening diseases or aerosol-transmitted infections, or unknown risks of transmission) in the Project Area.


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b: Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos


The project sponsor shall conduct a geologic investigation in accordance with the guidelines of the California Geologic Survey[footnoteRef:78] to determine the naturally occurring asbestos content of fill materials to be excavated at the project site. If the investigation determines that the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials is 0.25 percent or greater, the project sponsor or its construction contractor shall submit the appropriate notification forms and prepare an asbestos dust mitigation plan in accordance with the Asbestos ATCM. The plan shall specify measures that will be taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property boundary during construction. The plan must specify the following measures: [78:  	California Geologic Survey, 2002. Guidelines for Geologic Investigations of Naturally Occurring Asbestos in California. Special Publication 124.] 



· Prevent and control visible track‑out from the property


· Ensure adequate wetting or covering of active storage piles


· Control disturbed surface areas and storage piles that would remain inactive for 7 days


· Control traffic on on-site unpaved roads, parking lots, and staging areas, including a maximum vehicle speed of 15 miles per hour


· Control earthmoving activities


· Control offsite transport of dust emissions that contain naturally-occurring asbestos-containing materials


· Stabilize disturbed areas following construction


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2: RMP Provisions for Child Care Facilities


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.02. Carry out a site-specific risk evaluation for each site in a non-residential area proposed to be used for a public school or child care facility; submit to RWQCB for review and approval. If cancer risks exceed 1 x 10-5 and/or noncancer risk exceeds a Hazard Index of 1, carry out remediation designed to reduce risks to meet these standards or select another site that is shown to meet these standards.





	


G. [bookmark: _Toc402187919]
DETERMINATION


On the basis of this Initial Study:


			|_|


			I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.





			|_|


			I find that although the proposed project could have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 





			|_|


			I find that the proposed project MAY have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.





			|X|


			I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially new or substantially more severe significant impact” or “potentially new or substantially more severe significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. A SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 





			|_|


			I find that although the proposed project could have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental documentation is required. 























							___________________________________


Tiffany Bohee


Executive Director


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 


DATE_______________			
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SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State 
Status


			Calif. Rare Plant Rank


			Habitat Description / 
Blooming Period


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Species Listed or Proposed for Listing





			Presidio Manzanita
Arctostaphylos montana ssp. ravenii


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Open, rocky, serpentine slopes in chaparral, coastal scrub, and coastal prairie.


February – March


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Marsh sandwort
Arenaria paludicola


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Freshwater or brackish marshes and swamps.


May – August


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Presidio clarkia
Clarkia franciscana


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Serpentine outcrops in coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grassland.


May – July


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Beach layia
Layia carnosa


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Sand dunes.


March – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco lessingia 
Lessingia germanorum


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Coastal scrub, sandy soils free of competing species.


July – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			White rayed pentachaeta 
Pentachaeta bellidiflora


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Open, dry, rocky slopes and grassy areas, usually on serpentine.


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Marin western flax
Hesperolinon congestum


			FT


			CT


			1B.1


			Chaparral and grassland, usually on serpentine barrens.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			California seablite
Suaeda californica


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal Salt Marsh, wetland-riaprian


July - October


			Low. Documented occurrences south of the proposed project at Pier 94 and India Basin. Suitable habitat not present within the project site.





			Franciscan manzanita
Arctostaphylos franciscana


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Open, rocky, serpentine outcrops in chaparral.


February – April 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present. This species was believed to be extinct in the wild (although still extant through cultivation), but was rediscovered in Presidio National Park in late 2009.





			Robust spineflower
Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Sandy or gravelly coastal dunes, coastal scrub, cismontane woodland and maritime chaparral.


April – September 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Showy ranchería clover
Trifolium amoenum





			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Valley grassland, wetland riparian


April - June


			Low. No suitable habitat present. No local records documented in San Francisco.











			[bookmark: _Toc400381586][bookmark: _Toc402188560]TABLE 1 (Continued)
SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State 
Status


			Calif. Rare Plant Rank


			Habitat Description / 
Blooming Period


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Species Listed or Proposed for Listing (cont.)





			San Bruno Mountain manzanita
Arctostaphylos imbricada


			--


			CE


			1B.1


			Chaparral and coastal scrub, usually on sandstone outcrops.


February – May 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Pacific manzanita
Arctostaphylos pacifica


			--


			CE


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub and chaparral.


February – April


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys diffusus


			--


			CE


			1B.1


			Coastal prairie, and valley and foothill grasslands.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern





			Adobe sanicle
Sanicula maritima


			--


			Rare


			1B.1


			Moist clay or ultramafic soil in chaparral, coastal prairie, meadows, seeps, and valley and foothill grassland.


February – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Hairless popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys glaber


			--


			--


			1A


			Coastal salt marshes and alkaline meadows.


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			coast lilly
Lilium maritimum


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal Prairie, mixed evergreen forest, northern coastal scrub, closed-cone pine forest, north coastal coniferous forest, wetland-riparian


May – August


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Northern curly-leaved mondarella
Mondarella sinuata ssp. Nigrescens


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal strand, chaparral


May - July


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Blue coast gilia
Gilia capitata spp. chamissonis


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal dunes and scrub.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Extant population is present within the Presidio of San Francisco.





			Kellogg’s horkelia
Horkelia cuneata ssp. sericea


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal scrub, dunes, and openings of closed-cone coniferous forests.


February – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Rose leptosiphon
Leptosiphon rosaceus


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal bluff scrub.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Fragrant fritillary 
Fritillaria liliacea


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On clay, often serpentine derived soils in coastal scrub, grassland, and coastal prairie.


February – April 


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Extant population located at Twin Peaks.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Bent-flowered fiddleneck
Amsinckia lunaris


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal bluff scrub, cismontane woodland, and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Montara manzanita
Arctostaphylos montaraensis


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Slopes and ridges in chaparral and coastal scrub.


January – March 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.	





			Alkali milk-vetch
Astragualus tener var. tener


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Alkali flats, flooded grassland, playas and vernal pools.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species presumed extirpated in San Francisco.





			Pappose tarplant
Centromadia parryi ssp. parryi


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Chaparral, coastal prairie, meadows, seeps, coastal salt marshes and swamps, and vernally mesic, often alkaline, valley and foothill grasslands.


May – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Franciscan thistle
Cirsium andrewsii


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal bluff scrub, coastal prairie, coastal mesic scrub, and broadleaf upland forest; sometimes on serpentine.


March – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco Bay spineflower
Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub, dunes and grassland.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Point Reyes bird’s-beak
Chloropyron maritimum ssp. palustre


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal salt marshes and swamps.


June – October 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Compact cobwebby thistle
Cirsium occidentale var. 
compactum


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub, grassland, and dunes.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Round-headed Chinese-houses
Collinsia corymbosa


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal dunes and coastal prairie.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species has not been seen in San Francisco for more than 100 years.





			San Francisco collinsia
Collinsia multicolor


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On humus-covered soil derived from mudstone in closed-cone coniferous forest, coastal scrub. 


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Dark-eyed gilia
Gilia millefoliata


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal dunes.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species potentially extirpated in San Francisco.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Diablo helianthella
Helianthella castanea


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On rocky soils in broadleaf upland forest, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, riparian woodland, and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			White seaside tarplant
Hemizonia congesta ssp. congesta


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Grassy valleys and hills, often on fallow fields in coastal scrub.


April – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Short-leaved evax
Hesperevax sparsiflora var. brevifolia


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Sandy bluffs and flats in coastal scrub and coastal dunes.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Arcuate bush mallow 
Malacothamnus arcuatus


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Gravelly alluvium in chaparral and cismontane woodland.


April – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Marsh microseris
Microseris paludosa


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Closed-cone coniferous forest, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grassland.


August – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Choris’s popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Mesic sites in chaparral, coastal scrub, and coastal prairie.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco campion 
Silene verecunda ssp. verecunda


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Mudstone, shale, or serpentine substrates in coastal scrub, coastal prairie, chaparral and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Santa Cruz microseris
Stebbinsoseris decipiens


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On sandstone, shale or serpentine derived seaward facing slopes in broadleaf upland forest, closed-cone coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal prairie, and coastal scrub.


April – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Coastal triquetrella
Triquetrella californica


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On shaded soil, rocks sand or gravel in dry or moist conditions or in coastal bluff and coastal scrub.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco owl’s clover
Triphysaria floribunda


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Grasslands.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Bristly sedge
Carex comosa


			--


			--


			2B.1


			Lake margins, marshes, swamps, coastal prairie, and valley and foothill grasslands.


May – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Oregon polemonium
Polemonium carneum


			--


			--


			2B.2


			Coastal prairie, coastal scrub, lower montane coniferous forest.


April – September


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco gumplant
Grindelia hirsutula var. maritima


			--


			--


			3.2


			On sandy or serpentine slopes of sea bluffs in coastal scrub, or valley and foothill grasslands.


June – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			


NOTES:


	The “Potential for Effect” category is defined as follows:


	High = Species is expected to occur and habitat meets species requirements. 


	Moderate = Habitat is only marginally suitable or is suitable but not within species geographic range.


	Low = Habitat does not meet species requirements as currently understood in the scientific community.





STATUS CODES:


Federal:


FE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FSC	=	NOAA Fisheries designated “species of concern”


FPD	=	Proposed delisted


FD	=	Delisted





State:


CE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the California Endangered Species Act


CT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the California Endangered Species Act


CSC	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “species of special concern”


CFP	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “fully protected” 


SC	= California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “candidate threatened” 


WL	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “watch list”


3503.5	=	Eggs, Nests, and Nestlings Protected under section 3503.5 of the California Department of Fish and Game Code


*	=	California special animal





California Rare Plant Rank:


List 1A	=	Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere 


List 1B	=	Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere


List 2A	=	Plants presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere


List 2B	=	Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere


List 3	=	Plants about which we need more information--a review list


List 4	=	Plants of limited distribution--a watch list





SOURCE: USFWS (2014), CDFW (2014), CNPS (2014).
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TABLE 2
SPECIAL-STATUS ANIMAL SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32


			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State Status


			Habitat Description


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Invertebrates





			San Bruno elfin butterfly
Callophrys mossii bayensis


			FE


			--


			Coastal scrub on rocky outcrops with broadleaf stonecrop (Sedum spathulifolium)


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Three known populations at San Bruno Mountain, Montara, and Pacifica.





			Bay checkerspot butterfly
Euphydryas editha bayensis


			FT


			--


			Serpentine grasslands.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Mission blue butterfly
Plebejus icarioides missionensis


			FE


			--


			Grassland with Lupinus albifrons, L. Formosa, and L. varicolor.


			Low. Closest suitable habitat present at Twin Peaks. Species unlikely to occur at the project site.





			Callippe silverspot butterfly
Speyeria callippe callippe


			FE


			--


			Found in native grasslands with Viola pedunculata as larval food plant.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Monarch butterfly
Danaus plexippus


			--


			*


			Eucalyptus groves (wintering sites).


			Low. No suitable habitat present though may occur on a transient basis. Several records of this species wintering in eucalyptus groves within San Francisco including Golden Gate Park, the Presidion, Fort Mason, and Telegraph Hill. 





			Tomales isopod
Caecuditea tomalensis


			--


			--


			Still-to slow-moving water in vegetated ponds, preferably spring-fed.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Reptiles and Amphibians





			Western pond turtle 
Emys marmorata


			--


			CSC


			Ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation ditches with aquatic vegetation. Requires basking sites and suitable upland habitat for egg-laying. Nest sites most often characterized as having gentle slopes (<15%) with little vegetation or sandy banks.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco garter snake
Thamnophis sirtalis 
tetrataenia


			FE


			SE


			Densely vegetated ponds near open hillsides with abundant small mammal burrows.


			Absent. Species is considered likely extirpated from San Francisco.





			California red-legged frog 
Rana draytonii


			FT


			CSC


			Freshwater ponds and slow streams with emergent vegetation for egg attachment.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Birds





			California clapper rail
Rallus longirostris obsoletus


			FE


			CE


			Salt marsh wetlands along the San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Bank swallow 
Riparia riparia (nesting)


			--


			CT


			Vertical banks and cliffs with sandy soil, near water. Nests in holes dug in cliffs and river banks.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. 





			Yellow warbler 
Dendroica petechia brewsteri


			--


			CSC


			Nests in dense riparian cover and montane chaparral. Breeding distribution includes the coast ranges and western slopes of the Sierra Nevada. Rare to uncommon in lowland areas.


			Low. No suitable riparian habitat present.
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SPECIAL-STATUS ANIMAL SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State Status


			Habitat Description


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Birds (cont.)





			California black rail
Laterallus jamaicensis
coturniculus


			--


			CT


			Salt and brackish marshes; also in freshwater marshes at low elevations.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. 





			Salt marsh common yellowthroat
Geothlypis trichas sinuous


			--


			CSC


			Forages in various marsh, riparian and upland habitats. Nests on or near the ground in concealed locations.


			Low. No suitable riparian habitat present.





			Alameda song sparrow
Melospiza melodia pusillula


			--


			CSC


			Salt marshes of eastern and south San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Pablo song sparrow
Melospiza melodia samuelis


			--


			CSC


			Salt marshes of eastern and north San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Peregrine falcon
Falco peregrinus


			FD


			FP


			Woodlands, coastal habitats, riparian areas, coastal and inland waters, human made structures that may be used as nest or temporary perch sites.


			Low. May forage over the project area though proposed project site does not provide nesting habitat.





			Double-crested cormorant
Phalacrocorax auritus


			--


			WL, 3503.5


			Coastal areas and inland lakes in fresh, saline, and estuarine waters.


			Low. No suitable nesting habitat present at the proposed project site though colonies are known to nest on the Bay Bridge. Species may occur in adjacent Bay waters or over the project site on a transient basis.





			Cooper’s hawk 
Accipiter cooperii


			--


			3503.5


			Nests in riparian areas and oak woodlands, forages at woodland edges. 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Sharp-shinned hawk 
Accipiter striatus


			--


			3503.5


			Nests in riparian areas and oak woodlands, forages in open areas


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Great horned owl
 Bubo virginianus


			--


			3503.5


			Riparian, coniferous, chaparral and desert habitats.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Red-tailed hawk
 Buteo jamaicensis


			--


			3503.5


			Found in nearly all habitats and elevations.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. May occur over the project on a transient basis.





			Red-shouldered hawk
Buteo lineatus


			--


			3503.5


			Riparian woodlands with swamps and emergent wetlands.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			American kestrel
Falco sparverius


			--


			3503.5


			Frequents generally open grasslands, pastures, and fields; primarily a cavity nester.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. May occur over the project on a transient basis.





			Osprey
Pandion haliaetus


			--


			3503.5


			Habitat varies greatly and usually includes adequate supply of accessible fish, shallow waters, open and elevated nest sites (10-60 feet in height), and artificial structures such as towers. Builds large platform stick nests near or in open waters such as lakes, estuaries, bays, reservoirs, and within the surf zone. 


			Low. No suitable habitat is present. May forage in adjacent waters. Project site does not provide suitable nesting habitat.





			Birds (cont.)





			Great blue heron
Ardea herodias


			--


			3503.5


			Shallow estuaries and fresh and saline emergent wetlands.


			Low. May forage in standing water of the onsite basin. 





			American goldfinch
Carduelis tristis


			--


			3503.5


			Cismontane foothills; riparian and cropland habitats.


			Present. Suitable habitat is present.





			Barn swallow
Hirundo rustica


			--


			3503.5


			Open areas from coastal grassland and shrubland to mixed coniferous forests.


			Moderate. Suitable habitat is present.





			Mammals





			Western red bat 
Lasiurus blossevillii


			--


			CSC


			Roosts primarily in trees, 2-40 feet above ground, from sea level up through mixed conifer forests. Prefers habitat edges and mosaics with trees that are protected from above and open below with open areas for foraging.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			Pallid bat 
Antrozous pallidus


			--


			CSC


			Prefers caves, crevices, hollow trees, or buildings in areas adjacent to open space for foraging. Associated with lower elevations in California.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			Townsend’s big-eared bat 
Corynorhinus townsendii


			--


			CSC
SC


			Throughout California in a wide variety of habitats. Most common in mesic sites. Roosts in the open, hanging from walls and ceilings of rocky areas with caves or tunnels. Roosting sites limited. Extremely sensitive to human disturbance.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			American badger
Taxidea taxus


			--


			CSC


			Open grasslands with loose, friable soils.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.	





			Point Reyes jumping mouse
Zapus trinotatus orarius


			--


			CSC


			Upland areas of bunch grass in marshes in Point Reyes.


			Low. Project site is south of the known range for this species.





			NOTES:


	The “Potential for Effect” category is defined as follows:


	High = Species is expected to occur and habitat meets species requirements. 


	Moderate = Habitat is only marginally suitable or is suitable but not within species geographic range.


	Low = Habitat does not meet species requirements as currently understood in the scientific community.





			STATUS CODES:


Federal:


FE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FSC	=	NOAA Fisheries designated “species of concern”


FPD	=	Proposed delisted


FD	=	Delisted


State:


CE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the California Endangered Species Act


CT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the California Endangered Species Act


CSC	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “species of special concern”


CFP =	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “fully protected” 


SC = California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “candidate threatened” 


WL	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “watch list”


3503.5	=	Eggs, Nests, and Nestlings Protected under section 3503.5 of the California Department of Fish and Game Code


*	=	California special animal


SOURCE: USFWS (2014), CDFW (2014), CNPS (2014). 
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To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are Manny’s comments.  I will look at the docs this weekend and send comments.  I realize
they will come after the deadline, so you can accept or not as you see fit.  Not expecting to have
many/any comments since Manny said it looked good.
 
Thanks for all the work.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise,
Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller;
'Kate Aufhauser'; 'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800







San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: "Paul Mitchell"; Joyce Hsiao
Cc: "Clarke Miller"; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)"
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:54:34 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Paul and Joyce –
Re-sending the questions below, as discussed.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 1:55 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'
Cc: Clarke Miller; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Paul –
 
Re: the Mit Measures table you provided, two quick points of clarification:


-          Mit Measure K.06 (SLR/Flooding: We are assuming it is OK to accommodate a number of
these measures, but not all of them. A few of the measures include avoiding below-grade
excavation, which is not feasible under our current design. Please confirm.


-          Mit Measure M.06 (Construct New Fire Station): The measures outlined are marked as
applicable to the site and TBD for the project, but elsewhere in the table ESA has included a
note that the construction of the Public Safety Building fulfills the Plan’s requirement vis-à-
vis new fire stations. I am assuming that this mit measure will be declared “not needed” in
the upcoming SEIR. Please confirm.


 
Thanks,
Kate
 
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, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser;
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'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; David Carlock
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


         



mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





· We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: "Paul Mitchell"
Cc: Clarke Miller; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Thursday, November 06, 2014 1:56:21 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Paul –
 
Re: the Mit Measures table you provided, two quick points of clarification:


-          Mit Measure K.06 (SLR/Flooding: We are assuming it is OK to accommodate a number of
these measures, but not all of them. A few of the measures include avoiding below-grade
excavation, which is not feasible under our current design. Please confirm.


-          Mit Measure M.06 (Construct New Fire Station): The measures outlined are marked as
applicable to the site and TBD for the project, but elsewhere in the table ESA has included a
note that the construction of the Public Safety Building fulfills the Plan’s requirement vis-à-
vis new fire stations. I am assuming that this mit measure will be declared “not needed” in
the upcoming SEIR. Please confirm.


 
Thanks,
Kate
 
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, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser;
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; David Carlock
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
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pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 



mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Clarke Miller; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)"; Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 3:22:11 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Kate: 
 
Please see responses in red, below.
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 1:55 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'
Cc: Clarke Miller; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Paul –
 
Re: the Mit Measures table you provided, two quick points of clarification:


-          Mit Measure K.06 (SLR/Flooding: We are assuming it is OK to accommodate a number of
these measures, but not all of them. A few of the measures include avoiding below-grade
excavation, which is not feasible under our current design. Please confirm.  We have not
completed the SLR analysis, however, there will be the potential for adapting MB FSEIR
mitigation measures, including excluding account for those measures that are not applicable
to the project.  Please note the Initial Study, provides context for how this mitigation
measure will be reviewed in the SEIR. Specifically, under Hydrology and Water Quality –
Issues to be Addressed, the Initial Study states “The potential for the project to expose
people or structures to a significant risk of loss or injury due to future flooding from sea level
rise and the applicability of Mitigation Measure K.6.”


 
 


Mit Measure M.06 (Construct New Fire Station): The measures outlined are marked as
applicable to the site and TBD for the project, but elsewhere in the table ESA has included a
note that the construction of the Public Safety Building fulfills the Plan’s requirement vis-à-
vis new fire stations. I am assuming that this mit measure will be declared “not needed” in
the upcoming SEIR. Please confirm.  We are currently consulting with the public fire and
police service providers to confirm potential effects to their services. But we don’t expect
the overall level of impacts to fire/police services to be substantially different those effects
that were disclosed in the ADEIR for the Piers 30-32 site.


 
Please note the Initial Study, under Fire and Police Protection, provides context for how this
mitigation measure will be reviewed in the SEIR.  Specifically, the Initial Study states “Further
discussion of potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services associated
with construction and operation of the event center and associated development at the
project site will be included in the SEIR, including the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation
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Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company).
Although construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is
completed and will be operational in early 2015, and satisfies the requirements of these
mitigation measures, the SEIR will provide a project-specific analysis of the impacts on law
enforcement and fire protection services and adequacy of these mitigation measures to
reduce project impacts to less than significant.”


 
 
Please note that the Mit Measure table you reviewed is for internal working purposes only, and will
not be included or referenced in the Initial Study. 
 
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
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, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser;
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; David Carlock
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax







pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: "Paul Mitchell"; Joyce Hsiao
Cc: "Clarke Miller"; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)"
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:54:36 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Paul and Joyce –
Re-sending the questions below, as discussed.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 1:55 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'
Cc: Clarke Miller; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Paul –
 
Re: the Mit Measures table you provided, two quick points of clarification:


-          Mit Measure K.06 (SLR/Flooding: We are assuming it is OK to accommodate a number of
these measures, but not all of them. A few of the measures include avoiding below-grade
excavation, which is not feasible under our current design. Please confirm.


-          Mit Measure M.06 (Construct New Fire Station): The measures outlined are marked as
applicable to the site and TBD for the project, but elsewhere in the table ESA has included a
note that the construction of the Public Safety Building fulfills the Plan’s requirement vis-à-
vis new fire stations. I am assuming that this mit measure will be declared “not needed” in
the upcoming SEIR. Please confirm.


 
Thanks,
Kate
 
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, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser;
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'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; David Carlock
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 
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· We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:44:04 PM


Could you please send it to me.  Sure it is in my emails, but I’m still not caught up from vacation and
this would bring it to the top.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:42 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Catherine/Manny:
 
Should you make further edits to the Initial Study, please make them in the clean version of the
WORD document we provided you.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are Manny’s comments.  I will look at the docs this weekend and send comments.  I realize
they will come after the deadline, so you can accept or not as you see fit.  Not expecting to have
many/any comments since Manny said it looked good.
 
Thanks for all the work.
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise,
Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller;
'Kate Aufhauser'; 'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
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clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:43:03 PM


Catherine/Manny:
 
Should you make further edits to the Initial Study, please make them in the clean version of the
WORD document we provided you.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are Manny’s comments.  I will look at the docs this weekend and send comments.  I realize
they will come after the deadline, so you can accept or not as you see fit.  Not expecting to have
many/any comments since Manny said it looked good.
 
Thanks for all the work.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise,
Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller;
'Kate Aufhauser'; 'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
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This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
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available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:43:00 PM


Catherine/Manny:
 
Should you make further edits to the Initial Study, please make them in the clean version of the
WORD document we provided you.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are Manny’s comments.  I will look at the docs this weekend and send comments.  I realize
they will come after the deadline, so you can accept or not as you see fit.  Not expecting to have
many/any comments since Manny said it looked good.
 
Thanks for all the work.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise,
Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller;
'Kate Aufhauser'; 'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
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This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
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available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Paul Mitchell"; Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:43:00 PM


Could you please send it to me.  Sure it is in my emails, but I’m still not caught up from vacation and
this would bring it to the top.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:42 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Catherine/Manny:
 
Should you make further edits to the Initial Study, please make them in the clean version of the
WORD document we provided you.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are Manny’s comments.  I will look at the docs this weekend and send comments.  I realize
they will come after the deadline, so you can accept or not as you see fit.  Not expecting to have
many/any comments since Manny said it looked good.
 
Thanks for all the work.
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise,
Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller;
'Kate Aufhauser'; 'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
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clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Paul Mitchell"; Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:43:00 PM


Could you please send it to me.  Sure it is in my emails, but I’m still not caught up from vacation and
this would bring it to the top.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:42 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Catherine/Manny:
 
Should you make further edits to the Initial Study, please make them in the clean version of the
WORD document we provided you.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are Manny’s comments.  I will look at the docs this weekend and send comments.  I realize
they will come after the deadline, so you can accept or not as you see fit.  Not expecting to have
many/any comments since Manny said it looked good.
 
Thanks for all the work.
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise,
Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller;
'Kate Aufhauser'; 'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
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clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:57:35 PM


Done!  Decided to just send yours and I’ll try to look over the rest on the weekend.  Did skim yours
quickly to answer the couple questions.  Thanks for the review and have a great weekend!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Fwd: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
 
 
 
Sent  on a Sprint  Samsung Galaxy Note® II


 


-------- Original message --------
From: Paul Mitchell
Date:11/07/2014 12:55 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Bereket, Immanuel (CII)"
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" , "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" , Joyce
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Manny:
 


·         We have already received EP and sponsor comments on the Administrative Draft Initial
Study No. 2, but are still awaiting OCII’s.  Just a gentle reminder to submit OCII comments
today.


·         Also, Brett has responded regarding the mailing distribution questions we posed to him. 
However, we are still waiting the following from you: 1)  electronic copy of the Mission Bay
CAC mailing list, 2) confirmation that the Mission Bay CAC mailing list will be sufficient for
mailing within Mission Bay  and 3) confirm if scoping meeting is schedueld for December 2 or
3; and provide the exact proposed time and location(address/room number, etc.) for the
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meeting.


 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 



mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:57:00 PM


Done!  Decided to just send yours and I’ll try to look over the rest on the weekend.  Did skim yours
quickly to answer the couple questions.  Thanks for the review and have a great weekend!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Fwd: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
 
 
 
Sent  on a Sprint  Samsung Galaxy Note® II


 


-------- Original message --------
From: Paul Mitchell
Date:11/07/2014 12:55 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Bereket, Immanuel (CII)"
Cc: "Kern, Chris (CPC)" , "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" , Joyce
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Manny:
 


·         We have already received EP and sponsor comments on the Administrative Draft Initial
Study No. 2, but are still awaiting OCII’s.  Just a gentle reminder to submit OCII comments
today.


·         Also, Brett has responded regarding the mailing distribution questions we posed to him. 
However, we are still waiting the following from you: 1)  electronic copy of the Mission Bay
CAC mailing list, 2) confirmation that the Mission Bay CAC mailing list will be sufficient for
mailing within Mission Bay  and 3) confirm if scoping meeting is schedueld for December 2 or
3; and provide the exact proposed time and location(address/room number, etc.) for the
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meeting.


 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Clarke Miller; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)"; Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 3:22:09 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Kate: 
 
Please see responses in red, below.
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 1:55 PM
To: 'Paul Mitchell'
Cc: Clarke Miller; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy
(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Paul –
 
Re: the Mit Measures table you provided, two quick points of clarification:


-          Mit Measure K.06 (SLR/Flooding: We are assuming it is OK to accommodate a number of
these measures, but not all of them. A few of the measures include avoiding below-grade
excavation, which is not feasible under our current design. Please confirm.  We have not
completed the SLR analysis, however, there will be the potential for adapting MB FSEIR
mitigation measures, including excluding account for those measures that are not applicable
to the project.  Please note the Initial Study, provides context for how this mitigation
measure will be reviewed in the SEIR. Specifically, under Hydrology and Water Quality –
Issues to be Addressed, the Initial Study states “The potential for the project to expose
people or structures to a significant risk of loss or injury due to future flooding from sea level
rise and the applicability of Mitigation Measure K.6.”


 
 


Mit Measure M.06 (Construct New Fire Station): The measures outlined are marked as
applicable to the site and TBD for the project, but elsewhere in the table ESA has included a
note that the construction of the Public Safety Building fulfills the Plan’s requirement vis-à-
vis new fire stations. I am assuming that this mit measure will be declared “not needed” in
the upcoming SEIR. Please confirm.  We are currently consulting with the public fire and
police service providers to confirm potential effects to their services. But we don’t expect
the overall level of impacts to fire/police services to be substantially different those effects
that were disclosed in the ADEIR for the Piers 30-32 site.


 
Please note the Initial Study, under Fire and Police Protection, provides context for how this
mitigation measure will be reviewed in the SEIR.  Specifically, the Initial Study states “Further
discussion of potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services associated
with construction and operation of the event center and associated development at the
project site will be included in the SEIR, including the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation
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Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company).
Although construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is
completed and will be operational in early 2015, and satisfies the requirements of these
mitigation measures, the SEIR will provide a project-specific analysis of the impacts on law
enforcement and fire protection services and adequacy of these mitigation measures to
reduce project impacts to less than significant.”


 
 
Please note that the Mit Measure table you reviewed is for internal working purposes only, and will
not be included or referenced in the Initial Study. 
 
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
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, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser;
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; David Carlock
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
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'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax







pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Joyce; Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:46:30 PM
Attachments: GSW Mission Bay Admin Draft Initial Study No. 2_10-27-14_clean.docx


Catherine:
 
No worries; see attached.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:44 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Could you please send it to me.  Sure it is in my emails, but I’m still not caught up from vacation and
this would bring it to the top.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:42 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Catherine/Manny:
 
Should you make further edits to the Initial Study, please make them in the clean version of the
WORD document we provided you.  Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:50 PM
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[bookmark: _Toc402187709][bookmark: _Toc402187872]NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT


Date:		November XX, 2014


Case No.:


OCII:	ER 2014-919-97 [OCII: This number is based on the original SFRA number on the 1998 FSEIR. Please confirm if this is acceptable.]


Planning Dept.:	2014.1441E


Project Title:	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


BPA Nos.:	Not Applicable


Zoning:	MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan – Commercial/Industrial/ Retail Designation; Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area Height Zone 5


Block/Lot:	Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29-32; Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Blocks Size:	Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres 


Project Sponsor:	GSW Arena LLC
David Kelly
(510) 986-8154
dkelly@warriors.com


Lead Agency:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)


Staff Contact:	Catherine Reilly, OCII – (415) 749-2516


		catherine.reilly@sfgov.org 





PROJECT DESCRIPTION


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals.


FINDING


This project may have a significant effect on the environment and a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15063 (Initial Study), 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and for the reasons documented in the Environmental Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is attached. 


PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS


The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) will hold a PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING on Wednesday, December [2? or 3? – OCII: Please confirm], 2014 at 6:00 p.m. [OCII: Please confirm time] at _________________[OCII: Please confirm location]. The purpose of this meeting is to receive oral comments to assist the OCII in reviewing the scope and content of the environmental impact analysis and information to be contained in the SEIR for the project. To request a language interpreter or to accommodate persons with disabilities at the scoping meeting, please contact the staff contact listed above at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting. Written comments will also be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on December [XX], 2014. Written comments should be sent to OCII c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103, or by email to ______.sfgov.org [EP: Please provide email address that has been set up by EP]. 


If you work for a responsible State agency, we need to know the views of your agency regarding the scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use the SEIR when considering a permit or other approval for this project. Please include the name of a contact person in your agency.


Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the OCII Commission, OCII or the Planning Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the OCII or Planning Department’s website or in other public documents.
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INITIAL STUDY
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OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97
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A. [bookmark: _Toc402187873]PROJECT DESCRIPTION


[bookmark: _Toc402187874]A.1	Overview


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 construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32) within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Figure 1 for aerial photograph and Figure 2 for existing roadway network in Mission Bay). The proposed 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. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com. The project is subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a number of local and state approvals. 


Development is allowed within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, including Blocks 29-32, consistent with the land use program and subject to the development controls of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and other related documents (see Background, below). The proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to these documents.


The Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), certified in September 1998, is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15180 (see Background, below). The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the development program proposed for the entire plan area, including the program under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, which includes Blocks 29-32. Thus, under CEQA, the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program, and this Initial Study evaluates the environmental effects of the proposed project relative to the certified Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This Initial Study is prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, which provides for preparation of an initial study to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment, and with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), which provides for subsequent activities in a program to be examined in the light of a previously certified program EIR. The City’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) is the CEQA lead agency for this project, and has entered into an agreement with the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Division, to assist in the preparation of the related environmental review documents. 
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Figure 1	Aerial Photograph of Mission Bay
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Figure 2	Existing Roadway Network in Mission Bay



This Initial Study, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15063(b)(1)(C) and 15168(d)(1), provides documentation to determine which of the project’s effects were adequately examined in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which topics warrant more detailed environmental analysis (see Section D, Approach to Analysis, below). The topics which warrant more detailed environmental analysis are those that implementation of the proposed project could result in either new significant effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. For these topics, a focused environmental impact report (EIR) will be prepared; the focused EIR will be a Subsequent EIR (SEIR) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162.
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Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Approval Process and Prior Environmental Review


On August 23, 1990, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors certified the Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report (the “1990 FEIR”).[footnoteRef:2] The 1990 FEIR assessed the development program that was ultimately adopted as the Mission Bay Plan, an Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In 1996-97, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, with Catellus Development Corporation as project sponsor, proposed a new project for the Mission Bay area, consisting of two separate redevelopment plans (Mission Bay North Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan) (“North Plan” and “South Plan” or, collectively, the “Plans”) in two redevelopment project areas separated by the China Basin Channel. [2:  	Planning Department Case No. 86.505E.] 



On September 17, 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission and the former Redevelopment Agency Commission certified the Mission Bay Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“Mission Bay FSEIR”).[footnoteRef:3] The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed reasonably foreseeable development under the Plans. It incorporated by reference information from the original 1990 FEIR that continued to be accurate and relevant for analysis of the Plans. Thus, the 1990 FEIR and the Mission Bay FSEIR together constitute the environmental documentation for the Plans. The 1990 FEIR and Mission Bay FSEIR are program EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and redevelopment plan EIRs under CEQA Guidelines 15180.  [3:  	Planning Department Case No. 96.771E, Redevelopment Agency Case No. ER 919-97.] 



The former Redevelopment Agency Commission adopted the North and South Plans on September 17, 1998, along with the Mission Bay North Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “North OPA”) and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (as subsequently amended, the “South OPA”), which are between the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII as successor to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Mission Bay Master Developer (originally Catellus Development Corporation and now FOCIL-MB, LLC, the successor to Catellus Development Corporation).[footnoteRef:4] The Mission Bay Land Use Plan is illustrated in Figure 3. [4:  	Resolution No. 191-98, and No. 188-98, respectively.] 



The North and South OPAs incorporated into the project the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and adopted by the former Redevelopment Agency Commission at the time of project approval.[footnoteRef:5] As authorized by the Plans, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission simultaneously adopted design guidelines and standards governing development, contained in companion documents, The Design  [5:  	North and South OPAs, Attachment L.] 
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Figure 3	Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Land Use Plan



for Development for the Mission Bay North Project Area (the “North Design for Development”) and the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (the “South Design for Development”), respectively.[footnoteRef:6] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the North Plan on October 26, 1998, and the South Plan on November 2, 1998.[footnoteRef:7] The South OPA has been amended four times, the first amendment dated February 17, 2004, the second dated November 1, 2005, the third dated May 21, 2013, and the fourth dated June 4, 2013.  [6:  	Resolution No. 191-98 and Resolution No. 186-98, respectively.]  [7:  	Ordinance No. 327098 North and South OPAs, Attachment L and Ordinance No. 335-98, respectively.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381601][bookmark: _Toc398564702]The Redevelopment Agency has prepared 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 1998 FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. These addenda are as follows:


· The first addendum, dated March 21, 2000, analyzed the ballpark parking lots.


· The second addendum, dated June 20, 2001, addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to the 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall.


· The third addendum, dated February 10, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation, and required setbacks.


· The fourth addendum, dated March 9, 2004, addressed revisions to the South Design for Development with respect to the permitted maximum number of parking spaces for biotechnical and similar research facilities, and specified certain changes to the North OPA to reflect a reduction in permitted commercial development and associated parking.


· The fifth addendum, dated October 4, 2005, addressed revisions to the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Long Range Development Plan.


· The sixth addendum, dated September 10, 2008, addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay.


· The seventh addendum, dated January 7, 2010, analyzed the development of a Public Safety Building on Mission Bay Block 8 to accommodate the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, a local Police Station, and new San Francisco Fire Department station, and adaptive reuse of historic Fire Station 30, along with parking for these uses.


· The eighth addendum, dated May 15, 2013, analyzed amendments to the South Plan and South OPA to allow a mix of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1.


· The ninth addendum, dated May 30, 2013, addressed development on Block 7E for a facility housing extended stay bedrooms and associated facilities to support families of patients receiving medical treatment primarily at UCSF’s medical facilities.


Successor Agency/Oversight Board Jurisdiction


The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, along with all 400 redevelopment agencies in California, was dissolved on February 1, 2012, by order of the California Supreme Court in a decision issued on December 29, 2011 (California Redevelopment Association et al. v. Ana Matosantos). On June 27, 2012, the California Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1484, a bill making technical and substantive changes to AB 26, which was the original bill that resulted in the dissolution of all redevelopment agencies (collectively, the “Dissolution Law”). In response to the Dissolution Law, the City and County of San Francisco created the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco (Successor Agency), commonly known as the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII). Pursuant to state and local legislation, the Successor Agency is governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure. 


On January 24, 2012, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco adopted Resolution No. 11-12 in response to the Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision upholding AB 26. On September 25, 2012, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 215-12 in response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1484. Together, these two local laws (“Successor Agency Legislation”) create the governing structure of the OCII. Pursuant to the Successor Agency Legislation, the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure exercises certain land use, development and design approval authority for the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Plan areas (and other major approved development projects), and the Oversight Board exercises certain fiscal oversight and other duties required under the Dissolution Law. 


South Plan Area Development Controls


The primary development controls for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area (“South Plan Area”) are the South Plan and the South Design for Development, which together specify development standards for the project site, including standards and guidelines for height, setbacks, and coverage. In accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the former Redevelopment Agency, now OCII, as described above. Together, the South Plan and South Design for Development constitute the regulatory land use framework for the project site, and they supersede the City’s Planning Code, except as otherwise specifically provided in those documents and associated documents for implementing the Plans. 


The infrastructure serving the South Plan Area is provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, consistent with the South OPA, including the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan (Attachment D to the South OPA). The South OPA includes triggers for the phasing of required infrastructure improvements based on adjacency, ratios, and performance standards to ensure that the master developer phases the required infrastructure to match the phasing of private development occurring on adjacent blocks. In addition to the South Plan and South Design for Development, the other major development controls that apply to the project site include:


· Mitigation measures included in the Mission Bay FSEIR and which OCII has identified as required to be implemented by the developer of the project site;


· All other associated adopted plans and documents that apply in the South Plan Area under the Plan and OPA, such as the 1999 Mission Bay Risk Management Plan, with amendments, including Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code for analyzing soils for hazardous waste; Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, ;


· Other adopted City plans and regulations that apply in the South Plan Area, such as the San Francisco Building Code; Chapter 7 of the San Francisco Environment Code, “Resource Efficiency Requirements;” and any engineering requirements applicable under City Code to the development.


Relevant portions of the South Plan and South Design for Development as they pertain to Blocks 29-32 are described below.


South Plan Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32 


In addition to providing overall planning objectives for the plan area, the South Plan designates land uses for specific parcels. Proposed land uses to be permitted for Blocks 29-32 are designated as Commercial Industrial/Retail (Attachment 3 of the South Plan), and the plan provides for either principal or secondary uses at this site. Primary uses are permitted in accordance with the plan’s provisions, and secondary uses are permitted provided that such use generally conforms with redevelopment objectives and planning and design controls established pursuant to this plan. The OCII Executive Director must make a determination that secondary uses make a positive contribution to the character of the plan area, and that the secondary use “will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.” 


The South Plan identifies the following principal uses under the Commercial Industrial/Retail land use designation applicable to Blocks 29-32: manufacturing; institutions; retails sales and services; arts activities and spaces; office use; home and business services; animal care; wholesaling; automotive; and other uses (e.g., greenhouse, nursery, open recreation and activity areas, parking and certain telecommunications-related facilities). The following secondary uses are identified: institutions, assembly and entertainment, and other uses (public structure or use of a nonindustrial character).


The South Plan also describes general controls and limitations for development, and sets limits on leasable square footages of various uses within defined zones within the plan area, including the project site. The plan sets a maximum floor area ratio of 2.9 to 1 for the commercial industrial/ retail uses at the project site, and the maximum building height within the entire plan area is 160 feet. The plan further indicates that within the limits, restrictions and controls established in the plan, OCII is authorized to establish height limits of buildings, land coverage, density, setback requirements, design and sign criteria, traffic circulation and access standards and other development and design controls in the Design for Development.


South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29 -32


The Mission Bay South Design for Development, a companion document to the South Plan, contains the design standards and design guidelines applicable to Blocks 29-32. The project site is within Height Zone 5, which specifies that 7 percent of the developable area (within the entire height zone) may be occupied by a maximum of three towers up to 160 feet in height, and the remaining 93 percent of the development would be at a maximum of 90 feet. However, buildings along Terry A. François Boulevard, including Blocks 30 and 32, may not exceed 90 feet in height, and no towers are permitted on Blocks 30 and 32. 


Within this Height Zone 5, the South Design for Development also establishes bulk limits for development at a height greater than 90 feet (i.e., towers). The maximum tower length above 90 feet is 200 feet, and the maximum floor plate is 20,000 square feet. Further, the South Design for Development identifies setback requirements applicable to Blocks 29-32, with a minimum of 5 feet along Third Street and 20 feet along 16th Street; these setbacks are in addition to specified sidewalk widths on these streets and may be used for paved pathways and landscaping as appropriate. The minimum streetwall height is 15 feet.


Design guidelines for Commercial/Industrial buildings along the Bayfront Park (adjacent to the project site) indicate that homogeneous and unrelieved façades should be avoided. Design guidelines for city-serving retail uses at Blocks 29-32 include: street level frontage should provide visually interesting features; the block façade line should be consistent with block development throughout Mission Bay; and curb cuts are strongly discouraged along Third Street.


[NOTE: The following Project Characteristics section, including design, operations and construction characteristics, including any associated edits, reflect Version 1.0 of the project, and will be revised when we receive new plans from project sponsor on Version 2.0]


[bookmark: _Toc402187876]A.3	Project Characteristics


Proposed Facilities


Development Plan Overview 


Under the project, Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, open space and structured parking on the approximately 11-acre site. Figure 4 presents the proposed site plan, illustrating primary project features and associated building heights.[footnoteRef:8] Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project facilities.  [8:  	For purposes of this Initial Study, ground elevations and building heights, except where noted otherwise, are as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum (SFD). SFD establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. Note there is also a Mission Bay Datum, equal to SFD + 100 feet. It should also be noted the method used in this Initial Study for measuring building heights differs from that specified in Section 102.12 of the San Francisco Planning Code, which provides a method for measuring building heights for purposes of consistency with the Planning Code. Section 102.12 measures building heights generally from the height of the curb of the sidewalk most proximate to the property.] 



The proposed roughly circular-shaped event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of varying elevations, including a below-grade event/lower parking level, ground/upper parking level, main and upper concourse levels, and mezzanine, suite, loge levels and mechanical levels. The event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites, restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food 



[bookmark: _Toc402188544]Figure 4	Project Site Plan
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Table 1
summary of proposed Project Facilities at project site


			Project Component


			Characteristic





			Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity


			18,064 seats





			Cinema Seating Capacity


			420 seats





			Size 


			Total GSFa


			Adjusted GSFb


			Leasable SFc





			Event Centerd


Golden State Warriors Office Space


Office Space


Retail Spacee


Cinema Space


Parking and Loading


Total Building Area


			710,486


20,000


509,210


111,000


39,000


 342,475


1,732,171 GSF


			486,686


20,000


458,289


99,900


35,100


 _--_ 


1,099,975 GSF


(1,094,980 Final Adjusted)f


			-- 


19,000


435,375


94,905


33,345


 _--_ 


582,625 GSF





			Heightg,h/Levels 


Event Center 


Office and Retail Buildings



Retail Buildings 


			


135 feet


160 feet (10 stories) total [90-foot (5-story) podiums with 70-foot (5‑story) towers above 


39 feet (in northeast corner) + within ground floor of office and retail buildings





			Parking/Loading Spaces


			Blocks 29-32:


612 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade ( concealed by Third Street Plaza)


12 truck docks below-grade


Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:


132 parking stalls





			Vehicular Access 


			Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street


Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at Bridgeview Way





			Open Space


			3.2 acres








NOTES:


GSF = gross square feet. 





a 	Total GSF includes actual gsf of project without exclusions used to determine “gross floor area” under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


b	Adjusted GSF = “gross floor area,” reflecting allowable exclusions under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. Adjusted GSF for office, retail, and cinema reflects an estimated 10% reduction in GSF to account for these exclusions. Please note the Final Adjusted GSF total sum uses the Leasable SF, not Adjusted GSF, for Retail uses only. This calculation is as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development. See note “f” below. 


c	Leasable SF reflects an estimated 5% reduction in GSF from the Adjusted GSF (95% efficiency factor).


d	The event center would include a variety of supporting uses, including Golden State Warriors practice facility and management offices, event hall, limited retail, and other uses. For purposes of estimating areas, the Golden State Warriors management office space square footage is presented separate from square footage of the other event center uses.


e	Proposed retail uses are approximately 37,000 GSF sit-down restaurant, 18,500 quick-service restaurant, and 55,500 GSF soft goods retail including food retail.


f	The Final Adjusted GSF total used reflects the sums of Adjusted GSF on event center uses, office uses, cinema space, and parking and loading, and the Leasable SF for retail, as stipulated in the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


g	Building heights as measured relative to San Francisco City Datum SFD. 


h	 Excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.





SOURCE: Manica Architecture, 2014






service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms; Golden State Warriors management offices and practice facility; media support facilities, and event center operations such as loading, staging and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/plumbing space and storage and maintenance facilities. Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner of Third Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and 16th Street (site southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 10 stories (160 feet tall); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus 4 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5‑story (70-foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development uses. Retail uses would occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to certain plaza-facing areas of the event center (including in the “gate house” building located along Third Street), and along Terry A. François Boulevard and South Street. In addition, a 420-seat cinema would be located on a lower level(s) within the southwest office and retail building.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  	Under the Major Phase application for the proposed project, the project sponsor is requesting an option that would consist of a combination of a cinema and office uses as an alternative to all office uses. For the purposes of the environmental review process, this Initial Study and the SEIR assume the cinema would be part of the proposed project because cinema uses are a more intensive land use than office and would result in the more conservative impact assessment.] 



Two levels of enclosed on-site parking (one below grade, and one at street level) providing 612 parking spaces would be located below the office buildings and plaza areas. (See also Off-site Parking Facilities, below.) Approximately 3.2 acres of open space would be located on-site, including a proposed Third Street Plaza (elevated at approximately 8feet above the sidewalk Third Street) on the west side of the project site between the event center and Third Street, and a proposed ground-level Southeast Plaza in the southeastern corner of the site.[footnoteRef:10] These plazas would be connected by a pedestrian ramp wrapping around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center, and an outdoor covered passageway, or atrium, wrapping around the southwest portion of the event center.  [10:  	It should be noted that midpoint on the sidewalk on Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the site is approximately 0 feet SFD, and midpoint on the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the site is approximately 2 feet SFD.] 



While the project would not be subject to the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. 


Vehicular Access and Circulation


All vehicular ingress/egress for the garage would occur at 16th Street (at Illinois Street) and South Street (at Bridgeview Way). The 16th Street driveway would serve as the primary vehicular access point for autos to the parking garage, and the sole access point for trucks to the below-grade loading docks. Most proposed loading and service areas would be located on the lower level, while one loading slip would be provided at grade (concealed from view beneath the pedestrian path) to serve retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. A total of twelve truck docks would be provided to serve the event center, office, cinema and retail uses. The South Street driveway would provide a secondary access for autos to the garage and small delivery trucks for retail located at the site’s northeastern corner. (See also Proposed Operations, below, for a description of the proposed Transportation Management Plan that the sponsor would implement as part of the project.)


Pedestrian and Bicycle Access


The primary pedestrian access to the event center would be via the Third Street Plaza. The Southeast Plaza would serve as a primary pedestrian access for smaller-attendance events, and as a secondary access point for larger-attendance arena events. Pedestrian access to the two office and retail buildings would on South Street and 16th Street and from the main plaza, and additional access to ground-floor retail uses within those buildings available via South and Third Streets. New sidewalks would be constructed adjacent to the project site.


Bike parking and storage racks would be at various locations along the perimeter of the project site proposed bike valet service would be located on16th Street, and temporary bike corrals would be located within the plaza areas to serve patrons as needed. 


Infrastructure Improvements


The project proposes all new utility infrastructure facilities on-site, including water supply (low- and high-pressure water lines and recycled water lines); wastewater collection; storm drainage; electrical/gas, and communications. Surrounding utilities are provided by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC, as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan.


Off-Site Parking Facilities


As part of the project, the sponsor has acquired 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site, to provide additional parking to serve the project.


Sustainability


The proposed development would be subject to a number of sustainability requirements, including the California CalGreen Code, City of San Francisco Green Building Code, Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Area, and the 2012 NBA Arena Design Standards – Sustainability Requirements. The project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Gold standards using a campus approach, whereby each individual proposed structure as well as the overall site would qualify for individual Gold ratings.[footnoteRef:11] This would be achieved through incorporation of a variety of design features and implementation of practices during construction and operation to provide energy and water conservation and efficiency, minimize site disturbance, encourage alternative transportation, promote a healthy indoor environment, minimize waste, and maximize recycling opportunities. [11:  	The Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) is a program developed and administered by the U.S. Green Building Council that provides third-party verification of green building projects. LEED® uses a green building rating system designed to reduce the negative environmental impacts of buildings and improve occupant health and well-being. Building projects satisfy prerequisites and earn points to achieve different levels of certification.] 



South Plan Improvements Planned in the Vicinity of the Project Site: Terry A. François Boulevard Realignment and Public Access Improvements at Bayfront Park


As previously analyzed and cleared in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and not part of the proposed project, under the South Plan, development of Blocks 29-32 would trigger the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard to extend adjacent to the east side of Blocks 29-32, and the construction of public access improvements at Bayfront Park east of this realigned roadway. The realigned Terry A. François Boulevard would contain four travel lanes (two northbound and two southbound) plus two parking lanes; and ‑ on the east side of the roadway – a two-way cycletrack (bike path) separated from the roadway by a raised buffer. 


Following realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, Bayfront Park would be improved and expanded to 5.5 acres, encompassing an area roughly south of Pier 54, north of 16th Street, east of Terry A. François Boulevard, and west of the Bay shoreline. Both the realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard and Bayfront Park public access improvements would be implemented by FOCIL-MB, LLC prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.


Proposed Operations and Employment


Under the project, the event center at Blocks 29-32 would serve as the new venue for the Golden State Warriors home games, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The event center would be used for up to approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in capacity from approximately 3,000 to 18,500. All existing Golden State Warriors operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate from their existing facilities in Oakland to the new event center. The proposed office and retail facilities on Blocks 29-32 would operate year-round, independent of the event center operations. The following provides additional information for each of the proposed new operational components at Blocks 29-32.


Event Center Programming


Golden State Warriors Games. Under the project the Golden State Warriors would host two to three preseason basketball games (in mid- to late October) and 41 regular season basketball games (from late October to mid-April) at the event center. If the Golden State Warriors reach the postseason, they would host anywhere from 2 to 16 playoff games (from mid-April to mid-June). The large majority of Golden State Warriors home basketball games would start at 7:30 p.m. and conclude between 10:00 p.m. and 10:30 p.m. The home game schedule at the proposed event center would be similar to the Warriors schedule at Oracle Arena, the team’s existing home venue in Oakland.


As described above, the maximum basketball seating capacity at the event center would be 18,064, less than the maximum basketball seating capacity of approximately 19,600 at Oracle Arena. The average basketball attendance levels at the proposed event center are estimated to be approximately 17,000 during the regular season, with regular season and post-season attendance reaching the maximum capacity of 18,064.


It is estimated that approximately 825 day-of-game non-Warriors employees[footnoteRef:12] would be required at the event center to work in various operations and jobs, including security, ushers, ticket takers, team store, food service, cleaning crew, scoreboard/video operators and other event-related operations. In addition, up to 100 Golden State Warriors’ employees (e.g., representatives from Warriors sales, services, marketing and game operations) would work at the games at the event center (please see additional detail of Golden State Warriors employment under Golden State Warriors Operations, below).  [12: 	This event center day-of-game employee estimate does not include Warriors employees that would occupy the management offices in the event center and employees of the proposed retail uses on the project site, both of which are described separately, below.] 



Non-Golden State Warriors Events at the Event Center. The event center would serve as a venue for a variety of non-Golden State Warriors events throughout the year, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events. Approximately 160 non-Golden State Warriors game events would occur annually at the event center, that could typically include the following:


· Family Shows: It is estimated that the event center would host 55 family shows per year. Examples of family shows include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. Family show series would typically occur over a five-day block of time (Wednesday through Sunday) during which time as many as 10 performances total would occur in the daytime and evening periods. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 5,000 patrons, and estimated maximum attendance would be approximately 8,200 patrons.


· Full Arena Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 full arena concerts per year. Concerts would typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and stage configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 12,500 patrons.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  	The event center design would allow for an end-stage concert configuration that would accommodates up to 14,000 patrons. It is estimated that nearly 90 percent of concerts would use the end stage configuration. Occasionally, concerts would occur in a 360-degree center-stage configuration which would accommodate a maximum attendance of approximately 18,500 patrons. However, no more than four center-stage concerts are expected per year.] 



· Arena Theater Concerts: It is estimated that the event center would host 15 arena “theater” (cut-down arena) concerts per year. Concerts typically occur on Friday and Saturday evenings within a 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. window. Attendance would vary depending on the artist and cut-down configuration. Estimated average attendance would be approximately 3,000 patrons.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  	The cut-down arena theater design would allow for a concert with up to 4,000 attendees.] 



· Other Sporting Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 30 non-Warriors sporting events per year. Examples of non-Warriors sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts. These events could be professional, collegiate, or amateur competitions. Estimated average attendance for other sporting events would be 7,000 patrons per event, and estimated maximum attendance of 18,064 (consistent with maximum seating capacity for Warriors games). These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times. 


· Conventions, Conferences and other Events: It is estimated that the event center would host 31 events annually related to conventions, conferences, cultural events, corporate events, and other gatherings, with an estimated average attendance level of 9,000 patrons and maximum attendance of 18,500 patrons. For smaller events the event center would be configured to reduce the perceived bowl volume to create a more intimate experience. These events would be distributed throughout the year and have variable start times; however, the majority of events are expected to occur during day time hours, consistent with typical events at the Moscone Convention Center. 


It is estimated that day-of-event employees for non-Golden State Warriors events at the event center would range from 675 to 825, depending on the specific event and anticipated attendance levels. 


(Please see also Golden State Warriors Operations and Office, Retail, and Cinema Uses, below, for a description of operations and additional employment associated with the Golden State Warriors, and for office, retail and cinema uses.)


Potential Outdoor Events at the Project Site


The proposed Third Street Plaza would provide opportunities for public gatherings and events, such as spring festivals, Cinco de Mayo celebration, summer film series, fall festival/pumpkin patch, and winter tree lighting ceremony/ice skating rink.


Golden State Warriors Operations


The Golden State Warriors organization currently includes approximately 150 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, and associated operations are based in Oakland. Under the project, all existing Golden State Warriors employees and operations, including management offices and practice facility, would relocate to the project site at Mission Bay. Furthermore, the Golden State Warriors estimate that up to 105 additional FTE employees would be required for year-round event center and site management, for a total estimated Golden State Warriors employment of 255 FTE employees. 


Office, Retail and Cinema Uses


The proposed office uses on the site would be expected to operate similar to other existing office developments within Mission Bay, and is estimated to generate approximately 1,845 FTE employees. The proposed retail uses and cinema would operate seven days a week, year-round, and independently of the event center operations. It is estimated that the uses within the retail areas would require approximately 341 FTE employees, and the 420-seat cinema would require 10 FTE employees. 


Transportation Management Plan


As part of the project, the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes (including vehicles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists) during project operation for events and activities at the project site. The TMP would identify a range of transportation control strategies for various operational scenarios at the project site, including non-event and event days; communication strategies for public outreach and wayfinding measures; and monitoring methods for TMP strategies to ensure effectiveness.


As part of the TMP, a Transit Service Plan (TSP) would be developed and implemented by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in coordination with the project sponsor. The TSP would provide for the Muni transit services and facilities that would be necessary to accommodate the anticipated transit demand generated by the proposed project. 


In addition, the project sponsor would participate in the existing Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (TMA) shuttle service program. Sponsor participation in the TMA shuttle service program would allow for potentially expanded Mission Bay TMA shuttle service, as needed during evenings and weekends.


Construction


Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, occur over a 25 to 27 month period, and be completed in late fall 2017 Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated on- and off-site utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. The sponsor estimates that approximately 193,000 cubic yards of soils on-site would be excavated and removed from the site.


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., although some construction activities could occur on weekends and/or outside of these hours. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. Extreme noise-generating activities, such as pile driving, would be further limited in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.


B. [bookmark: _Toc402187877]PROJECT SETTING


[bookmark: _Toc402187878]B.1	Mission Bay


Before 1998, Mission Bay was characterized by low-intensity industrial development and vacant land. Since adoption of the North and South Plans in 1998, Mission Bay has undergone redevelopment into a mixture of residential, commercial (light industrial, research and development, labs and offices), and educational/institutional uses and open space. To date, 4,067 housing units (including 822 affordable units) of the planned 6,400 housing units within Mission Bay (roughly 64 percent) are complete, with another 1,050 (including 150 affordable units) under construction. Regarding office and laboratory space, approximately 1.7 million square feet of the 4.4 million square feet in the Mission Bay plan area (approximately 39 percent) is complete. Approximately 60 percent of the approved 2.65 million-square-foot UCSF research campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus community center, and a university housing development. The first phase of the UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center is expected to open in early 2015. The City’s new Public Safety Building is constructed and operational. More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space within Mission Bay have also been completed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187879]B.2	Project Site and Existing Uses


Figure 5 presents an aerial map of the project site vicinity. The approximate 11-acre project site encompasses Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area. The project site consists of the majority of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 001, and all of Assessor’s Block 8722, Lot 008. The project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and by the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The City has designated the Mission Bay South 


[bookmark: _Toc400381608][bookmark: _Toc398564708][bookmark: _Toc402188545]
Figure 5	Aerial Photograph of Project Site Vicinity



Redevelopment Plan Area as a Priority Development Area (PDA). The project site is also located in the southeast corner of the City’s South of Market neighborhood, and just north of the City’s Potrero Hill and Dogpatch neighborhoods. 


The site is relatively level, with the majority of the ground surface elevations ranging between approximately ‑1 feet to +3 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD)[footnoteRef:15], roughly equivalent to 6½ to 10½ feet above mean sea level. Paved surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site. Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. These parking facilities contain night lighting. Immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed area (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by an excavation and backfill associated with a prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. A surface swale extends west within this portion of the site to allow for drainage of surface water into the depression.[footnoteRef:16] Chain link fencing is installed on the perimeter of the project site, and around Parking Lots B and E within the site.  [15:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum. ]  [16:  	Langan Treadwall Rollo, Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California, April 11, 2014] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187880]B.3	Surrounding Uses


The University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site. Fronting on Third Street directly west of the project site is an eight-story UCSF parking structure (Third Street Garage), and new construction of the UCSF Global Health and Clinical Sciences Building (Mission Hall). To the northwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing; and to the north of that, the UCSF Helen Diller Family Cancer Research building. To the southwest of the project site fronting along Third Street is new construction of the UCSF Energy Center, Betty Irene Moore Women’s Hospital, Bakar Cancer Hospital and Benioff Children’s Hospital. Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Third Street and Illinois Street, is a vacant lot recently acquired by UCSF. UCSF is currently preparing a new Long-Range Development Plan to guide future campus growth and development at its facilities, including the UCSF Mission Bay campus, through 2035.


Directly south of the project site across 16th Street, between Illinois Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, is a newly-constructed six-story office building (409 Illinois Street) housing Fibrogen Life Science and other biotech/high tech companies, and south of that another newly-constructed six-story office building (499 Illinois Street). Directly north of the project site across and fronting on South Street are (from west to east) a vacant lot (recently acquired by Uber Technologies and Alexandria Real Estate Equities), a six-story parking garage (450 South Street), and a six-story office building housing the Old Navy corporate headquarters. Immediately east of the project site and west of Terry A François Boulevard are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. Further east of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard is the site of the proposed Bayfront Park; this area presently includes a paved trail (which constitutes a segment of the Bay Trail), surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


Third Street, a north-south major arterial roadway defined as a Transit Important Street in the San Francisco General Plan, extends along the west project site boundary providing access to and from downtown San Francisco to the north and the Bayview neighborhood to the south. Third Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction, separated by a paved median and Muni light rail tracks. Muni light rail lines K-Ingleside and T-Third Street operate along The Embarcadero, with the Muni UCSF/Mission Bay Station located at South Street and the Muni Third & Mariposa Street Station located one block south of the project site. Muni bus routes 91 and T-Owl operate along Third Street, with a Muni bus stop located north of the project site on Third Street. Campus Lane, a two-lane east-west local street, terminates at the intersection with Third Street, directly across from and west of the project site.


16th Street extends east of Third Street along a portion of the south project site boundary, terminating just east of Illinois Street. There are two vehicular travel lanes on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, increasing to four lanes west of Third Street. Bollards installed on 16th Street east of Illinois Street prevent through vehicular travel between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. 16th Street is defined as a secondary arterial west of Third Street in the San Francisco General Plan. 16th Street contains a Class III bicycle route between Illinois Street and Third Street, and two Class II bike lanes west of Third Street. Illinois St., a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with 16th Street, directly across from and south of the project site. Illinois Street contains a Class II bicycle lanes between 16th Street and Mariposa Street.


Terry A. François Boulevard roughly follows the Bay shoreline east of the project site. There are currently two vehicular travel lanes and Class II bicycle lanes in each direction. Terry A. François Boulevard is signed as a Tsunami Evacuation Route. 


South Street extends along the north boundary of the project site between Third Street and Terry A. François Boulevard. South Street contains two vehicular travel lanes in each direction. Bridgeview Way, a two-lane north-south local street, terminates at the intersection with South Street, directly across from and north of the project site. 


Vehicle parking is currently provided along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site.


[bookmark: _Toc402187881]B.4	Approvals Required


Project approvals or permits from the following agencies for construction or long-term operation are anticipated at this time:


· Approval by the OCII Commission of Amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development


· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for each building and private open spaces


· Planning Commission approval of office building Schematic Designs related to Proposition M allocation 


· Modifications to Mission Bay South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, Mission Bay South Streetscape Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, as applicable


· Port of San Francisco staff approval of changes to waterfront infrastructure, including roadway striping


· San Francisco MTA/Department of Public Works approval for reconfiguration of adjacent streets


· Governor’s approval of project sponsor’s Assembly Bill 900 (AB900) application.


· San Francisco Public Utilities Commission approvals for connections to infrastructure systems, including water supply, fire flow, recycled water, stormwater, and wastewater systems.


C. [bookmark: _Toc402187882]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|


			|_|











The SEIR will discuss the project's compatibility with existing zoning and plans.


D. [bookmark: tra.ped.24.4][bookmark: urb.ndv.3.3][bookmark: _Toc402187883]SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND APPROACH TO ANALYSIS


[bookmark: _Toc402187884]D.1	Summary of Environmental Effects


The proposed project could potentially result in either new significant environmental effects or substantially more severe impacts than were previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as noted by the environmental factor(s) checked below. The resource areas checked below indicate topic areas to be discussed in detail in the SEIR, but all resource areas are addressed in this Initial Study. This section describes the approach to analysis for this Initial Study, and Section E, presents a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor and the associated impact assessment.





			|_|


			Land Use


			|X|


			Air Quality


			|X|


			Biological Resources





			|_|


			Aesthetics


			|X|


			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			|_|


			Geology and Soils





			|_|


			Population and Housing


			|X|


			Wind and Shadow


			|X|


			Hydrology and Water Quality





			|_|


			Cultural and Paleo. Resources


			|_|


			Recreation


			|_|


			Hazards/Hazardous Materials





			|X|


			Transportation and Circulation


			|X|


			Utilities and Service Systems


			|_|


			Mineral/Energy Resources





			|X|


			Noise


			|X|


			Public Services


			|_|


			Agricultural and Forest Resources








[bookmark: _Toc398564505]


[bookmark: _Toc402187885]D.2	Approach to Analysis


The following approach to analysis is used in this Initial Study to determine which topics require no additional environmental analysis beyond what is presented in the Mission Bay FSEIR and this Initial Study and which topics require more detailed analysis in the SEIR. With the exception of Aesthetics and parking, the evaluation of environmental impacts is based on potential effects of the proposed project compared to existing (2014) conditions using the significance criteria listed in the San Francisco Planning Department’s Initial Study Checklist Significance criteria that do not apply to the proposed project, if any, are first identified, and neither the Initial Study nor the SEIR provide further discussion of those criteria; for example, since the project is not located within an airport land use plan, none of those criteria apply to this project. Environmental review of Aesthetics and Parking impacts are considered pursuant to CEQA Section 21099(d) as discussed in the Aesthetics and Transportation sections of this Initial Study.


Project Impacts


For those topics determined in this Initial Study to be focused out from further analysis in the SEIR, this analysis first summarizes how these topics were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR as it related to Blocks 29-32, including identifying any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR and conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. Second, the Initial Study analyzes the impacts of the proposed project to determine: (1) if the proposed project, circumstances under which the project is undertaken, or new information(which could not have been ascertained at the time of the preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR) would lead to new or more severe significant environmental effects from what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR; (2) if newly feasible or different mitigation measures or alternatives are available that would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project; and (3) if the mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR and/or newly added mitigation measures would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. The impact evaluation presents the significance determination for each impact and includes the detailed description of all mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project, whether it is the same as that specified in the Mission Bay FSEIR or an updated mitigation measure.


For those topics to be analyzed in detail in the SEIR, this Initial Study provides the checklist response identifying the potential for new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, the summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and the detailed analysis of the proposed project are deferred for discussion in the SEIR.


For the purposes of this Initial Study, the checklist questions in Appendix G have been modified to reflect the fact that the proposed project is a subsequent activity under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment program and that this analysis is being tiered from the certified Mission Bay FSEIR as a program EIR, consistent with CEQA Guidelines 15168(c). The four revised checklist questions used in this Initial Study are described below.


1. Would the project result in potentially significant effects not identified in the prior EIR? This question examines whether or not the proposed project would result in new significant or potentially significant environmental effects that were not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This could include significant effects that are due to:


· Project-specific features of the proposed event center and mixed-use development. 


· Substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project would be undertaken, such as real estate development trends in the surrounding area or major projects that were previously unanticipated.


· New information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was certified, such as newly available information related to climate change or sea level rise. 


If the analysis identifies a new significant or potentially significant impact, this Initial Study then determines if either previously identified mitigation measures or newly identified mitigation measures would reduce the impact to less than significant. In this event, the mitigation measures are presented in this Initial Study and no further analysis is required. On the other hand, if a new significant or potentially significant impact is identified and/or further analysis is necessary to determine if mitigation measures are available to reduce the impacts to less than significant, then this issue will be addressed in further detail in the SEIR.


2. Would the project result in a potentially substantial increase in severity of a significant impact identified in the prior EIR? This question examines whether or not the proposed project would result in substantially more severe environmental effects than what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This increase in severity of a significant effect could be due to:


· Project-specific features of the proposed event center and mixed-use development. 


· Substantial changes with respect to the circumstances under which the project would be undertaken, such as real estate development trends in the surrounding area or major projects that were previously unanticipated.


· New information of substantial importance which was not known and could not have been known at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was certified, such as newly available information related to climate change or sea level rise.


If the project would result in an increase in severity of a previously identified significant impact, this Initial Study then determines if either previously identified mitigation measures or newly identified mitigation measures would reduce the more severe impact to less than significant. In this event, the mitigation measures are presented in this Initial Study and no further analysis is required. On the other hand, if a more severe significant impact is identified and/or further analysis is necessary to determine if mitigation measures are available to reduce the impacts to less than significant, then this issue will be addressed in further detail in the SEIR.


3. Does the project sponsor decline to adopt a feasible mitigation measure or alternative? This question addresses the case in which the Initial Study identifies a new significant impact or a substantial increase in severity of a significant impact but the project sponsor has declined to adopt a feasible mitigation measure or alternative. In the event of such cases, if any, the issue will be addressed in further detail in the SEIR.


4. Would the project result in no new or more severe significant effects? This question addresses several possible scenarios for certain topics which the Initial Study provides the complete analysis and no further analysis is necessary in the SEIR. These scenarios include the following:


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant impact, and the proposed project would result in the same significant impact. In addition, the same mitigation measure identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. In this case, the previous mitigation measure as applicable to the proposed project is presented in this Initial Study. 


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant impact and the proposed project would result in the same significant impact. However, a new or revised mitigation measure is recommended to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, and this new measure would replace the previously identified mitigation measure. In this case, only the new mitigation measure is presented in this Initial Study, and the reader is referred to the Mission Bay FSEIR for the original mitigation measure.


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified a significant impact and the proposed project would result in the same impact. However, under the current approach to analysis, the impact would be considered less-than-significant due to implementation of actions required to comply with applicable regulations (e.g., hazardous materials regulations). In this case, the revised analysis would supersede the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and with compliance with applicable regulations, no mitigation measures are required and none are presented in this Initial Study. The reader is referred to the Mission Bay FSEIR for the original mitigation measure(s).


· The Mission Bay FSEIR identified either no impact or a less-than-significant impact, and the proposed project would also result in no impact or a less-than-significant impact. In this case, no mitigation measures are required and none are presented either in the FSEIR or this Initial Study.


· The Mission Bay FSEIR failed to address an environmental topic under the Planning Department’s current CEQA Initial Study checklist, and the proposed project would result in a significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of a feasible mitigation measure. In this case, the new mitigation measure is presented in this Initial Study.


· The Mission Bay FSEIR failed to address an environmental topic under the current Planning Department CEQA Initial Study checklist, but the proposed project would result in either no impact or a less than significant impact. In this case, no mitigation measures are required and none are presented.


· In a few instances, the discussion of why the project is not expected to result in any new or more significant effects is deferred to the SEIR, either as part of a larger discussion (such as Transportation) or for public disclosure.


Cumulative Impacts


Similar to the project impacts, cumulative impacts are analyzed by responding to the same four revised checklist questions but with regard to the potential for the proposed project to contribute to new significant cumulative impacts or substantially more severe cumulative impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR used the year 2015 for the analysis of the full buildout of the Mission Bay plan as well as for the cumulative impacts analysis, and cumulative impacts were assessed on the basis of regional population and employment projections for the year 2015 as determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments. 


A cumulative impact is determined to be significant if the project in combination with other planned, proposed, or probable future conditions in the project vicinity would result in environmental effects that exceed the significance criteria listed in the San Francisco Planning Department’s Initial Study Checklist when compared to existing conditions. In addition, the analysis must indicate that the project's incremental effect would be a "cumulatively considerable" contribution to the significant impact. In this Initial Study, the cumulative impact analysis identifies if the proposed project would contribute to a new significant cumulative impact or if a previously-identified cumulative impact would be substantially more severe under the proposed project. 


Cumulative impacts for each resource area are analyzed with respect to the appropriate geographic scope for that topic and either (1) a list of past, present, and probable future projects that in combination with the proposed project could contribute to cumulative impacts, or (2) a summary of projections contained in general plan or related planning document (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)). Which of the two methods used varies from topic to topic. 


For topics using the list approach, the projects/programs listed below were not anticipated in the Mission Bay FSEIR and are considered in the cumulative impact analysis. Implementation of projects within the Mission Bay plan area that have occurred since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR and that are consistent with the Mission Bay North and South Plans are not considered in the cumulative impact analysis since they were analyzed as part of the FSEIR.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus. UCSF is updating its LRDP to guide future campus growth and development over the next 20 years. The 2014 LRDP updates information that was assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The existing 56.4-acre UCSF Mission Bay campus site is located directly west of Blocks 29-32, generally bounded by Mission Bay Boulevard South to the north, Owens Street to the west, Mariposa Street to the south and Third Street to the east. Under the 2014 LRDP, approximately 1.46 million gsf of new space is proposed on the North Campus (north of 16th Street), as well as approximately 918,000 gsf on the South Campus (south of 16th Street). The Draft EIR on the 2014 LRDP was published in August 2014.


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program. The Eastern Neighborhoods Program included changes in zoning controls and General Plan amendments for an approximately 2,200-acre area on the eastern side of the City. It is intended to encourage new housing while preserving sufficient land for light industrial and service industry (referred to collectively as “Production, Distribution, and Repair,” or “PDR,” uses) in four neighborhoods: the Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, the Central Waterfront, and the eastern portion of the South of Market (“East SoMa”). In conjunction with the rezoning, the General Plan was amended to include Area Plans for the neighborhoods (including revisions to the existing Central Waterfront and South of Market Area Plans). A key goal of the rezoning process was to encourage the creation of cohesive neighborhoods, particularly where new housing is being encouraged. The plans also propose public benefits and other implementation programs, particularly the creation of affordable housing. The program introduced new zoning districts, including districts that permit at least some PDR uses in combination with commercial uses, districts mixing residential and commercial uses, and areas where only PDR uses would be permitted, with residential use prohibited to alleviate development pressure on PDR uses. The Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan is located immediately to the west of the Mission Bay Plan (across Interstate 280), the Central Waterfront Area Plan is located immediately to the south of the Mission Bay plan area (south of Mariposa Street), and the East SoMa Area Plan is located immediately to the north (across China Basin and east of Fourth Street). Projects pursuant to the Eastern Neighborhoods Program are currently under construction, including several residential and mixed-used developments south of Mariposa Street.


· Kaiser Permanente Medical Office Building. This 10-story, 264,000-square-foot facility located at 1600 Owens Street is under construction just to the west of the UCSF North Campus and east of Interstate 280. The building will house pediatrics, ob-gyn, pharmacy, internal/family medicine, optometry, health education and other services. It is expected to be completed in 2015, and open early in 2016.


· [Note to Reviewers: Are there any other projects that should be included on this list?]


E. [bookmark: _Toc402187886]EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: a_landuse]1.	LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Physically divide an established community?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc398564507][bookmark: _Toc402187887]Summary of Land Use Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The land use significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Land Use section; the Plans, Policies, and Permits section; and the Initial Study Land Use section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Land Use setting section characterized existing land uses present within and near the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the land uses within Blocks 29‑32 at the time of preparation of the FSEIR consisted of industrial and commercial uses, parking facilities and vacant land (see Hazards and Hazardous Materials, below, for a discussion of known historical land uses within Blocks 29-32, and additional detail on specific land uses that existed at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR). 


While the Mission Bay FSEIR provided CEQA environmental analysis for the entire Mission Bay program, it divided the plan area into subareas to facilitate the analysis. Block 29-32 was located within the East Subarea (the area bounded by Terry François Blvd, Mariposa Street, Third Street, and Mission Commons). Development of this subarea was assumed to include up to 2,952,000 gross square feet of research and development, light manufacturing, and office use; about 340,000 gross square feet of retail use; about 7 acres of open space; and associated parking for about 4,600 vehicles. The retail uses would include about 273,000 gross square feet of city-serving retail and about 67,000 gross square feet of ground floor neighborhood-serving retail. Buildings in the subarea would be allowable up to 90 feet in height, with 7 percent of the developable area allowable up to 160 feet high (along Third Street). Buildings along the Bayside linear park would be restricted to 90 feet in height, with development adjacent to a portion of the park frontage limited to 55 feet in height.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Land Use section determined that the Mission Bay plan area was a largely underutilized industrial area with no established residential community; this was the basis for the Mission Bay FSEIR finding that the Mission Bay plan would not physically disrupt or divide an established community.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Plans, Policies and Permits section compared the Mission Bay plan and its implementing plans to other City plans, policies and regulations. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans and Design for Development documents would constitute the regulatory land use framework for the Mission Bay plan area, and would supersede the City’s Planning Code (except where indicated in those implementing documents), and furthermore, the Redevelopment Plans would be required to be found consistent with the City General Plan prior to adoption. The Mission Bay FSEIR also acknowledged that certain development activities proposed within the Mission Bay plan area would be subject to applicable regional, State and/or federal permitting authority. The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts for specific environmental topics, such as transportation and noise, in the respective sections of the FSEIR.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Land Use impacts section indicated that the Mission Bay project would result in a substantial change in the type and intensification in land uses in the Mission Bay plan area, involving demolition of most existing buildings and displacement of existing uses within the Mission Bay plan area, and development of the proposed mixed-use land use program over the build-out period. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan would continue the trend that was occurring in other nearby areas of the City (e.g., South of Market) of redeveloping former industrial areas into residential and commercial neighborhoods. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the commercial industrial/retail uses proposed within the East Subarea of the Mission Bay plan area, which includes Blocks 29-32, would be compatible with the medical research and instructional uses proposed within the adjacent proposed UCSF campus subarea (located west of the Blocks 29-32 across Third Street). 


The Mission Bay FSEIR also acknowledged that construction activities associated with development of the proposed uses within the Mission Bay plan area would create construction-related effects (e.g., dust, noise, traffic) that may be noticeable and annoying to new residents within the Mission Bay plan area, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the respective sections of the Mission Bay FSEIR, those effects would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. These factors provided the basis for the Mission Bay FSEIR finding that the Mission Bay plan would not have a significant impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts on land use from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to land use effects.


[bookmark: _Toc398564508][bookmark: _Toc402187888]Impact Evaluation


Physical Division of an Established Community


Impact LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an established community. (Less than Significant)


Surface metered parking facilities currently operate in the west and north portions of the site, and a chain-link fence restricts access to the remainder of the site. During construction of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lot uses at the project site would be removed. Although the specific construction details have not yet been determined, the project may require temporary closure of lane(s) along Third Street, South Street, 16th Street and/or Terry A. François Boulevard during construction. Since these closures would be temporary, and alternate routes would be provided as needed, project construction would not physically divide the surrounding established community.


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, office and retail uses, cinema, parking facilities and open space areas within Blocks 29–32. The proposed project would be incorporated within the established street plan, including realignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, and would not create an impediment to the passage of persons or vehicles. The proposed project design does not include any physical barriers or obstacles to circulation that would restrict existing patterns of movement between the project site and the surrounding neighborhood. To the contrary, the project would include a number of features designed to encourage and promote public access and circulation. For example, the project would include a 20-foot setback along the 16th Street frontage that would serve as a connector to the Bayfront Park, as shown in the Mission Bay South Design for Development document. 


During events, particularly at the end of basketball games or other events when the peak flow of patrons would exit the project site, the project would involve implementation of transportation management measures. These measures could result in periodic disruption or division of the physical arrangements of existing surrounding rights-of-way through event-related street or lane closures, sidewalk restrictions, or transit reallocation. These impacts would be limited to a few hours before and/or after events, and they would be intended to most efficiently facilitate the flow of people and vehicles away from the project site, thereby enhancing connections as opposed to increasing divisions. 


Given that the proposed project and uses would occur within the boundaries of the existing lot lines and no physical barriers to movement through the community would be involved, the construction and operation of the proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, related to physical division of an established community. 


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. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site is within the established street plan.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify a significant impact related to physical division of an established community because the surrounding community contained no residential uses. As discussed above under Section B.3, Surrounding Uses, the area surrounding the project site has been partially developed since preparation of the FSEIR. The UCSF Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site, including the UCSF Hearst Tower, a 14-story building containing student housing located northwest of the project site. Office buildings are also located north and south of the project site. In addition, as described above under "Approach to Analysis," the updated UCSF LRDP indicates plans for further development of about 1.46 million gsf of new space at the Mission Bay campus.


These changes in land uses surrounding the project site would not affect the determination whether the proposed event center and mixed-use development within the project site would physically divide an established community. As stated above, development would be undertaken within the existing property lines, and the project would facilitate pedestrian movement through the project site. The proposed project would be adjacent to the UCSF Mission Bay campus but would not physically divide the campus. 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. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to physical division of an established community, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts related to physical division. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to physical division of an established community are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis 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 related to physical division of an established community.


Land Use Plan or Policies


Impact LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. (Less than Significant)


As stated above, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plans and Design for Development documents would constitute the regulatory land use framework for the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts for specific environmental topics, such as transportation and noise, in the respective sections of the FSEIR.


The proposed project would not obviously conflict with applicable land use plans or policies, including the San Francisco General Plan, with San Francisco Planning Code provisions that apply to the project, or with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. In addition, the proposed project would be generally consistent with the major development standards of the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area. However, due to the unique nature of the event center component of the project, the sponsor intends to seek OCII approval of variations or amendments to some of these standards (see above, Section B.4, Approvals Required). 


The project would not substantially conflict with regional plans or policies, including Plan Bay Area, the 2010 Clean Air Plan, San Francisco Bay Plan, and the San Francisco Basin Plan. Aside from land use effects, the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts are addressed in the applicable sections of this Initial Study, including biological resources; the SEIR will provide detailed analysis of the physical environmental impacts of potential policy conflicts for the remaining resource areas, such as transportation and noise.


As part of the project approval process, OCII, the San Francisco Planning Commission, and other relevant regulatory agencies would determine whether, on balance, the proposed project is consistent with their respective plans as applicable to the proposed project. Thus, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with regard to conflicts with land use plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.


Since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, there have been three notable changes related to the applicable land use plans or policies associated with the project site: revisions to the South Design for Development; change in jurisdictional agency; and the update to the UCSF LRDP. As discussed in Section A.2, Background, above, the Redevelopment Agency/OCII has prepared nine addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR, between 2000 and 2013. Only the 2004 addendum addressed changes to land use plans or policies applicable to the project site at Blocks 29-32. That addendum analyzed revisions to the South Design for Development regarding towers, tower separation, and setbacks. The unique nature of the arena would require the sponsor to receive OCII approval of variations or amendments to some of these standards, which would occur as part of the project approval process.


As stated in the Project Description, in accordance with California Community Redevelopment Law, when the Board of Supervisors approved the South Plan in 1998, land use and zoning approvals within Mission Bay came under the jurisdiction of the Redevelopment Agency. However, with dissolution of redevelopment agencies statewide, and subsequent state and local legislation creating the Successor Agency, OCII now has jurisdiction and approval authority over the land use and zoning of the project site. This change in jurisdiction would not result in new or more severe impacts related to conflict with land use plans.


As stated above, under Section D, Approach to Analysis, as part of the UCSF 2014 LRDP approximately 1.46 million gsf of new space is proposed on the North Campus (north of 16th Street), as well as approximately 918,000 gsf on the South Campus (south of 16th Street). On the North Campus, the updated LRDP calls for the same mix research, support, parking, and open space uses as was analyzed in the FSEIR, but with some land use changes to undeveloped parcels. In particular, the updated LRDP calls for new housing on Mission Bay Boulevard South, at Sixth Street. On the South Campus, the FSEIR analyzed development of the blocks south of 16th Street with commercial-industrial and retail uses. The development of these blocks with UCSF clinical uses was previously analyzed in the 2008 addendum, as stated in the Project Description. The clinical land uses called for in the 2014 UCSF LRDP would be consistent with the uses analyzed in 2008. 


None of the changes in land use included in the 2014 LRDP would change the regulatory controls on the Blocks 29–32 project site. Moreover, the changes in land use are limited to specific parcels (notably, the new housing site at Sixth Street, as well as a future research site on Owens Street) that—due to their relative distance from the Blocks 29-32 project site—would not present land use conflicts with the proposed project. Implementation of the 2014 LRDP would intensify research, clinical, housing, and medical office uses east and southeast of the Blocks 29–32 project site, but this intensification would not result in new or more severe land use impacts than those analyzed in the 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 would result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to a conflict with land use plans or policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce conflict with land use plans or policies. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts related to conflict with land use plans or policies are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis 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 related to conflict with land use plans or policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigation an environmental effect.


Existing Character of the Vicinity


Impact LU-3: The proposed project would not have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the commercial industrial/retail uses proposed within the east subarea of the Mission Bay plan area (which includes Blocks 29-32) would be compatible with the medical research and instructional uses proposed within the adjacent proposed UCSF campus subarea (located west of the Blocks 29-32 across Third Street). 


Examples of potential Mission Bay plan research/light industrial/office land uses for the project site can include research and development, biotechnical or semiconductor research, telecommunications, business services, multimedia services, related light industrial uses, and commercial offices. Potential retail uses for the site can include city-serving retail uses, and neighborhood-serving retail within ground-floor spaces. Secondary uses could include institutions and assembly and entertainment (nighttime entertainment and recreation building).


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, office and retail uses, cinema, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. The retail and office uses would be generally consistent with the previously proposed uses for the site, such that no new or more severe conflicts with land use character would occur. 


The proposed event center and cinema uses are considered “nighttime entertainment uses” and would be similar to the secondary “nighttime entertainment” uses previously analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. On event days, the project’s event component would attract spectators/attendees, as well as additional visitors to the other restaurant and retail uses. Although this entertainment use was addressed in the FSEIR, the size and intensity of the arena use was not previously analyzed.


Once completed, the proposed project would function as a destination site, with an intensification of use during events. Attendance at these events would alter the overall land use character of the project site from that analyzed in the FSEIR. As discussed in the Project Description, Golden State Warriors basketball games, large concerts, other sporting events and conventions would have average attendance ranging between approximately 7,000 and 18,000 people. Basketball games and concerts would typically occur during the evening hours, and conventions would generally occur during daytime hours. The facility would also host family shows, and smaller concerts with attendance of ranging between 3,000 and 8,200 people during the daytime and evening hours, and use of the outdoor plaza for occasional outdoor gathering and events.


The presence of event spectators/attendees on streets and sidewalks in the vicinity of existing uses would be noticeable compared to existing conditions. Events would also attract people to local restaurant, retail, and open space uses of the wider neighborhood. Similar to operation of such uses in proximity to AT&T Park during a Giants game, local restaurants, retail, and open spaces would be more heavily patronized than under existing conditions, but they would continue to operate as intended.


Although the presence of these attendees on streets and sidewalks in the vicinity of medical research, clinic, and office uses in the surrounding Mission Bay neighborhood would be noticeable compared to existing conditions, these additional people would not impede the operation of those existing uses such that adverse land use impacts would occur. Each use would continue to function as intended. The effects of event center operation on the local transportation network, noise, and air emissions on the surrounding neighborhood will be addressed in the SEIR.


Basketball games and other planned events such as concerts would occur generally after commercial and medical office hours of nearby uses. Although the UCSF Medical Center would be a 24-hour use, hospital uses are generally more intensive during standard medical office hours. Moreover, there is nothing about the event center that would impede operation of those uses. Therefore, although event center operations are expected to result in an incremental increase in localized traffic, noise, and air pollutant emissions, the uses in the project site vicinity would continue to function as intended. 


On the basis 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 related to conflict with existing land use character.


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site vicinity was occupied by a mix of warehouses used for light industrial, commercial, and office uses, as well as truck terminals, truck yards, gravel processing facilities, and expanses of undeveloped land. On the nearby waterfront were the Port’s Maintenance Operations Facilities at Pier 50, the public boat launch ramp between Piers 52 and 54, yacht and boat clubs at Piers 50½, 52, and 54, and Agua Vista Park north of 16th Street.


Since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, large portions of the Mission Bay plan area have been built out. The UCSF Mission Bay campus is located west, northwest, southwest, and partially south of the project site, and it currently includes a mix of parking structures, office buildings, research buildings, student housing, and hospital buildings. In addition, the Kaiser Permanente Medical Office Building—a 10-story, 264,000-square-foot facility located at 1600 Owens Street —is under construction just to the west of the UCSF North Campus and east of Interstate 280. The building will house pediatrics, ob-gyn, pharmacy, internal/family medicine, optometry, health education and other services. It is expected to be completed in 2015, and open early in 2016. Other office buildings and vacant lots are located north and south of the site, and immediately east of the site are City-owned parcels containing covered stockpiled materials. The area of the proposed Bayfront Park currently includes a paved trail, surface parking lot, and unimproved open space. 


These changes in conditions in land use character surrounding the project site would not result in new or more severe impacts on the existing character of the vicinity. Operation of the proposed office, entertainment, and retail uses would not conflict with the changed land use character. To the contrary, as stated above, the proposed project would not be inconsistent with the existing character of the medical campus, office, and research-and-development uses in the project site vicinity. 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 land use impacts associated with the proposed project. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts upon the existing character of the vicinity, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts upon the existing character of the vicinity. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to land use character are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe impacts upon the existing character of the vicinity.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-LU-1: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably future foreseeable projects, would not result in significant cumulative impacts to land use. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope for potential cumulative impacts related to land use generally includes the South Mission Bay area, as well as immediately adjacent neighborhood encompassed with the Eastern Neighborhoods program (as discussed above under Section D, Approach to Analysis). Other reasonably foreseeable projects within the project vicinity with the potential to contribute to cumulative, land use impacts would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary, and to identify mitigation measures for any significant impacts. Cumulative impacts on land use could result if the proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity, would collectively increase the potential for significant impacts.


Other projects within the South Plan Area would be built consistent with the South Plan and South Design for Development within the lot lines of existing streets, within an area of the City with a low residential population, and therefore would not be expected to physically divide an established community. Projects built pursuant to the Eastern Neighborhoods Program would generally be constructed in areas with a mix of uses and higher residential population than the South Plan Area, but these projects would also be constructed within the existing street grid, and their operation would not physically divide an established community. 


Cumulative developments in the Plan Area would be required to generally conform to the South Plan land use designations and South Design for Development height, bulk, and developable area standards. Similarly, cumulative developments in the Showplace Square / Potrero Hill area, as well as the Dogpatch area of the Central Waterfront, would generally be required to conform to the land use controls of the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, and they would not substantially conflict with adopted land use plans. Therefore, in combination, these projects would not be anticipated to substantially conflict with land use plans and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding an environmental effect.


Build-out of the remainder of the South Plan Area and Eastern Neighborhood Program would result in an overall intensification and diversification of land uses in this area of the City. In particular, the Mission Bay South area is currently partially developed and partially occupied by vacant or underutilized parcels. New higher-density residential, commercial office, research-and-development, and medical uses in the South Plan Area, as well as in parcels south of the Plan Area, would complement the commercial office, research-and-development, and medical office developments completed to date. Regarding projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, introduction of more residential, commercial, and mixed-use buildings in the Central Waterfront and Showplace Square / Potrero Hill areas, would alter the lane use character of these areas. These projects would combine with the proposed commercial office, retail, entertainment, and open space uses at Block 29–32 to create a wider mix of uses than currently exist in this portion of the City. Although this would represent a change in land use character, the combined effect would not be adverse. Each use would still function as intended, and many of the uses would be complementary. Thus, the proposed project in combination with existing and planned future developments in the vicinity would not combine to result in cumulative adverse effects to land use character.


Therefore, cumulative land use impacts would be less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: b_aesthetics]2.	AESTHETICS—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and other features of the built or natural environment which contribute to a scenic public setting?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or which would substantially impact other people or properties?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc398564509][bookmark: _Toc402187889]Senate Bill 743 and CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099


On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which became effective on January 1, 2014.[footnoteRef:17] Among other provision, SB 743 amends the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding analysis of aesthetics (and parking) impacts for urban infill projects.  [17: 	SB 743 can be found on-line at: http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743.] 



Aesthetics (and Parking) Analysis


Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, “aesthetics and parking impacts of a residential, mixed- use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet the following three criteria:


· The project is in a transit priority area;[footnoteRef:18] and  [18:  	Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines a “transit priority area” as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A "major transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. ] 



· The project is on an infill site;[footnoteRef:19] and [19:  	Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines an “infill site” as a lot located within an urban area that has been previously developed, or a vacant site where at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses. ] 



· The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  	Public Resources Code Section 21099(a) defines an “employment center” as a project located on property zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less than 0.75 and located within a transit priority area.] 



The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria because it (1) is located in proximity to several transit routes; (2) is located on an infill site that has previously been developed with industrial and commercial uses and is surrounded by areas of either recently completed or planned urban development; and (3) would be an employment center supporting a range of commercial uses, located in proximity to several transit routes, and in an urban area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ration (FAR) greater than 0.75.[footnoteRef:21] Thus, this Initial Study and the SEIR do not consider aesthetics (or parking) in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.  [21: 	San Francisco Planning Department, Transit-oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist, TO BE COMPLETED.] 



Nevertheless, Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(2)(A) states: “This subdivision does not affect, change, or modify the authority of a lead agency to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers provided by other laws or policies.” Consequently, all applicable City urban design standards and guidelines governing the project site and proposed project, including the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Mission Bay South Design for Development, and Mission Bay South Signage Plan would apply to the proposed project. Furthermore, the project would be subject to all applicable design review approvals, including Major Phase approval by OCII, and Schematic Designs for each building and private open spaces, which would consider relevant design and aesthetic issues.


Public Resources Code Section 21099(d)(2)(B) states: “For the purposes of this subdivision, aesthetic impacts do not include impacts on historical or cultural resources.” Please refer to Cultural Resources, below, for an assessment of potential project impacts on historic and cultural resources. Environmental effects of lighting on birds are addressed under Biological Resources.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: c_population]3.	POPULATION AND HOUSING—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or create demand for additional housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc398564510][bookmark: _Toc402187890]Summary of Population and Housing Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Business Activity, Employment, Housing and Population setting section characterized existing business and employment conditions that were present within the Mission Bay plan area, nearby areas, the City as a whole, and the region at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated there were approximately 95 existing establishments within the Mission Bay plan area providing jobs for an estimated 1,670 workers at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR. There were no residential units or permanent residents within the Mission Bay plan area at that time. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Business Activity, Employment, Housing and Population impacts section estimated employment by land use within the Mission Bay plan area at build-out. The Mission Bay FSEIR projected that total employment associated with the Mission Bay plan would generate approximately 30,000 jobs at build-out. Of that, uses proposed under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan were estimated to account for 30 percent of the future employment within the Mission Bay plan area; office uses would account for 29 percent; research and development would account for 22 percent; retail would account for 14 percent; and hotel, public facilities, housing and other miscellaneous uses would account for the remaining 6 percent. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated construction related to the Mission Bay plan would be a source of construction jobs for many years, estimated at an average of approximately 1,000 full-time construction jobs per year.


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that development proposed under the Mission Bay plan could displace certain existing businesses. However, it noted that virtually all remaining existing businesses operating within Mission Bay plan area at that time were either on short-term leases or on a long-term lease that would expire soon. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that most of those businesses would be able to relocate to alternative locations either elsewhere in or outside the City.


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the Mission Bay plan would create approximately 6,100 housing units and 5,900 households and increase population by 10,900 (no housing was proposed within Blocks 29-32), and create approximately 6,900 employed residents within the Mission Bay plan area at build-out. The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the housing demand created by the planned employment growth of the Mission Bay plan would exceed the housing supply proposed within the Mission Bay plan area by approximately 3,700 units. The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated this offset would be accommodated by housing elsewhere in and outside the City. The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed the potential for the plan’s jobs/housing imbalance to result in environmental impacts (e.g., transportation and air quality effects from longer commute distances), to be addressed in the corresponding sections in the FSEIR. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts to business activity, employment, housing and population from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to plan effects on population and housing.


[bookmark: _Toc402187891]Impact Evaluation


Construction Impacts


Impact PH-1: Construction of the proposed project would not induce substantial growth in the area, either directly (for example, by constructing new homes or businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure. (Less than Significant)


Project construction is estimated to last between 25 and 27 months. Several hundred construction workers would be required to construct the entire project, although the number of construction workers present on-site daily would range considerably, depending on the specific construction activities being performed and overlap between construction phases. 


San Francisco and the five-county subregion of San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Mateo Counties experienced persistently high unemployment in recent years. The construction sector was particularly affected by the 2007-2008 mortgage crisis and subsequent recession. Between 2007 and 2010, construction jobs in the five-county region declined by nearly 38,000 jobs, or about a third, over this period. However, the trend for the five counties as a whole began to reverse in 2011, with a net increase of about 520 construction jobs in the five-county region that year. Construction job growth has continued, and between 2010 and July 2014, more than 22,700 construction jobs were added in the five-county region. Therefore, as of July 2014, the net loss in construction employment in the five-county region since 2007 stands at about 15,000 jobs. 


Given the continuing population of unemployed construction workers, as well as the project being subject to OCII’s workforce development program (which includes goals to hire local workers for construction), nearly all project construction labor needs would readily be met by current residents of San Francisco and the rest of the five-county region. Therefore, the project would not result in any new significant construction-related impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified construction impacts, to population growth. Furthermore, 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 construction-related impacts to population growth associated with the proposed project. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential indirect impacts to population growth related to extension of roads or other infrastructure. However, the project would not involve the extension of roads or other infrastructure except to the project site itself, at a location already well served by roads and other infrastructure, including previously approved improvements to roads and infrastructure associated with overall Mission Bay plan development. Consequently, the construction-related indirect impacts on population growth associated with the proposed project would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant construction-related impacts to population growth, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for this impact. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce construction-related impacts to population growth. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project construction impacts to population growth are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Impact PH-2: Construction of the proposed project would not displace existing housing units or create substantial demand for additional housing. (Less than Significant)


No housing existed on Blocks 29-32 at the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, and no housing was planned for the project site under the Mission Bay plan. Consequently, implementation of the Mission Bay plan did not displace any existing housing units on the project site, and the proposed project on Blocks 29-32 would not change that condition. Furthermore, there are no circumstances under which the project would be undertaken that would change that condition, and the project's impacts on displacement of housing units or creation of substantial demand for additional housing would be less than significant. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant construction-related impacts to housing demand, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for this impact. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce construction-related impacts to displacement of housing. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project construction impacts to housing demand are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. 


Impact PH-3: Construction of the proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (Less than Significant)


As was anticipated by the Mission Bay FSEIR, all commercial and industrial uses that existed on the project site at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR have since been removed, and their associated businesses displaced and/or relocated to other locations. Presently, the only business operating on the project site are two metered parking lots (Lots B and E) that were developed subsequent to the removal of the prior land uses. These parking facilities use fully-automated pay stations, so no workers are required for daily lot operations. Consequently, the project is not expected to displace any on-site workers, or necessarily result in any reduction of employment for the parking company that owns and operates the parking lots, and impacts would be less than significant. 


Therefore, project construction would not result in any new significant impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified construction impacts, to displacement of people or need for replacement housing. Furthermore, 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 construction-related impacts to displacement of people or need for replacement housing associated with the proposed project. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant construction-related impacts to displacement or people or need for replacement housing, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce construction-related impacts to displacement or people or need for replacement housing. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project construction impacts to displacement or people or need for replacement housing are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Operational Impacts


Impact PH-4: Operation of the proposed project would not induce substantial population growth in the area, either directly (for example, by constructing new homes or businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure). (Less than Significant)


Table 2 summarizes the estimated permanent jobs that would result from project implementation. The Golden State Warriors staff, office and retail development, and cinema would employ an estimated 2,341 FTE workers [TO BE UPDATED/CONFIRMED] at the project site. Of these, approximately 150 FTE employees would be existing Warriors staff who are currently employed in the Bay Area (Oakland); their jobs would therefore not be considered new Bay Area employment generated by the project. Thus, about 2,191 FTE workers would be employed at new jobs attributable to the project. In addition, the jobs for day-of-game/event staff at the event center are conservatively assumed to be all new.[footnoteRef:22] Depending on the type of game/event at the event center, between 675 and 825 non-Warriors workers would be needed to staff the event center. Thus, the project would create a total of up to 3,016 new jobs.  [22:  	It is noted that a certain percentage of the day-of-game/event jobs would be expected to be relocate from existing employment at the Oracle Arena in Oakland to the proposed event center. However, because Oracle Arena would continue to serve as an event venue, and furthermore, that simultaneous events would occur at Oracle Arena and the proposed new event center, there would be a net increase in event-day employment. For purposes of a conservative analysis, all day-of-game/event jobs at the proposed event center are considered net new.] 



[bookmark: _Toc400381584][bookmark: _Toc398564757][bookmark: _Toc402188558]Table 2
Project EMployment Population


			Project Component


			Existing FTE a


			New
FTE a


			Day-of-Game/Event Workers


			
Total





			Golden State Warriors Staff


			150


			105


			-- b


			255





			Event Center Non-Warriors Day-of-Game Staff


			
--


			


			
825c


			
825





			Office Staff


			--


			1,710


			--


			1,710





			Retail Staff


			--


			366


			--


			366





			Cinema Staff


			 -- 


			 10 


			 -- 


			 10 





			Subtotal FTE Employees


			150


			2,191


			


			2,341 FTE Employees





			Subtotal Day-of-Game Staff


			


			


			825


			825 Day-of Game Staff





			Total


			150


			2,191


			825


			3,166 Total Workers
(3,016 New Workers)





			NOTES:


a	FTE = full-time equivalent


b	Approximately 100 Golden State Warriors employees would work at Warriors games, however, they are accounted for in the estimate of Golden State Warriors FTE staff.


c	Non-Warriors event center staffing level for a Golden State Warriors game is assumed in this analysis; lower non-Warriors staffing levels (675 – 775 workers) at the event center are anticipated for events such as concerts, family shows, other sporting events and other rentals.


d	See text for assumptions regarding day-of-game/event workers.





SOURCE: Golden State Warriors, 2014











The estimated total 3,016 new jobs [TO BE UPDATED] created by the project would incrementally further increase the jobs/housing imbalance that was described for the Mission Bay plan area in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, similar to that discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the estimated slight increase in this offset created by the project would be accommodated by housing elsewhere in and outside the City. 


It should be noted there were 27,900 unemployed workers living in San Francisco in 2013 and 154,700 unemployed workers in the five-county region, out of a total labor force of about 487,000 and 2.35 million, respectively. The approximately 3,016 total new jobs generated by the project would represent about 0.6 percent of San Francisco’s current labor force and 0.1 percent of the labor force in the five-county region. The new jobs would represent about 10.8 percent of the unemployed labor force in San Francisco and about 1.9 percent of unemployed workers in the five-county region. These new jobs would also represent about 1.6 percent of the new jobs that are projected by ABAG to be added in San Francisco by 2040. 


Considering current unemployment levels in the City and region, and that the great majority of new jobs would not involve specialized skills, knowledge, or experience that could not be provided by individuals within the local or regional labor force, employment demand generated by project implementation is expected to be readily met by the local work force currently living in San Francisco or the five-county region. 


Given that population or employment growth that would result from operation of the proposed project is substantially less than the population and employment growth forecasted to occur in the City, and because employment generated by the project could be met by the local and regional labor force, the project impact related to direct growth inducement would be less than significant. 


Based on all these factors, project operation would not result in any new significant operational-related impacts, or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified operational impacts, to population growth. Furthermore, 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 operational-related impacts to population growth associated with the proposed project.


As discussed under Impact PH-1 regarding project construction, project operation would not involve the extension of roads or other infrastructure except to the project site itself, at a location already well served by roads and other infrastructure, including previously approved improvements to roads and infrastructure associated with overall Mission Bay plan development. Therefore the indirect impacts on population growth of project operation would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant operational-related impacts to population growth, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for this impact. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce operational-related impacts to population growth. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project operational impacts to population growth are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Impact PH-5: Operation of the proposed project would not displace existing housing units or create substantial demand for additional housing. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above under Impact PH-2, no existing housing is located at the project site, and consequently, the project would not displace any existing housing units. As discussed under Impact PH-4, it is expected that employment needs for project operations would be met by residents already living in San Francisco or the rest of the five-county region. Therefore, project implementation would not create substantial demand for additional housing, and the impact would be less than significant.


Impact PH-6: Operation of the proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. (No Impact)


As described under Impact PH-3, the construction of the project would not result in a displacement of population. Given that no impact would occur, project operations would similarly have no impact related to the displacement of people. 


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-PH-1: The proposed project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on population and housing. (Less than Significant)


The geographic context for analysis of potential cumulative population and housing impacts is San Francisco. Forecasts of reasonably foreseeable future development are based on the City and County of San Francisco’s most recent Pipeline Report.[footnoteRef:23] The Pipeline Report describes the development projects that would add residential units or commercial space, applications for which have been formally submitted to the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection. Pipeline projects encompass various stages of proposed development, from applications filed to entitlements secured, building permits issued to projects under construction.[footnoteRef:24] In addition, the UCSF 2014 LRDP anticipates the addition of approximately 1.46 million gsf of new space on UCSF’s North Campus (north of 16th Street), as well as approximately 918,000 gsf on the South Campus (south of 16th Street). (UCSF projects are not included in the City’s Pipeline Report because the university is not under City jurisdiction.) [23:  	San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Pipeline Report Quarter 2, 2014, September 2014.]  [24:  	However, the Pipeline Report does not include projects undergoing preliminary Planning Department review or projections based on area plan analysis.] 



Project Construction


As discussed under Impact PH-1, project construction is expected to generate several hundred construction jobs phased over a duration of between 25 and 27 months. Because construction employment is temporary, it would not combine with past or future construction projects to contribute to a cumulative impact related to construction employment. Project construction could be occurring concurrently with a considerable amount of other construction activity within San Francisco, however. The City’s current Pipeline Report indicates that development proposals for a total of 18,482,800 square feet of commercial development and residential development totaling 50,700 units have been filed with the City, are under review, or are under construction. Some of these projects, potentially also including development pursuant to the UCSF 2014 LRDP, would be under construction at the same time as the proposed project. Despite the current robust level of construction activity in the City, however, considering the substantial job losses in the region experienced by the construction industry until recently, the construction labor force in San Francisco and the rest of the five-county region is expected to readily accommodate demand for construction labor. Therefore, the cumulative impact of project construction in combination with other concurrent construction projects within the City would be less than significant.


Project Operation


Operation of the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would add a total about 3,016 new jobs [TO BE UPDATED/CONFIRMED] at the project site, as discussed under Impact PH-4. The project would not create a residential population, and consequently would not contribute to cumulative population and related housing impacts.


ABAG provides longer-term population, housing, and employment projections for San Francisco. The current projections were prepared, with MTC, in conjunction with development of Plan Bay Area.[footnoteRef:25] Employment in San Francisco is expected to increase by 190,780 jobs between 2010 and 2040. The anticipated new commercial development discussed in the City’s pipeline report would generate approximately 43,500 net new jobs (based on an average City employee density estimates for the proposed land uses). If this development were fully built out, combined with the project’s estimated 3,016 new jobs, the cumulative employment increase would be 46,516 jobs. This would represent approximately 24 percent of employment growth estimated to occur in the City by 2040. Additional employment would be attributed to development pursuant to the UCSF 2014 LRDP—about 11,430 new jobs across all UCSF campuses. The same ABAG projections forecast that San Francisco will gain approximately 101,000 households by 2040, an increase of approximately 35 percent from the 2010 total. Given that the combined new employment would not exceed San Francisco’s currently planned employment growth for 2040, and that the City is forecast to experience a large amount of housing growth to accommodate a portion of the new employees, the cumulative increase in employment associated with the project in combination with other foreseeable nonresidential development would not result in a significant cumulative impact on the City’s population and housing resources, and the impact would be less than significant.  [25: 	ABAG and MTC, Plan Bay Area: Final Forecast of Jobs, Population and Housing, July 2013.] 



	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: d_cultural]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|





			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: _Toc402187892]THIS SECTION TO BE REVISED AS NEEDED AFTER RECEIPT OF COMMENTS FROM EP


[bookmark: _Toc402187893]Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The cultural resources significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Visual Quality and Urban Design section and the Initial Study Cultural Resources section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


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 adjacent to but outside of the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:26] These historic architectural resources are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29-32 site. [26:  	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 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 plan, 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, this impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29-32 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 to be present within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the 19th and early 20th centuries. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay plan 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:27] 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.  [27:  	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 29-32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187894]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 event center, 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 within or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of the proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


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


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:28] 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, 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.  [28:  	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 reduce project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis 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 29-32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, 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 the 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 construction of paved surface parking lots. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:29] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [29:  	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. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187895]Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.06)


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 OCII officer or its designated representative with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) 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 OCII officer or its designated representative and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until OCII officer or its designated representative has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


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


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative for review and approval. Once approved by OCII officer or its designated representative, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and OCII officer or its designated representative shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. OCII and the Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall each 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, although the Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 replaces and implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.06, it does not infer that there would be 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.06, as implemented through 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; Less than Significant)


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, excavation for the project would encounter only artificial fill and Holocene-aged Bay Mud, and there are no unique geologic features within the site. 


The artificial fill is not naturally occurring and therefore does not likely contain significant fossil remains. There have been no vertebrate or invertebrate fossils identified in Holocene-aged sediments throughout the Bay Area, and the only plant fossils found in sediments of this age have been at Mount Lake in the Presidio.[footnoteRef:30] While Bay Mud contains some invertebrate remains such as gastropods and bivalves, these are typically not yet fossilized, not yet extinct, and are likely to occur throughout similar deposits around the bay. Such remains are therefore not considered a significant paleontological resource, and these materials are considered to have a low paleontological potential per the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology criteria.[footnoteRef:31] [30:  	University of California Museum of Paleontology Specimens, UCMP Specimen Search, http://ucmpdb.berkeley.edu/. Accessed on September 8, 2014.]  [31:  	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. Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP), Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Nonrenewable Paleontologic Resources: Standard Guidelines, http://vertpaleo.org/The-Society/Governance-Documents/Conformable-Impact-Mitigation-Guidelines-Committee.aspx. Accessed on September 8, 2014.] 



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 the proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from 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. In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, because there is a low potential to encounter paleontological resources during construction, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.


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; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address impacts associated with potential disturbance of human remains within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, to date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site, though the possibility of such a discovery cannot be entirely discounted. 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 among descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


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


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


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


Therefore, because the project would be required to comply with the regulations described above and to implement the measures specified under those regulations, impacts related to disturbance of human remains would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-CP-1: 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 impacts related to cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Other reasonably foreseeable projects within the project vicinity with the potential to contribute to cumulative, cultural resources impacts would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary, and to identify mitigation measures for any significant impacts. Cumulative impacts on cultural resources could result if the proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity, would collectively increase the potential for significant impacts, even with implementation of project-specific mitigations.


As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. Similarly, as the proposed project would have less than significant impacts on paleontological resources as described in Impact CP-3, other projects in the vicinity would also be expected to have a less than significant impact on these resources because they are all located on similar underlying geologic units (i.e., artificial fill and Bay Mud) that have low potential for presence of paleontological resources. Therefore, the cumulative impact would also be considered less than significant.


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 measures required by regulation to address human remains and 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 M-CP-2: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources (see Impact CP-2 above)


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: e_traffic]5.	TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location, that results in substantial safety risks?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Result in inadequate emergency access?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|





			f)	Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|











The SEIR will provide a summary of the transportation impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR relevant to the project site. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of transportation impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing transportation setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


With regard to the analysis of parking impacts of the proposed project, see discussion above under Aesthetics regarding Public Resources Code Section 21099. As stated above, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all of the identified criteria. However, because parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers, the SEIR will present a parking demand analysis for informational purposes and will consider any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the transportation analysis.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: f_noise]6.	NOISE—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			c)	Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			d)	Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			e)	For a project located within an airport land use plan area, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in an area within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			f)	For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			g)	Be substantially affected by existing noise levels?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public airport, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, criteria E.6(e) and 6(f) are not applicable to the proposed project and are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


The SEIR will provide a summary of the noise impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR relevant to the project site. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of noise impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above related to a potentially substantial increase in severity of significant impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing noise setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: g_airquality]7.	AIR QUALITY—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			c)	Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, or regional ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			d)	Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			e)	Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address odor impacts associated with development of the Mission Bay plan. However, the proposed project would result in the construction and operation of urban land uses at the project site, similar to the types of uses completed or planned in the Mission Bay redevelopment area, and none of these uses would create or generate objectionable odors. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new or significant odor impacts, and significance criterion E.7(e) is not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


The SEIR will provide a summary of the air quality impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of air quality impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above related to a potentially substantial increase in severity of significant impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing air quality setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: h_ghg]8.	GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			








[bookmark: _Toc402187896]Summary of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as a distinct environmental topic. 


[bookmark: _Toc402187897]Impact Evaluation


Impacts associated with GHG emissions would be less than significant with compliance with San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG Reduction Strategy),[footnoteRef:32] as discussed below. [32:  	San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions in San Francisco, 2010. The final document is available online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=2627.] 



GHG emissions and global climate change represent cumulative impacts. GHG emissions cumulatively contribute to the significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate change. No single project could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the global average temperature; instead, the combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and future projects have contributed and will contribute to global climate change and its associated environmental impacts. 


The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has prepared guidelines and methodologies for analyzing GHGs. These guidelines are consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15183.5, which address the analysis and determination of significant impacts from a proposed project’s GHG emissions. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 allows lead agencies to rely on a qualitative analysis to describe GHG emissions resulting from a project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 allows for public agencies to analyze and mitigate GHG emissions as part of a larger plan for the reduction of greenhouse gases and describes the required contents of such a plan. Accordingly, San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco’s Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy in compliance with CEQA guidelines. The actions outlined in the strategy have resulted in a 14.5 percent reduction in GHG emissions in 2010 compared to 1990 levels, exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05,[footnoteRef:33] and Assembly Bill 32 (also known as the Global Warming Solutions Act.)[footnoteRef:34],[footnoteRef:35] [33:  	Executive Order S-3-05, sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emissions of GHGs need to be progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels (approximately 457 million MTCO2E); by 2020, reduce emissions to 1990 levels (estimated at 427 million MTCO2E); and by 2050 reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels (approximately 85 million MTCO2E).]  [34:  	San Francisco Department of Environment (DOE), San Francisco Climate Action Strategy, 2013 Update. The final document is available online at: http://www.sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/engagement_files/sfe_cc_ClimateActionStrategyUpdate2013.pdf ]  [35:  	The Clean Air Plan, Executive Order S-3-05, and Assembly Bill 32 goals, among others, are to reduce GHGs in the year 2020 to 1990 levels.] 



The City’s local greenhouse gas reduction targets are more aggressive than the State and region’s 2020 GHG reduction targets and are consistent with the long-term 2050 reduction targets. Therefore, the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy is consistent with the goals of Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. Proposed projects that are consistent with the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy would therefore be consistent with the goals of these plans, would not conflict with these plans, and would not exceed San Francisco’s applicable GHG threshold of significance. 


The following analysis of the proposed project’s impact on climate change focuses on the project’s contribution to cumulatively significant GHG emissions. Given the analysis is in a cumulative context, this section does not include an individual project-specific impact statement. 


Impact C-GG-1: The proposed project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (Less than Significant)


Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by directly or indirectly emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Direct operational emissions include GHG emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect emissions include emissions from electricity providers, energy required to pump, treat, and convey water, and emissions associated with waste removal, disposal, and landfill operations. 


The proposed project would increase the activity onsite by constructing and operating the new event center and mixed use development, with associated increases in employment and visitors to the project site. Therefore, compared to the existing conditions at Blocks 29-32, the proposed project would contribute to annual long-term increases in GHGs as a result of increased vehicle trips (mobile sources) and commercial operations that result in an increase in energy use, water use and wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. Construction activities would also result in temporary increases in GHG emissions. 


The proposed project would be subject to and required to comply with several regulations adopted to reduce GHG emissions as identified in the GHG Reduction Strategy. The regulations that are applicable to the proposed project include the Commuter Benefits Ordinance; Emergency Ride Home Program; Transportation Demand Management Program; Jobs-Housing Linkage Program; San Francisco requirements for bicycle parking; Street Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction; San Francisco Green Building requirements for fuel efficient vehicle and carpool parking, energy efficiency, water efficiency, stormwater management, construction debris recycling, light pollution reduction, enhanced refrigeration management, and low-emitting materials; San Francisco regulations addressing backup generators; and these San Francisco ordinances: Water Efficient Irrigation, Commercial Water Conservation, Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting, and Construction and Demolition Debris. [Note to Reviewers: This list needs to be double-checked with the new EP GHG checklist, as well as specific applicability of each regulation to the proposed project.] For some programs, equivalent compliance would be achieved through compliance with the Design for Development for the Mission Bay South Project Area (described in Section A, Background) and the Mission Bay South Plan Area Streetscape Master Plan.[footnoteRef:36] [36:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 2006. Mission Bay South Plan Area Streetscape Master Plan. Approved October 3, 2006. Resolution No. 137-2006.] 



These regulations, as outlined in San Francisco’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions, have proven effective as San Francisco’s GHG emissions have measurably reduced when compared to 1990 emissions levels, demonstrating that the City has met and exceeded Executive Order S-3-05, Assembly Bill 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan GHG reduction goals for the year 2020. The proposed project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco’s GHG Reduction Strategy.[footnoteRef:37] Other existing regulations, such as those implemented through Assembly Bill 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project’s contribution to climate change.  [37:  	Compliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse Gas Analysis. November XX, 2014. This document is on file and available for public review as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E. ] 



Therefore, the proposed project’s GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and regulations, and thus the proposed project’s contribution to GHG emissions would not be cumulatively considerable or generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have a significant impact on the environment. As such, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. No mitigation measures are necessary. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: i_wind]9.	WIND AND SHADOW—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|











The SEIR will provide a summary of the wind and shadow impacts from the Mission Bay FSEIR relevant to the project site. It will also include an updated, detailed analysis of wind and shadow impacts associated with the proposed project, including explanation of the checklist items indicated above related to a potentially substantial increase in severity of significant impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The SEIR will include a complete description of the existing wind and shadow setting (2014), impact evaluation of project and cumulative impacts relative to existing conditions, and current mitigation measures, as appropriate. 


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: j_recreation]10.	RECREATION—Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be accelerated?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Physically degrade existing recreational resources?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc402187898]Summary of Recreation Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section summarized information on existing recreational uses that were present within the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified the nearest existing public recreational facility to Blocks 29-32 as Agua Vista Park (a small landscaped area and fishing pier), located southeast of the project site across Terry A. François Boulevard.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section reported that residential and commercial development proposed within the Mission Bay plan area would generate a residential and employee demand, respectively, for parks. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated 47 acres of open space was proposed within the Mission Bay plan area, of which more than 15 acres of new, non-UCSF parks and open space have been completed. Within the Mission Bay east subarea, this included an approximate 6-acre park to be developed as a bayfront linear park east of a realigned Terry A. François Boulevard (across from Blocks 30 and 32) from 16th Street north to Mission Rock Street; and a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. François Boulevard south of 16th Street. In addition, the Mission Bay plan proposed a number of bicycle and pedestrian paths to connect parks and open spaces within the Mission Bay plan area, including a 20-foot wide setback to accommodate a pedestrian path along 16th Street (adjacent to Blocks 31 and 32) between Terry A. François Boulevard and Owens Street. The FSEIR noted that in addition to the proposed public open space, private open space would be developed within the Mission Bay plan area. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the proposed areas of commercial development within the Mission Bay plan area would be located within a recommended 900 feet distance of open space. The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that all proposed residential development within the Mission Bay plan area would be located within the recommended one-quarter mile distance of neighborhood parks for passive recreation, and would be generally within that distance for active recreation uses. The Mission Bay FSEIR added that the open space would be constructed with each phase of Mission Bay development, in the amount of at least 0.46 acres of open space for each 1.0 acre of developable area until all open space is developed. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that given the open space proposed near the development in each phase, that the provision of open space over the course of the Mission Bay plan area development build-out would be adequate. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts to recreation from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to recreation.


[bookmark: _Toc402187899]Impact Evaluation


Existing Recreational Resources and Facilities


Impact RE-1: The proposed project would not increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or otherwise result in physical degradation of existing recreational resources. (Less than Significant)


The San Francisco General Plan Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) indicates that a half mile is commonly accepted as the distance that can be comfortably walked in 10 minutes, and this distance is what most people are willing to walk to access community uses, including recreational facilities. However a 5-minute walk is more appropriate for activities that involve small children. The ROSE identifies “high needs areas” where the City should prioritize acquisition and renovation of recreational facilities based on walking distance. According to the ROSE, all of Mission Bay is within half-a-mile of passive recreational uses, and a portion of the neighborhood is within half-a-mile of active recreational uses, such as sports fields. However, much of Mission Bay is not within a quarter mile of a playground. The ROSE indicates that the planned open spaces in Mission Bay would shorten these walking distances. 


The ROSE also identified high needs areas, based on population density, concentration children and senior citizens, household income, and areas of potential growth. Most of the Mission Bay neighborhood, including the project site, is generally identified as having a “lesser need.” Areas along the waterfront east and northeast of the project site are identified as having a lesser need or a moderate need.


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, office and retail uses, cinema, parking facilities, as well as 3.2 acres of open space areas within the approximate 11-acre project site. The increase in demand for recreational facilities generated by the project would generally be consistent with that described in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire Plan area and would be readily met by planned parks and open space areas developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, as well as by existing facilities in the project vicinity. In particular, in addition to the 3.2-acres of open space to be constructed as part of the project, future employees and visitors to the project site would have convenient access to the planned 6-acre bayfront park east of a realigned Terry A. François Boulevard (across from the project site) and a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. François Boulevard south of 16th Street. Moreover, the 3.2 acres proposed as part of the project would provide some of the planned open space in the Mission Bay area that allowed it to be classified as an area of “lesser need” in the first place. The commercial uses proposed under the project would be located within the recommended 900-foot distance of open space, pursuant to the Mission Bay Plan. Furthermore, the project would not impede residential developments under the Plan from meeting the recommended quarter-mile distance from a neighborhood-serving park. 


Therefore, the project would not substantially increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities and would not lead to physical deterioration of existing recreational resources. Project impacts on recreational resources would be less than significant, and the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts than those previously identified in the FSEIR.


As described in the Mission Bay FSEIR, proposed development within the Plan area would be located within recommended distances to open space and recreational facilities, and that open space areas within the Plan area would be constructed commensurate with each phase of Mission Bay development. Since publication of the FSEIR, in general, development has evolved in the Mission Bay area consistent with this approach and no substantial changes or conditions have occurred at the project site and vicinity that would result in new or more severe impacts than those described in the FSEIR.


Therefore, impacts on existing parks and recreational facilities and on physical degradation of those resources would be less than significant.


Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities


Impact RE-2: The proposed project would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. (Less than Significant)


As described above, the proposed project would include 3.2-acres of open space, which would directly serve the project demand for recreational facilities, and would be located in proximity to planned future parks under the Mission Bay plan area. Consequently, the project would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities beyond that already included under the project and under the Mission Bay plan, and the project’s effect on new or expanded recreational facilities that might have an adverse effect on the environment would be less than significant. There have been no changes in conditions or new information available since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR that would result in new or more severe impacts than those disclosed in the FSEIR.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-RE-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative recreation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on recreational resources encompasses the recreational facilities in the Mission Bay Plan area. Based upon the analysis provided above, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact regarding substantial physical deterioration or degradation of existing recreational resources. The project could have a significant cumulative impact if the project in combination with past, present, and future projects in this area would increase the use of existing parks and recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or otherwise result in physical degradation of existing recreational resources. However, as a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR has addressed the cumulative impacts of overall development of the Mission Bay plan area on recreational resources, and the FSEIR identified no significant impacts to recreation from the Mission Bay plan, given that the plan includes 47 acres of public open space that has been, and will continue to be constructed in phases in tandem with development of other uses called for in the plan. Thus, based on the analysis in the FSEIR, there would be no significant adverse cumulative effects on recreational resources.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: k_utilities]11.	UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			c)	Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			d)	Have sufficient water supply available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			f)	Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			g)	Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|








[bookmark: _Toc402187900]Summary of Utilities and Service System Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Water Supply


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section discussed water supply service to the Mission Bay plan area that existed at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR. This Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the San Francisco Water Department (which has now been incorporated as part of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission [SFPUC]) supplied water to the Mission Bay plan area, and existing water consumption in the Mission Bay plan area at that time was approximately 0.097 million gallons per day (mgd). The Mission Bay FSEIR mapped water mains that existed within the Mission Bay plan area at that time, including low pressure water lines within Third Street and 16th Street adjacent to Blocks 29-32, and bisecting Blocks 29-32 from west to east. The Mission Bay FSEIR also described the City’s Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) used for firefighting, and mapped an AWSS high pressure line within Third Street adjacent to Blocks 29-32.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 mgd of water at build-out. The Mission Bay FSEIR also described proposed water line improvements within the Mission Bay plan area proposed as part of the Mission Bay plan, including new low pressure water lines within South Street and Terry A. François Boulevard adjacent to the project site; and recycled water (referred to in the FSEIR as "reclaimed water") lines within Third Street, South Street, Terry A. François Boulevard and 16th Street adjacent to Blocks 29‑32. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that there was adequate water supply to serve the Mission Bay plan water demand, and that with the proposed water system improvements and implementation of water conservation measures proposed as part of the plan and included as Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02g, the plan effects on water supply would be less than significant. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measure M.03, which would improve and extend the high pressure auxiliary water supply system (AWSS) within the plan area, that plan effects on emergency water supply would be less than significant.


Wastewater/Stormwater Collection and Treatment


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section described existing wastewater collection and treatment services serving the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported the existing sewage generation from the Mission Bay plan area (based on the 1990 FEIR) was approximately 0.072 mgd. The Mission Bay FSEIR also mapped sewer lines that existed within the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Blocks 29-32 site was mapped as having an existing sanitary sewer line extending south and connecting to an existing combined sewer line; existing combined sewer lines were also mapped in Third Street and 16th Street adjacent to Blocks 29-32. (see Section E.15, Hydrology and Water Quality, below, for additional information on the City’s combined sewer system and treatment plant capacity).


Mission Bay Plan Impacts at Buildout. The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated that the Mission Bay plan would generate approximately 2.5 million mgd of wastewater at build-out (average dry weather flow). The Mission Bay FSEIR also described major sewer upgrades that were proposed as part of the Mission Bay plan within the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the northern portion of the Blocks 29-32 (as part of the proposed Central/Bay sub-basin) would be served by proposed separate sanitary-sewer-only and storm drainage–only lines. The southern portion of Blocks 29-32 (as part of the proposed reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin) would continue to be served by the existing combined sewer system, but augmented with additional new sewer extensions (including within 16th Street east of Illinois Street adjacent to Blocks 31 and 32). (See Hydrology and Water Quality section, below, for additional detail on the proposed Mission Bay plan sewer system improvements.) The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with the sewer system improvements proposed as part of the plan, the Mission Bay plan would accommodate the projected increases in wastewater generation and stormwater flows, and Mission Bay plan effects on wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment facilities would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Interim Impacts during Phased Development. The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities Impacts section reported that infrastructure development of the proposed separated sewer system for the Central/Bay Basin would occur with each phase, but would not necessarily be immediately operational. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that as part of the Mission Bay plan and included as Mitigation Measure M.05, all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay Basin would be conveyed to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system, to ensure potential impacts to water quality during this interim period would remain less than significant.


Solid Waste


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section estimated that at the time of preparation of the FSEIR, the Mission Bay plan area generated approximately 2,700 tons of solid waste annually at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would generate approximately 19,000 tons annually, of which between 12,000 and 9,700 tons annually would be disposed annually at Altamont Landfill assuming diversion rates of between 35 percent (1996 levels) and 50 percent (AB 939-required diversion rate for Year 2000), respectively). The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the solid waste generation estimates for the Mission Bay plan were included in the landfill capacity projections for the Altamont Landfill, and concluded that the Mission Bay plan would not substantially affect the lifespan of the landfill.
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Water Supply


Impact UT-1: The City's water service provider would have sufficient water supply available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, and would not require new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. (Less than Significant) 


A water demand memorandum prepared by the sponsor for the proposed project indicates that estimated water demand for the currently proposed development at Blocks 29-32 would be 0.094 mgd [Note to Reviewers: This demand number to be updated by project sponsor prior to publication of the Initial Study. And assuming the revised number is less than or equal to the demand that was previously approved by the SFPUC for the Piers 30-32 project (0.109 mgd), then this issue can be focused out.] as adjusted for water conservation measures as required under the Green Building Requirements in Chapter 13C of the 2010 San Francisco Building Code.[footnoteRef:38] For outdoor water use, the project would be required to comply with further water conservation measures under the San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance. These requirements specify water efficiency and conservation measures for indoor and outdoor use, including establishing standards for low flow plumbing fixtures and water efficiency standards for landscape irrigation.  [38: 	BKF Engineers, 2014. Mission Bay Blocks 29-32—Water Demand Memorandum. Technical Memorandum to Clarke Miller, Strada Investment Group from Sravan Paladugu, P.E. and Jacob Nguyen, P.E. BKF No. 20136004-20, September 03, 2014.TO BE UPDATED] 



On July 9, 2013, the SFPUC approved and adopted the Water Supply Assessment for the proposed Event Center and Mixed-Use Development Project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330.[footnoteRef:39] This Water Supply Assessment was conducted for an earlier design of the proposed project at another location in San Francisco about 1.5 miles north of the current project site. The Water Supply Assessment concluded that there are adequate water supplies to serve an estimated 0.109 mgd of water demand for the project and cumulative demands during normal years, single dry years, and multiple dry years from 2015 through 2035. The Water Supply Assessment also indicated that the demand of this project is encompassed within the overall San Francisco retail water demands being used for current water supply planning. On October 2, 1014, the SFPUC issued a subsequent letter confirming that based on the previously approved Water Supply Assessment, the water demands of the proposed project as currently proposed in Mission Bay could be met with existing water supplies. [TO BE UPDATED] [39:  	SFPUC, 2013. Water Supply Assessment for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development Project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. July 1, 2013.] 



Therefore, as confirmed by the SFPUC, existing water supplies serving the City would be sufficient to meet the projected water demand of the proposed project, and the project would not trigger the need for new or expanded water supply resources or entitlements. Impacts on water supply would be less than significant, and no mitigation is necessary. 


This impact determination is similar to the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which concluded that at build-out, the entire Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 mgd of water supply from the SFPUC's regional water system. The SFPUC (referred to as the San Francisco Water Department in the FSEIR) determined at the time that there were adequate water supply resources to serve the Mission Bay plan area, provided that Mission Bay water users utilize reasonable water-conserving measures, as listed in FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.02. However, currently, compliance with the Green Building Requirements in Chapter 13C of the 2010 San Francisco Building Code would override and supersede FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.02 with respect to required water efficiency and conservation measures, and therefore FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.02 no longer applies to the proposed project.


Thus, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts on water supply than previously identified in the FSEIR. 


Since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, no substantial changes have occurred or new information has become available that would result in new or more severe impacts on water supply. However, it should be noted that the SFPUC has revised its assessment of water supply reliability since 1998, as required and documented in an urban water management plan (UWMP), which is updated every 5 years in compliance with the Urban Water Management Planning Act. The UWMP describes the SFPUC's long-term plan for its water supplies to meet the existing and future demands of its customers during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The SFPUC's current 2010 UWMP was issued in 2011,[footnoteRef:40] and the 2015 UWMP will be issued in 2016. During this interim period, the SFPUC developed a 2013 Water Availability Study[footnoteRef:41] to document the SFPUC's current and projected retail water supplies[footnoteRef:42] when compared to projected retail water demands. Future water supply sources include one recycled water project on the eastside of San Francisco, which in contrast to the assumption in the FSEIR that recycled water would be available to the plan area by 2011, is still in the planning stages, but is projected to eventually serve non-potable uses such as irrigation and toilet flushing for portions of the eastside of the City including the project site. [40:  	SFPUC, 2011. 2010 Urban Water Management Plan for the City and County of San Francisco. June 2011]  [41:  	SFPUC, 2013. Water Availability Study for the City and County of San Francisco, May 2013.]  [42:  	The SFPUC provides water supply services to both wholesale and retail customers. The City and County of San Francisco, including the Mission Bay area, is part of SFPUC's retail customers.] 



Impact UT-2: The proposed project would not require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant) 


As discussed in Impact UT-1, the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts on water supply than previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Furthermore, the SFPUC has determined in the Water Supply Assessment, that the estimated water demand for the proposed project is already encompassed within the overall San Francisco retail water demands, for which the associated regional water treatment and transmission facilities have been established. 


Water delivery within the vicinity of the project site is provided by existing water mains located along Third and South Streets. In addition, new water mains would be installed along 16th Street and Terry A. François Boulevard, for both domestic water and recycled water, during the major phase development associated with the proposed project. Furthermore, there are several existing service laterals extending from the utility mains along South Street that can presumably be used to service the project site. Additional service laterals are proposed along 16th Street and the future Terry A. François Boulevard frontage. [Note to OCII/Project Sponsor: Please clarify who would be responsible for installation of the new water mains along 16th Street and the re-aligned Terry A. François Boulevard. Is it the Master Developer? See also next paragraph below, and confirm whether it is the project sponsor or Master Developer or both who would be responsible for coordinating with the SFPUC.]


As part of the standard permit review process, the project sponsor would be required to request a hydraulic analysis of the SFPUC water distribution system to confirm that the existing and planned water distribution system is adequate to meet the project's water distribution demands, including fire suppression system pressure and flow demands. If the existing water distribution system is inadequate to meet the project's demand, the project sponsor would be responsible for the construction of required new water mains and appurtenances. The construction of the new water mains and appurtenances would require excavation, trenching, soil movement, and other activities typical of construction of development projects in San Francisco, and similar to those activities analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the various infrastructure improvements. Activities required to install new water mains, if determined to be required, would be similar to those associated with construction of the project, and these activities would not result in new or more severe environmental impacts than those previously disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


This impact determination is similar to the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, although the FSEIR also included Mitigation Measure M.03 recommending that the AWSS be extended into the project area as determined by the San Francisco Fire Department and Department of Public Works. However, since publication of the FSEIR, the SFPUC's City Distribution Division currently owns and operates the AWSS (not the San Francisco Fire Department), and a number of infrastructure improvements needed to serve the project site have already been completed, including a high pressure water main along Third Street, bordering the project site. As described above, the project sponsor would be required to request a hydraulic analysis of the SFPUC water distribution system to confirm that the existing water distribution system is adequate to meet the project's fire suppression system pressure and flow demands; and if the analysis determines the system to be inadequate, the project sponsor would be responsible for the construction of required new water mains and appurtenances. Thus, FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.03 has been superseded by the completion of the high pressure water main in Third Street and does not apply to the proposed project.


Therefore, the proposed project would not require or result in the construction of new or expanded water mains that would cause significant environmental effects, and this impact would be less than significant. The proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts associated with construction of new water facilities or pipelines than previously identified in the FSEIR


Solid Waste


Impact UT-3: The proposed project would be served by landfills with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs. (Less than Significant) 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 3, the proposed project would generate approximately 2,152 tons of solid waste per year [TO BE UPDATED BASED ON REVISED SQUARE FOOTAGES].
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Estimated Annual Project-Generated Solid Waste


			Proposed Use1


			Square Footage


			Solid Waste Generation Rate2


			Solid Waste Generation (tons/yr)





			Event Center


			710,486


			1.29 tons/1000 sf-yr


			917





			Retail/Cinema


			150,000


			2.0 lb/100 sf-d


			548





			Office


			529,210


			1 lb/100 sf-d


			688





			Total


			


			


			2,152





			NOTES:


1 	See Table 1 of this Initial Study.


2	Solid waste generation factor for the event center based on rates used in the Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & Related Development EIR, 2013. Generation rates for retail/cinema and office based on rates used in the Mission Bay FSEIR, Table L.2. Retail/Cinema assumed to operate 365 days a year; Office uses assumed to operate 260 days a year.














Since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, a number of changes have occurred with respect to solid waste disposal in the City, as described below, all of which would serve to reduce the total volume of solid waste to be disposed of in a landfill. 


In 2002, the City adopted a Zero Waste Goal, which included a 75 percent landfill diversion goal citywide by 2010 and the goal of achieving zero waste to landfill by 2020, such that all discarded materials be diverted from landfills through recycling, composting or other means. The City achieved its 75 percent landfill diversion goal by 2008 through implementation of numerous programs and efforts. In 2006, the City adopted the Construction and Demolition Waste Ordinance mandating the recycling of construction and demolition debris. Effective since 2007, the City's Food Service Waste Reduction Ordinance prohibits any establishment that serves food prepared in San Francisco from using polystyrene foam containers, and requires any containers to be either recyclable or compostable. In 2009, the City adopted a Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, which requires all San Francisco residents and commercial landlords to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash, thereby minimizing solid waste disposal and maximizing recycling.


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that total solid waste generated by development under the Mission Bay plan at buildout would be approximately 19,000 tons per year for the entire plan area. However, compliance with all of the above changes in requirements for solid waste disposal since publication of the FSEIR would reduce the volume of solid waste requiring disposal in a landfill. Thus, given these changes, it would be expected that the current annual volume of solid waste would be less than what was projected in the FSEIR, thereby reducing the severity of the impact described in the FSEIR. 


In addition, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that solid waste generated by development under the Mission Bay plan at buildout could be accommodated by the Altamont Landfill. However, the City's contract with the Altamont Landfill, which is based on volume of material disposed of, is anticipated to expire in 2015. 


The City is currently conducting solid waste planning efforts and participating in the environmental review process for a potential future landfill contract to a Recology subsidiary for shipment of solid waste by truck and rail to the Recology Ostrom Road Landfill in Yuba County. This facility currently can accept 3,000 tons per day. It has an expected closure date of 2066 with a total design capacity of more than 41 million cubic yards. The City is also conducting environmental review of a short-range plan to haul solid waste to the Recology Hay Road Landfill in Solano County. The Recology Hay Road Landfill is permitted to accept up to 2,400 tons per day of solid waste and has capacity to accommodate solid waste until approximately 2050. 


Despite these change in circumstances relative to disposal of solid waste generated by the Mission Bay plan at buildout, the proposed project would not result in new or substantially more severe impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Compliance with the multiple City ordinances requiring reduction in solid waste for landfill disposal as well as the ongoing commitment of the City to secure a long-term landfill contract at an alternate location from the Altamont Landfill would ensure that the project would be served by landfills with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs. Furthermore, the project would be designed to achieve a LEED Gold certification, which may be achieved through commitment to specific waste-reduction measures. These actions would reduce the volume of long-term waste generated by the proposed project. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Impact UT-4: The proposed project would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. (Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address compliance with solid waste regulations. However, as discussed below, potential impacts associated with this issue would be less than significant. 


The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 required municipalities to adopt an integrated waste management plan to divert 75 percent of waste by 2010. The City of San Francisco achieved a 77-percent landfill diversion rate for 2008, exceeding the plan’s goal by two years. Under Senate Bill 1016, the City’s per resident disposal target rate is 6.6 pounds per person per day (PPD), and its per employee disposal target rate is 10.6 PPD. Both of these targeted disposal rates were met, with San Francisco generating about 2.9 pounds/resident/day and about 4.4 pounds/per employee/per day.


San Francisco Ordinance No. 27-06 requires a minimum of 65 percent of all construction and demolition debris to be recycled and diverted from landfills. Furthermore, the project would be required to comply with City Ordinance 100-09, the Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, which requires everyone in San Francisco to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables, and trash. The Altamont and Recology Ostrom and Hay Road Landfills are required to meet federal, state and local solid waste regulations. The proposed project would be required to adhere to these regulations. Implementation of the proposed project would not impede the City from meeting solid waste regulations, and the impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-UT-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative utilities and service systems impacts. (Less than Significant)


The geographic contexts for impacts to utilities and service systems are the service areas for the applicable service providers. The proposed project, when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development, would increase demand for water and solid waste disposal services of these providers. 


Water Supply. As described in Impact UT-1, the SFPUC has adopted a Urban Water Management Plan (2010) that addresses the future water supply needs of its entire service area, as well as a 2013 Water Availability Study that addresses the future water supply for its retail customers, primarily the City and County of San Francisco. As stated above, the SFPUC has indicated that the water supply service to the proposed development at the site has already been incorporated into its water supply planning when considering the existing and future water demands for its entire service area. Therefore, the project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on water supply.


Solid Waste. As stated above, the City and County of San Francisco intends to achieve zero waste to landfill by 2020. Increased waste generation from the project and cumulative development would be partially offset by existing San Francisco ordinances and policies regarding waste reduction. Therefore, the increased generation of solid waste from these developments would not exceed permitted landfill capacity.


As such, the proposed project would not contribute to significant cumulative impacts on water supply and solid waste utilities and service systems.
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The impact evaluation above explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on water supply and solid waste utilities and service systems—with respect to criteria E.11 (b), (d), (f), and (g), and no further analysis is required on these subjects. However, with respect to criteria E.11(a), (b), (c), and (e) as they pertain to wastewater facilities, additional evaluation of the proposed project is necessary for both project and cumulative impacts related to wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment. In concert with the further analysis of hydrology and water quality issues, the SEIR will include a detailed analysis of:


· The potential for wastewater and/or stormwater generated by the project to result in exceedances of wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB


· The potential for wastewater and/or stormwater generated by the project to require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage facilities, the construction of which could cause environmental effects. This analysis will also discuss the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measure M.05 regarding stormwater management.


· The potential for the project to result in a determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project demand for wastewater treatment.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: l_publicservices]12.	PUBLIC SERVICES— Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services such as schools, parks, or other services?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of, or the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services such as fire protection or police protection?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











Issues related to parks, which is referred to in criterion E.12 (a), are addressed above in Section E.10, Recreation.
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Fire and Police Protection


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section characterized existing fire and police protection services serving the Mission Bay plan area and surrounding area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted that there were no San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) fire stations operating within the Mission Bay plan area at that time, however, the plan area was served by up to six surrounding fire stations. The Mission Bay FSEIR also reported that the Mission Bay South area was located within the San Francisco Police Department’s Bayview District, whose police station was located over 2½ miles south of the plan area.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. 


The Mission Bay plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.06a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.06b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the new police station proposed under the Mission Bay plan would increase community involvement and lower crime rates in the Mission Bay plan area and ensure impacts to police protection services would be less than significant. Potential impacts associated with the construction and operation of the new police/fire station itself were included in the overall analysis of the Mission Bay plan in the FSEIR. 


Public Schools


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities setting section described existing San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) school services, and noted that there were no public schools operating in the Mission Bay plan area at the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section indicated the Mission Bay plan residential population would increase the demand on the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that at full build-out, the Mission Bay plan residential uses would create approximately 1,615 school-age children residing in the Mission Bay plan area, including approximately 730 students of elementary school age, and approximately 75 percent of these students would be expected to attend public schools. 


The Mission Bay plan included the transfer of land within the plan area for a new500-student elementary school to the SFUSD prior to issuance of building permits for the Mission Bay plan residential units. On this basis, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan impacts to public schools would be less than significant. Potential impacts associated with the construction and operation of the new school were included in the overall analysis of the Mission Bay plan in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined the proposed school site within the Mission Bay plan area would not be large enough to house a middle school or high school, or all of the potential new elementary school students, and consequently, that additional classroom space would need to be developed by SFUSD outside of the Mission Bay plan area, most likely for all grade levels. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded it was too speculative to identify impacts from construction of additional school facilities, although any new facilities that would be proposed by SFUSD would be subject to appropriate environmental review for site-specific physical environmental impacts.


Other Public Services


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section and Initial Study determined that Mission Bay plan effect on public health services, childcare services, library services, street maintenance services, and emergency medical services would be less than significant, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not require any mitigation measures for these topics. 
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Schools and Other Services


Impact PS-1: The proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for schools or other services. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project does not include any residential uses, and therefore would not increase the demand for schools. Thus, the project would have no effect on public schools. Similarly, because the project does not include any residential uses, the project's effect on demand on other services (such as public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical) would be within the assumptions analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire plan area. The project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on schools or other services than those previously identified in the FSEIR. Further, no substantial changes or conditions have occurred at the project site and vicinity that would result in new or more severe impacts than those described in the FSEIR.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-PS-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on schools or other services. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on schools and other services encompasses the Mission Bay plan area. As a program EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR has addressed the cumulative impacts of overall development of the Mission Bay plan area on schools and other services, and the FSEIR identified no significant impacts from the Mission Bay plan. Thus, based on the analysis in the FSEIR, there would be no significant adverse cumulative effects on schools and other services.
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Further discussion of potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services associated with construction and operation of the event center and associated development at the project site will be included in the SEIR, including the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.06a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.06b (Provide New Engine Company). Although construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third Street and Mission Rock was completed in the summer of 2014, and satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures, the SEIR will provide a project-specific analysis of the impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services and adequacy of these mitigation measures to reduce project impacts to less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: m_biology]13.	BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			f)	Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











There are no applicable adopted habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans, or other approved habitat conservation plans that apply to the project site. Therefore, criterion E.13(f) does not apply to the proposed project, and this topic is not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.
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The biological resources significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Initial Study Biology section and the China Basin Channel Vegetation and Wildlife section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Biology section evaluated biological resource conditions present in the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study reported that the upland portion of Mission Bay South was mostly disturbed and sparsely vegetated, and did not contain substantial numbers of mature or scenic trees. Vegetative mapping of the Mission Bay plan area included in the Mission Bay FSEIR indicates Blocks 29-32 did not contain any notable vegetative habitat. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study determined no state-listed threatened, endangered or rare plants, or rare, threatened or endangered animal species were known to occur in the upland portion of the Mission Bay plan area, as confirmed by biological field surveys. Consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant project impacts to upland plant and wildlife in the Mission Bay plan area, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to these resources.


Although not within the Blocks 29-32 vicinity, the Mission Bay FSEIR also analyzed potential impacts to aquatic and wetland habitats of China Basin Channel. The Mission Bay FSEIR China Basin Channel Vegetation and Wildlife section determined that significant impacts resulting from disturbance and removal of salt marsh wetland habitat would be mitigated to a less than significant level through preparation and implementation of a salt marsh habitat mitigation plan in accordance with the Section 404 permit process of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In addition, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that significant impacts to herring reproduction from turbidity in the water of the Channel or Bay would be mitigated to a less than significant level by avoiding construction activities affecting turbidity during the herring spawning season, and, at other times, use of shallow-draft tugboats and barges with enforced speed limits and implementing a plan for minimizing turbidity during removal of existing piles.


Please see also, Hydrology and Water Quality, below, for discussion of potential Mission Bay plan effects on aquatic biota from treated wastewater and stormwater discharge, and sediment; and Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for a discussion of potential Mission Bay plan effects on aquatic biota from the presence of chemicals in construction dust.
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Special Status Species


Impact BI-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any special status species. (Less than Significant)


A qualified biologist conducted a site reconnaissance on August 28, 2014. The reconnaissance visit consisted of a pedestrian survey within the project site’s boundary and visual observations of the adjacent environments to identify suitable habitat or supportive communities for special-status[footnoteRef:43] plant and wildlife species. General habitat conditions were noted and incidental species observations were recorded. Prior to the reconnaissance survey, a review of database queries was conducted for special-status species occurrences documented in the regional project vicinity (i.e. San Francisco County, San Francisco North and San Francisco South 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey quadrangles) including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW[footnoteRef:44]) California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Lists compiled of sensitive plant and animal species from these databases document 34 sensitive plant species and 41 animal species within the regional vicinity of the project site. Of these 75 special-status species, none were determined to have a moderate or high potential to occur on the proposed project site due to the lack of suitable habitat or supportive vegetation communities which these species require for sustained use (see Appendix A of this Initial Study).  [43: 	The term “special-status” species includes those species that are listed and receive specific protection defined in federal or state endangered species legislation, as well as species not formally listed as Threatened or Endangered, but designated as “Rare” or “Sensitive” on the basis of adopted policies and expertise of state resource agencies or organizations, or local agencies such as counties, cities, and special districts. A principal source for this designation is the California “Special Animals List”.]  [44: 	The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) changed its name on January 1, 2013 to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). In this document, references to literature published by CDFW prior to Jan. 1, 2013 are cited as ‘CDFG, [year]’. The agency is otherwise referred to by its new name, CDFW.”] 



The project site is located in a dense urban setting and currently does not contain desirable habitat that could support sensitive species. The project site currently contains two paved parking lots in the north and west portions of the site, and the remainder of the site consists of an undeveloped ruderal lot largely covered in gravel and surrounded by chain link fencing. Vegetation within the ruderal lot is sparse and dominated by non-native annual grasses and opportunistic weedy species which thrive in such ruderal environments and include, foxtail brome (Bromus madritensis), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft brome (Bromus hordeaceus), Italian rye grass (Festuca perennis), rattail sixweeks grass (Festuca myuros), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), pampas grass (Cortaderia jubata), bristly ox tongue (Helminthotheca echioides), black mustard (Brassica nigra), stinkwort (Dittrichia graveolens), white sweetclover (Melilotus albus), cut leaf plantain (Plantago coronopus), and cheeseweed (Malva parviflora). Native prostate coyote bush (Baccharis pilularis) was also prevalent throughout the site. Birds commonly found in such areas with limited habitat value are seed-eating and include non-native species such as English sparrow (Passer domesticus) and European starling (Sturnus vulgaris) as well as birds native to the area, including house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), lesser goldfinch (Spinus psaltria), Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), and rock pigeon (Columba livia). Evidence of Canada goose (Branta canadensis) is present on the site.


[bookmark: _GoBack]As discussed in the Section A, Project Description, on the project site, immediately east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B, is a depression (measuring approximately 320 feet by 280 feet) created by excavation and backfill associated with prior environmental cleanup of that portion of the site. Site reconnaissance revealed the deepest part of the excavation within this area contains standing water with a mixture of ruderal vegetation described above, and wetland plants, including alkali bullrush (Bolboschoenus maritimus), brass buttons (Cotula coronopifolia), fat-hen (Atriplex prostrata), and saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), present around its perimeter. The standing water appears to be of low quality as evidenced by large areas of floating algal plant mats though still supportive of common wildlife as evidenced by a snowy egret (Egretta thula) hunting at the water’s edge and a black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans) sallying insects from a vegetative perch. These features are discussed in further detail under Impact BI-3. 


Based on the data above and similar to the conclusions of the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire plan area, the proposed project would not affect special status species due to the lack of suitable habitat, as summarized in Appendix A. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Thus, the project would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to special-status species.


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site contained several buildings and facilities and was noted as lacking any notable vegetative habitat, with no state-listed threatened, endangered or rare plants, or rare, threatened or endangered animal species known to occur in the upland portion of the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site. Subsequent to that time, the project site has been subject to building removal, grading, excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and utilities on portions of the site. Other than the creation of the depression as a result of remediation actions, no other changes in the site since the preparation of the FSEIR have altered the characteristics of the site in relation to biological habitat. These changes in conditions on the project site have not altered the fact that the site provides no suitable habitat for any sensitive or special-status species as confirmed through the reconnaissance survey and database review of special-status species occurrences within the vicinity of the project site. In addition, there have been no substantial changes with respect to circumstances under which the project would be undertaken, nor has any new information become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.


On the basis 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 special status species. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts to special-status species. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts to special-status species are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


Sensitive Natural Communities


Impact BI-2: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations. (No Impact)


As described in Impact BI-1, above, the project site currently does not contain riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, which is consistent with the description in the Mission Bay FSEIR of no notable vegetative habitat in the project area. Thus, the project would have no impact on any riparian or other sensitive natural community. No changes in conditions at the project site or any new information has become available that would result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project with respect to sensitive natural communities.


Wetlands


Impact BI-3: The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or navigable waters as defined in Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. (Less than Significant)


As described above in Impact BI-3, the deeper excavation and surrounding shallow depressions within the project site are features that exhibit the hydrology and vegetation characteristics of wetlands. Hydric soil is presumed present due to the year-round inundation and presence of obligate wetland plants. The deeper excavation is at a sufficient depth to intersect groundwater and a review of aerial imagery reveals water within the deeper excavation year round, while the shallow depressions appear to be seasonally wetted.[footnoteRef:45] Vegetation composition within the deeper excavation differ from the upland, ruderal portions of the site and include several species that commonly occur in wetlands such as alkali bulrush, brass buttons, and fat-hen. Vegetation within the shallow depressions included a combination of saltgrass and Bermuda grass which can be found in both upland and wetland communities.  [45:  	Google aerial imagery.] 



The jurisdictional status of the deeper excavation and surrounding shallow depressions has not been determined. This topic was addressed in a technical report prepared by the sponsor’s biological consultant[footnoteRef:46], which discussed the origin of these features and how they conform to criteria for jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act. The report concluded that the noted features may be exempt from regulatory jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act due to their creation incidental to construction activities[footnoteRef:47], even if they meet some technical criteria for jurisdictional wetlands. Specifically, the report states that the deeper excavation and shallow depressions within the project site may fall under the following exemption:  [46:  	WRA, 2014. Construction Related Depressions at Golden State Warriors Mission Bay Site, San Rafael, CA. Prepared for Golden State Warriors, October 1. ]  [47:  	The report discusses that under Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Order R2-2005-0028, a portion of the project site underwent construction activities associated with the remediation of hazardous materials. The report describes that following excavation of the portion of the project site subject to remediation activities in 2005 and 2006, groundwater monitoring was required by the RWQCB between 2007 and 2013 to ensure the affected area met applicable standards for remediation. The report notes that partial backfilling of the excavated area occurred during the period of groundwater monitoring of the project site, however, a proposal to develop an office building with partial basement on the project site (that would have necessitated re-excavation of backfill materials from the excavation area), and unfavorable economic conditions, halted further backfilling of the excavated area. Based on post-remediation groundwater monitoring, RWQCB issued Order No. R2-2014-0022 attaining site closure.] 



“Water-filled depressions created in dry land incidental to construction activity and pits excavated in dry land for the purpose of obtaining fill, sand, or gravel unless and until the construction or excavation operation is abandoned and the resulting body of water meets the definition of waters of the United States.”[footnoteRef:48] [48: 	Preamble to the CWA Regulations (33 CFR Parts 320 through 330), published in the Federal Register on November 13, 1986 (51 Fed. Reg. 41206):] 



Alternatively, because the excavation meets the geographic definition of wetlands (i.e., ponded and support wetlands plants), and because the apparent hydrological connection to groundwater and possibly to San Francisco Bay could be interpreted as a significant nexus with the Traditional Navigable Waters of the Bay, the excavation feature could be determined to be waters of the U.S. and waters of the state. Isolated, seasonally ponded areas, even if artificially created, could also be determined to be waters of the state under the San Francisco RWQCB’s Basin Plan as they can provide beneficial cover or foraging habitat for wildlife.[footnoteRef:49] [49: 	California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 2013. Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the San Francisco Bay Basin. Oakland, CA.] 



Irrespective of jurisdictional status, elimination of the onsite depression features as a result of project implementation would not be considered a significant or adverse impact on biological resources. The overall value of Blocks 29-32 to support or sustain wildlife is limited due to the sparse and ruderal nature of onsite vegetation, as well as the site’s location in a densely urbanized environment. While several avian species were observed foraging and hunting onsite, these species are common to San Francisco and would continue to be supported by vegetation communities and water features found in the project vicinity. In addition, the project would include landscaping and open space which would offer similar benefits of foraging and cover habitat to urban-adapted wildlife. 


In the event that regulatory agencies determine that one or more of these features are jurisdictional, as part of the permitting process they would require mitigation to achieve “no net loss” of the function and values of the features. To achieve this performance standard, the following mitigation options could be implemented as compensation for project-related impacts to jurisdictional waters: 


· Purchase of appropriate amount of credits at an approved wetlands mitigation bank;


· Payment into an approved in-lieu fee program to preserve or restore wetlands in the same watershed; or


· Provision of off-site mitigation.


The discussion above is consistent with the conclusions of the Mission Bay FSEIR for the entire plan area. The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on identified federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, or navigable waters as defined in Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, or beneficial uses of wetlands according to the Basin Plan. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Thus, the project would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to wetlands.


Wildlife


Impact BI-4: The proposed project could interfere substantially with the movement of native resident or migratory wildlife species resident or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address the issue of migratory wildlife species. However, as discussed below, potential impacts associated with this issue would be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of standard mitigation measures. 


Breeding Birds. Migratory and resident birds which breed locally in San Francisco have the potential to nest in shrub vegetation observed within the project site. While overall habitat is of marginal quality due to its urban context and disturbed soils, the composition of non-native vegetation can be attractive to seed eating birds, and the presence of native coyote bush, alkali bulrush and non-native pampas grass can provide cover and nesting substrate for smaller passerine species. Migratory birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and native resident nongame birds and their nests are protected from take under the California Fish and Game Code. Breeding birds which may nest within the project site could be adversely affected by project construction. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, would avoid disrupting or destroying active nests which could occur within the proposed project site during bird breeding season, and would reduce this impact to less than significant.


Avian Collisions with Buildings and Night Lighting. The project site is located within the Pacific Flyway along the western shoreline of San Francisco Bay. The waters of the Bay provide valuable stopover habitat for migratory birds. Open space, even in highly urbanized areas, creates potential bird habitat, and open space such as the open Bay in proximity to the proposed new buildings may increase the risk of bird collisions over that posed by existing structures, particularly from large amounts of reflective or artificially lighted surfaces. Many bird collisions are induced by artificial night lighting. The tendency of birds to move towards lights at night when migrating, and their reluctance to leave the sphere of light influence for hours or days once encountered, has been well documented.[footnoteRef:50] Development of the proposed project would increase the amount of light and glare generated at the project site and vicinity, including from building facades, internal night lighting sources visible through windows of building exteriors, new streetlights and pedestrian lights within and adjacent to the site, nighttime lighting of building exteriors and signs, potential video screens, and headlights from project-generated traffic.  [50: 	Gauthreaux, S.A., Belser, C.G., 2006, Effects of Artificial Night Lighting on Migrating Birds, In: Rich, C. and Longcore, T., Ecological Consequences of Night Lighting, Island Press, Covelo, CA, pp. 67–93.] 



Similar to the conclusion reached for the Bay Bridge Lighting project,[footnoteRef:51] due to the surrounding urban setting, the proposed project is not expected to appreciably increase the overall amount of lighting along the San Francisco waterfront as a whole (considering existing nighttime lighting conditions within Mission Bay, at AT&T Park and other shoreline locations). In addition, the project sponsor proposes to incorporate bird-safe measures that would reduce the potential effects of the project on birds. Nevertheless, given the preliminary nature of the project development, it cannot be concluded at this time that the proposed project building and associated lighting design would not have the potential to negatively affect birds. [51: 	H.T. Harvey and Associates. 2012. Final Assessment of the Potential Impacts of the Bay Bridge Lighting Project on Birds and Fish (HTH #3305-01). Letter report to Meryka Plumer, David J. Powers & Associates, Inc., 5 April, 2012.] 



The San Francisco Planning Department adopted Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings in 2011, adding Planning Code Section 139.[footnoteRef:52] These standards guide the use and types of glass and façade treatments, wind generators and grates, and lighting treatments. The standards include requirements for bird-safe glazing and lighting in structures or at sites that represent a hazard to birds. While development within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, is not subject to the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings or Planning Code Section 139, given the preliminary nature of the project design, and the remaining potential for the proposed building and/or lighting design to result in potential bird hazards, implementation of the City’s Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings and Planning Code Section 139 for the proposed project is formalized as a mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b, Bird Safe Building Practices).  [52: 	San Francisco Planning Department, Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, available: http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/
publications_reports/bird_safe_bldgs/Standards%20for%20Bird%20Safe%20Buildings%20-%2011-30-11.pdf., 2011.] 



With implementation Mitigation Measures M-BI-4a, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, and M‑BI-4b, Bird Safe Building Practices, the project would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant impacts on resident or migratory bird species than those identified in the FSEIR. 


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a: Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds


To the extent practicable, vegetation removal and grading of the site in advance of new site construction shall be performed between September 1 and January 31 in order to avoid breeding and nesting season for birds. If these activities cannot be performed during this period, a preconstruction survey of onsite vegetation for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. 


In coordination with the OCII or its designated representative, pre-construction surveys of onsite vegetation shall be performed during bird breeding season (February 1 – August 31) no more than 14 days prior to vegetation removal, grading, or initiation of construction in order to locate any active passerine nests within 250 feet of the project site and any active raptor nests within 500 feet of the project site. Surveys shall be performed in accessible areas within 500 feet of the project site and include suitable habitat within line of sight as access is available. If active nests are found on either the project site or within the 500-foot survey buffer surrounding the project site, no-work buffer zones shall be established around the nests. Buffer distances will consider physical and visual barriers between the active nest and project activities, existing noise sources and disturbance, as well as sensitivity of the bird species to disturbance. Modification of standard buffer distances, 250 feet for active passerine nests and 500 feet for active raptor nests, will be determined by a qualified biologist in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). No vegetation removal or ground-disturbing activities including grading or new construction shall occur within a buffer zone until young have fledged or the nest is otherwise abandoned as determined by the qualified biologist. 


If construction work during the nesting season stops for 14 days or more and then resumes, then nesting bird surveys shall be repeated, to ensure that no new birds have begun nesting in the area.


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b: Bird Safe Building Practices


The project sponsor shall design and implement the project consistent with the San Francisco Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings and Planning Code Section 139. 


Biological Resources Polices or Ordinances


Impact BI-5: The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. (Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential conflicts or compliance with local policies or ordinance protection biological resources. However, as discussed below, potential impacts associated with this issue would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Therefore, there would be no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those identified in the FSEIR. 


The City’s Urban Forestry Ordinance protects San Francisco’s street trees, significant trees and landmark trees regardless of species. There are no mature trees within the project site, including landmark trees, significant trees, or street trees. Although the Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address this issue, this impact would be less than significant because no tree removal is proposed as part of the project. Furthermore, the project would not preclude the ability of the City to plant trees in a sidewalk or public right-of-way along the project site perimeter, and the project would not conflict with this ordinance. There are no other applicable local policies or ordinances that apply to this site.


Thus, the project would not conflict with applicable local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-BI-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on biological resources. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on biological resources encompasses the species occurrences, habitats, and sensitive natural communities within the regional vicinity of the project site, including the portion of the Pacific Flyway along the City's Bay shoreline. Cumulative impacts are considered in the context of past, present and reasonably foreseeable project in this area—such as those listed above under Approach to Analysis—that could contribute to impacts on biological resources. 


As described above in Impacts BI-1, BI-2, BI-3, and BI-4, the project site currently consists of either paved or undeveloped ruderal areas, with one notable depressed area containing some standing water, and overall habitat supportive of sensitive wildlife and plants is of marginal quality. With the exception of birds, the project, like other projects within the City's urbanized waterfront area, would have little or no potential to affect sensitive plants or wildlife, and therefore would not contribute to cumulative impacts on biological resources in the project area.


The proposed project could potentially result in adverse effects on various bird species through disruption of nests, collisions with buildings, or disorientation from night lighting. These impacts, in combination with other projects along the San Francisco waterfront, could potentially result in cumulative impacts to birds. However, other projects in San Francisco would be subject to the same environmental review requirements to provide mitigation for birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Department of Fish and Game Code. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-BI-4a, Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds, and M-BI-4b, Bird Safe Building Practices, would not only reduce the project's impacts to less than significant, it would also reduce the project's contribution to any cumulative impact to less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: n_geology]14.	GEOLOGY AND SOILS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			i)	Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.)


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			ii)	Strong seismic ground shaking?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			iii)	Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			iv)	Landslides?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18‑1‑B of the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial risks to life or property?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			f)	Change substantially the topography or any unique geologic or physical features of the site?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address having soils capable of supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste disposal systems. However, the proposed event center and other proposed developments would connect to the combined sewer system, and would not use septic tanks or other on-site land disposal systems for sanitary sewage. Therefore, criterion E.14(e) is not applicable to the proposed project.


[bookmark: _Toc402187908]Summary of Geology and Soils Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The geology and soils significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Seismicity section and the Initial Study Geology/Topography section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity setting section characterized existing soil and geologic conditions in the Mission Bay plan area, and discussed existing seismic and geologic hazards. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the Mission Bay plan area is underlain by artificial fill, silty clay (Bay Mud), sandy alluvium, and stiff marine Old Bay Clay that overly the Franciscan bedrock located at depth of 30 to 130 feet below sea level. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted the Mission Bay plan area is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, but is within a Seismic Hazards Zone for liquefaction as defined in the City’s Community Safety Element.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impacts section indicates the Mission Bay plan area is susceptible to earthquake-related groundshaking that would be strong enough to damage buildings and infrastructure, and could cause associated ground failure, such as liquefaction, all of which pose risks of injury or loss of life to people in or near the affected structure. The Mission Bay FSEIR noted that the San Francisco Building Code would require seismically-resistant construction in the Mission Bay plan area to reduce risks to people and structures during earthquakes. The Building Code requires that all new development in the Mission Bay plan area be preceded by special site-specific investigations to determine the type and degree of hazards present, and include site-specific modeling to accurately estimate seismic forces that could act on a structure. In accordance with the Building Code, the resultant measures must be incorporated into the plans and specifications for a building to ensure an appropriate engineering design that would ameliorate the identified seismic hazards. To address the potential for liquefaction-related damage, the Mission Bay FSEIR noted that the major structures within the Mission Bay plan area would be constructed on foundations supported by piles driven into competent geologic materials such as dense sands, stiff clays, or bedrock. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that compliance with the Building Code and construction of pile-supported structures would reduce seismic hazards to an acceptable level.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impacts section also notes that concrete piles are commonly used to penetrate the artificial fill and Bay Mud and that a sulfate-resistant mix of cement would be used to protect the concrete and reinforcing steel from the corrosive effects of the fill and young Bay Mud. To ensure compliance with this, the FSEIR includes Mitigation Measure H.07 requiring testing of the soil for sulfate and chloride content. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Geology/Topography section reported that there are no known unique geologic features in the Mission Bay plan area. The FSEIR Initial Study estimated that up to 300,000 cubic yards of fill would be added to the Mission Bay plan area over the course of construction; this included the proposed addition of between 1 and 1.5 feet of new fill in low spots east of Third Street. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study determined that this additional fill would cause no substantial change in the largely flat character of the site’s topography. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded the Mission Bay plan’s effect on changes in topography and unique geologic features would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Geology/Topography section concluded that the potential for settlement when a new structure is constructed is high because of the irregular nature of the artificial fill used to create the underlying land and the compressibility of the underlying Bay Mud. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported the alluvium, Old Bay Clay, and Franciscan Bedrock underlying these units are more competent and suitable for foundation support. The Initial Study concluded that utilizing foundations with piles supported in these materials would ameliorate the effects of settlement once the structure is constructed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187909]Impact Evaluation


Earthquake and Landslide Hazards


Impact GE‐1: The proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, seismically-induced ground failure, or landslides. (Less than Significant)


The preliminary geotechnical evaluation for the project[footnoteRef:53] identified similar geologic materials to those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, including artificial fill, young Bay Mud, dense sands of the Colma Formation, and Old Bay Clay that overly the Franciscan Bedrock encountered at a depth of 32 to 130 feet beneath the project site. As analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, no active faults cross the project site so the potential for fault rupture is low. The structures proposed under the project would be subject to strong groundshaking in the event of an earthquake on one of the regional faults, and the site is also located in a liquefaction potential zone identified by the California Department of Conservation under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990. However, as determined in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be less than significant with implementation of a site-specific geotechnical investigation and seismic analysis, and incorporation of the recommendations in these studies into the building design as required by the California and San Francisco Building Codes. The proposed structures would be supported on piles driven into competent materials beneath the artificial fill and young Bay Mud. [53:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.] 



Potential hazards associated with lateral spreading and seismically-induced settlement in the event of a major earthquake were not specifically addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. However, for the proposed project, these effects would also be addressed through implementation of site-specific geotechnical studies and adherence to the California and San Francisco Building Codes. On the basis of the preliminary geotechnical evaluation for the project,[footnoteRef:54] recommended measures for addressing these effects include improving the soil to resist liquefaction and lateral spreading as well as use of flexible utility connections, utility hangers, and hinged slabs to address differential settlement. The Mission Bay FSEIR also did not discuss the potential for earthquake-induced landslides. However, the project site is relatively flat and is not located in a landslide-potential zone identified by the California Department of Conservation under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990.[footnoteRef:55] Therefore, there is no project impact related to earthquake-induced landslides.  [54:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.]  [55:  	California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. State of California Seismic Hazard Zones, City and County of San Francisco, Official Map, November 17, 2000.] 



As indicated by the project-specific geotechnical evaluation, no substantial changes have occurred nor has new information become available that would result in new or more severe project impacts related to seismic hazards including fault rupture, seismic groundshaking, seismically induced ground failures, or landslides. No new or different mitigation measures or alternatives would be required to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.


Erosion or Loss of Top Soil


Impact GE‐2: The project would not result in substantial erosion or loss of top soil. (Topic Partially Analyzed Previously; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed erosion impacts relevant to the project site but not impacts related to loss of top soil. However, both impacts would be less than significant, as described below.


Erosion


Soil movement for foundation excavation could create the potential for wind- and water-borne soil erosion during construction site. However, the project site is relatively flat; therefore, substantial erosion and loss of soil would not be expected to occur during site preparation and construction.


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed erosion impacts in the Hydrology and Water Quality section under construction activity pollutants. As discussed below in Section E.15, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Initial Study (Impact HY-1), project construction would be required to comply with the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ (Construction General Stormwater Permit). This permit, adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board in 2009 subsequent to publication of the FSEIR, requires implementation of erosion and sedimentation controls for construction activities associated with ground disturbance. Once the project is constructed, the entire project site would be covered with structures, paved areas, or landscaping and the potential for erosion would be low. Therefore, impacts related to soil erosion during and after construction would be less than significant. 


The project would not result in new or more severe significant impacts than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. No new or different mitigation would be required. 


Loss of Top Soil


Top soil is a fertile soil horizon that typically contains a seed base. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address loss of top soil. However, the project site was previously built out with commercial and industrial uses which have since been removed, and the site has been subject to subsequent grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities. Prior development and other ground disturbance would have involved removal of any top soil on the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact related to loss of top soil. 


Settlement


Impact GE-3: The project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the project. (Topic Partially Analyzed Previously; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed settlement issues related to differential settlement of the underlying geologic materials that are relevant to the project site, but it did not address impacts related to settlement associated with excavation or dewatering. However, these impacts would all be less than significant, as described below.


Differential Settlement


Similar to the analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Geology/Topography section, the proposed project could result in settlement once the project is constructed due to differential settlement of the artificial fill and compressibility of the Bay Mud. However, as part of the project and similar to the discussion in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the proposed event center and other proposed buildings and structures would be constructed with a foundation using piles supported in dense sands of the Colma Formation or in bedrock of the Franciscan Complex. The project would be designed in accordance with the recommendations of the site-specific geotechnical investigation that would be required under the California and San Francisco Building Codes. Furthermore, no substantial changes have occurred at the project site or new information become available that would result in new or more severe impacts related to settlement. On the basis 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 related to settlement, and no new mitigation measures or alternatives are required to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.


Settlement due to Excavation or Dewatering


Construction of the proposed project could also induce ground settlement as a result of excavation for construction of subsurface parking, construction dewatering, and heave during installation of piles. Following completion of construction, permanent, long-term dewatering would not be required. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address settlement as a result of these activities. Therefore, these potential settlement effects are described below, followed by San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (DBI) established procedures which would ensure that unstable conditions do not result from project construction.


Excavation. Construction of proposed subsurface facilities, including but not limited to, below-grade event center features and underground parking, could require excavation to depths of 8 to 25 feet [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED] below ground surface, and isolated deeper excavation could be required at the building cores. During excavation, artificial fill and Bay Mud would be removed and the surrounding soils could become unstable, potentially causing settlement of adjacent structures, including buildings, sidewalks, streets, and utilities. However, the project would be required to comply with the California and San Francisco Building Codes' specifications for shoring, such as conventional soldier pile and lagging, a deep soil mixed cutoff wall,[footnoteRef:56] or rigid and water‐tight internally braced secant walling.[footnoteRef:57] Implementation of these required measures would prevent this soil from becoming unstable. [56:  	A deep mixed soil cutoff wall is constructed by advancing augers or a cutting tool and pumping cement through the tips of the auger or cutting tool during drilling. The cement is mixed with the soil in place, forming a solidified column or panel of soil and cement that provides stability to the excavation sidewall and restricts groundwater inflow to the excavation.]  [57:  	A secant wall, in simplified form, is built by drilling a series of holes and filling them with concrete, resulting in a continuous series of concrete cylinders that form a water-tight barrier that retains soil behind it.] 



Further, the DBI would require a monitoring program utilizing an inclinometer to monitor for movement at the face of the excavation. The monitoring program would include a baseline survey and frequent surveying of the excavation as construction progresses to evaluate the effects of construction and ensure that the soil does not become unstable. DBI would review the final building plans and determine if an excavation monitoring plan would be required.


Construction Dewatering. Groundwater at the project site is relatively shallow (encountered at a depth of about 6½ feet to 7 feet below ground surface). Therefore, the proposed 25-foot excavation depth would extend approximately 18 feet [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED] beneath the groundwater table, and there is the potential for substantial water inflow into the excavation during construction, which would requiring dewatering to maintain dry construction conditions. Dewatering could potentially result in settlement of adjacent structures, including buildings, sidewalks, streets, and utilities. Although a water tight shoring system such as a deep soil mixed cutoff wall or secant walling could be used during excavation for structures, dewatering of excavations for installation of utilities and compaction of soil could be required. To address the potential for settlement as a result of excavation dewatering, DBI could require a site-specific dewatering plan to identify necessary measures to minimize the risk of settlement. DBI would review the final building plans and determine if a dewatering plan would be required.


Discharge of any groundwater removed during construction dewatering would also be subject to requirements of the City’s Sewer Use Ordinance (Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code; added by Ordinance No. 19-92, amended by Ordinance No. 116-97), as supplemented by Department of Public Works Order No. 158170, requiring a permit from the Wastewater Enterprise Collection System Division of the SFPUC. A permit may be issued only if an effective pretreatment system is maintained and operated. The permit for discharge would specify water quality standards and may require the project sponsor to install and maintain meters to measure the volume of the discharge to the combined sewer system. 


In addition, if the subsequent project‐specific geotechnical investigation determines that dewatering wells would likely be needed to draw the groundwater down below the planned depths of excavation, any dewatering wells would be subject to the requirements of the City’s Soil Boring and Well Regulation Ordinance (Article 12B of the Health Code; added by Ordinance No. 113‐05), requiring a project sponsor to obtain a permit from the Department of Public Health prior to constructing a dewatering well. A permit may be issued only if the project sponsors use construction practices that would prevent the contamination or pollution of groundwater during the construction or modification of the well or soil boring.


Heave as a Result of Pile Driving. The proposed event center and other proposed buildings and structures would be supported by foundations using piles. The piles may be drilled or driven into place, and the appropriate installation method would be determined on the basis of the site-specific geotechnical investigation implemented in accordance with the California and San Francisco Building Codes. In addition, noise and vibration concerns could limit the use of driven piles. 


If driven piles are used, pile driving during project construction may cause the ground to heave up to several inches, and the heave could adversely affect adjacent structures. To address this, the DBI may require a preconstruction survey and monitoring during pile driving. DBI would review the final building plans and determine if a preconstruction survey and subsequent monitoring would be required to address the potential for heave.


DBI Requirements. DBI would require a site‐specific geotechnical report for the project prior to issuing a building permit, and would review the report to ensure that the potential settlement effects of excavation, pile driving, and dewatering are appropriately addressed in accordance with Section 1704.15 of the San Francisco Building Code. DBI would also require that the report include a determination as to whether a lateral movement and settlement survey should be done to monitor any movement or settlement of surrounding buildings and adjacent streets during construction. If a monitoring survey were recommended, DBI would require that a Special Inspector be retained by the project sponsor to perform this monitoring. Groundwater observation wells could be required to monitor potential settlement and subsidence during dewatering.


If, in the judgment of the Special Inspector, unacceptable movement were to occur during construction, corrective actions would be used to halt this settlement. Groundwater recharge could be used to halt settlement due to dewatering. Further, DBI would review the final building plans and determine if additional site‐specific reports would be required.


With implementation of the recommendations provided in project‐specific detailed geotechnical study, subject to review and approval by DBI, and monitoring by a DBI Special Inspector (if required), impacts related to the potential for settlement and subsidence due to construction on soil that is unstable, or could become unstable as a result of such construction, would be less than significant.


Problematic Soils


Impact GE‐4: The project would not create substantial risks to life or property as a result of location on expansive soils or other problematic soils. (Topic Partially Analyzed Previously; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed issues related to corrosive soils, but it did not address impacts related to expansive soils. However, these impacts would all be less than significant, as described below.


Corrosive Soils


The event center and other proposed buildings and structures would be constructed with foundations supported on concrete piles driven into competent geologic materials beneath the artificial fill and young Bay Mud. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR stated that a sulfate-resistant mix of cement would be used to protect the concrete and reinforcing steel from the corrosive effects of the fill and young Bay Mud. To ensure compliance with this, the Mission Bay FSEIR includes Mitigation Measure H.07 requiring testing of the soil for sulfate and chloride content.


However, the site-specific geotechnical investigation conducted in accordance with the California and San Francisco Building Codes would address the potential for corrosion of the concrete piles where they are in contact with the artificial fill and young Bay Mud, and would include specifications for the concrete to ensure that the piles would not be adversely affected by corrosion.


Therefore, this impact is adequately addressed by the existing building code and implementation of Mitigation Measure H.07 of the Mission Bay FSEIR is no longer necessary to reduce impacts related to corrosive soil to a less-than-significant level.


Expansive Soils


Expansive soils are typically very fine grained with a high to very high percentage of clay. They are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume change (i.e., to shrink and swell) due to variations in soil moisture content which typically result from factors such as rainfall, landscape irrigation, utility leakage, and roof drainage. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address the effects of expansive soil on newly constructed structures. However, the presence of expansive soils is not an issue at the project site because the artificial fill beneath the site is sandy and would not be expansive, and because the young Bay Mud beneath the site is generally below the groundwater table, and thus is permanently saturated. Further, any backfill materials used for the project would have a low expansion potential in accordance with the recommendations of the geotechnical report for the project, completed in accordance with the California and San Francisco Building Codes. Therefore, impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant.


Topography or Unique Geologic Features


Impact GE-5: The project would not substantially change the topography or any unique geologic or physical feature of the project site. (Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study reported that there are no unique geologic features in the Mission Bay plan area and that the addition of limited amounts of new fill in low spots east of Third Street would not result in a substantial change in topography. Similarly, the project site is generally flat and there are no unique topographic, geologic, or physical features within the site. Construction of the proposed project would not involve the placement of fill and would not alter the topography of the site. No changes have occurred at the project site or new information has become available that would affect this impact. Therefore, the project would not result in any new impacts or increase the severity of previously identified impacts related to alteration of topography or damage to unique geologic features and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C‐GE‐1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to geologic hazards. (Less than Significant)


Geologic impacts are usually restricted to the immediate vicinity, and potential geologic impacts resulting from the proposed project that could contribute to a cumulative impact are limited to seismic effects and the potential for creation of an unstable geologic unit. Seismic effects could occur in the project vicinity, including the south of Market area. Therefore, this area is considered the geographic scope for seismic effects. The creation of unstable geologic units is a local effect; therefore, the geographic scope for this cumulative impact is the project area and immediate vicinity. This analysis is based on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in this area, including those listed above in Section D, Approach to Analysis.


Seismic Safety. Several cumulative projects would contribute to an increase in the number of persons potentially exposed to seismic risks in the south of Market area, which could result in a potential cumulative impact. However, as noted in Impact GE-1, the project site is not subject to fault rupture because there are no known earthquake faults that cross the site or vicinity. The proposed project and any development within the Mission Bay area would be subject to very strong groundshaking and could experience liquefaction effects in the event of an earthquake on a nearby fault. However, the project and any new buildings would be constructed in accordance with the most current building code requirements for seismic safety, providing for increased life-safety protection of residents and workers. These requirements would reduce potential cumulative impacts to a less-than-significant level, and the proposed project’s compliance with these requirements would ensure that it would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to seismic safety.


Unstable Geologic Unit. As discussed in Impact GE-3, implementation of the proposed project could result in ground settlement from excavation for construction of the below-ground parking, construction dewatering, and pile driving. Any nearby project that could contribute to cumulative impacts related to an unstable geologic unit in the immediate vicinity would be required to implement the DBI procedures described above, including preparation of a detailed geotechnical report and site-specific reports as needed to address the potential settlement and subsidence impacts of excavation and dewatering; implementation of a lateral movement and settlement survey to monitor any movement or settlement of surrounding buildings and adjacent streets during construction and monitoring by a Special Inspector, if needed; conducting a pre-construction survey and monitoring during pile driving; and implementation of corrective actions, as necessary. With implementation of these requirements under the proposed project and under any nearby projects, cumulative impacts related to ground settlement would be less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: o_hydro]15.	HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			b)	Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion of siltation on- or off-site?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			f)	Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			g)	Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood hazard delineation map?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			h)	Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			i)	Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|





			j)	Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts of the Mission Bay plan related to placing housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. However, the project would not include any housing or residential uses. Therefore, criterion E.15(g) does not apply to the proposed project. In addition, the project site is not located in the vicinity of a levee or dam, so criterion E.15(i) with respect to failure of a levee or dam is not applicable to this project. Similarly, the project site is not located on or near slopes that could be subject to mudflow, so criterion E.15(j) with respect to mudflow is not applicable to this project. Thus, these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.
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The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed potential effect on hydrology and water quality in the Hydrology and Water Quality, Community Services and Utilities, Initial Study Water, and Seismicity sections. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality setting section characterized existing drainage patterns and municipal sewer treatment facilities serving the Mission Bay plan area at that time. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan area was located in the City’s Bayside drainage basin, in which combined stormwater and sanitary sewage was collected, then conveyed to and treated at the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) near Islais Creek. At that time, the Mission Bay plan area was located in four sub-basins, with the project site draining to two of the sub-basins. The north and east portions of the Blocks 29-32 site were located in the Bay sub-basin which drained directly to the Bay, and the balance of Blocks 29-32 site was located within the Mariposa sub-basin portion of the Bayside drainage basin. Stormwater collected in the Mariposa sub-basin was directed to the Mariposa pump station, and from there, to the SEWPCP. Stormwater occurring within the Bay sub-basin at that time drained directly to the Bay, and not the combined sewer system. 


As reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the annual average dry weather flows at the SEWPCP at that time were estimated at 67 mgd. During wet weather, the SEWPCP could treat up to 150 mgd to a secondary level, and an additional 100 mgd to a primary level.[footnoteRef:58] In addition, up to an additional 150 mgd of wet weather flows received primary treatment at the North Point Water Pollution Control Plant, increasing total wet weather treatment capacity for the Bayside drainage basin to 400 mgd. As also reported in the Mission Bay FSEIR, if rainfall exceeded the total capacity of the SEWPCP, the North Point facility, and storage/transport facilities, then excess flows are directed to sewer discharge structures located along the City’s bayside. These flows receive flow-through treatment (similar to primary treatment) and are discharged to the Bay under the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  [58:  	Secondary treatment is the treatment of wastewater or sewage involving removal of organic matter using biological and chemical processes. This is a higher level of treatment than primary treatment, which is removal of floating and settleable solids using physical operations such as screening and sedimentation.] 



Mission Bay Plan Area Drainage Plan


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality impacts section described the proposed Mission Bay plan’s drainage plan, which proposed a new separate storm sewer system for a portion of the Mission Bay plan area. Under the Mission Bay plan, stormwater within the Bay sub-basin (which included the eastern portion of Blocks 29-32 under 1998 conditions) would drain into new infrastructure and no longer directly to the Bay. The Mission Bay plan proposed a reconfigured Central/Bay sub-basin (that would include the northern portion of the Blocks 29-32 site) that would be served by separate sewer and storm drain systems. The sanitary-only sewers from the Central/Bay sub-basin would connect to the existing combined sewer system for treatment at the SEWCP. The separate storm drainage system proposed within the Central/Bay sub-basin would divert an initial portion of the stormwater flow (approximately 80 percent of the average annual flow) to the City’s combined system for treatment. Stormwater volumes greater than the initial flows and up to a 5-year storm would be discharged directly to four new stormwater outfalls (two to China Basin Channel and two to the Bay). Volumes greater than a 5-year event would pond or flow overland. The Mission Bay plan also proposed a reconfigured Mariposa sub-basin (that would include the southern portion Blocks 29-32), and would be served by the City’s existing combined sewer system.


Project Operational Effects on Water Quality 


The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Mission Bay plan would contribute pollutants to the Bay through 1) the discharge to municipal wastewater effluent from the SEWPCP, 2) the discharge of treated combined sewer overflows (CSOs) (these events are now referred to as combined sewer discharges or CSDs), and 3) the discharge of untreated stormwater, as described below. 


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Municipal Wastewater Effluent


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the Mission Bay plan would generate municipal wastewater and increase the total effluent from the SEWPCP by about 3 percent, and result in an approximate 3 percent increase in the pollutant loading to the Bay from municipal wastewater effluent. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the quality of municipal wastewater from the Mission Bay plan area would not differ substantially from the quality of other City wastewater flowing to the SEWPCP, and would not 
materially change the concentrations of pollutants in the effluent. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the effluent increases would be well within the City’s treatment plant capacity, and would not cause a violation of the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements regarding its discharge from the SEWPCP. The Mission Bay FSEIR also determined that the plan pollutant concentrations were within water quality screening values, including Water Quality Objectives adopted by the RWQCB. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects of municipal wastewater effluent on water quality would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Combined Sewer Discharges


The Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that the Mission Bay plan would increase the average annual volume of CSDs (formerly referred to as combined sewer overflows, or CSOs) by approximately 0.2 percent, and increase the duration of each overflow event by a few minutes. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan would not change the concentrations of pollutants in the treated CSDs. In addition, this slight increase in CSD volumes and duration would not cause a violation of the City’s NPDES permit requirements for the CSDs, and thus, would not adversely affect existing near-shore aquatic biota or water-contact recreation in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects of CSDs on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Volume and Quality of Direct Stormwater Discharge


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan would increase the volume of stormwater directly discharged to the Bay by approximately 2 percent and would also change the concentration of pollutants in the stormwater discharge due to the intensification of land uses proposed in the Mission Bay plan area. However, the FSEIR concluded that any potential increase in pollutants would be very small relative to those associated with municipal wastewater and treated CSDs. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that this increase in volumes and change in pollutant concentrations would not adversely affect existing aquatic biota in the Bay. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects of direct stormwater discharge on water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects of Sediment Quality


The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that the RWQCB identified China Basin Channel and Islais Creek as candidate toxic hot spots for sediment quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated the Mission Bay plan would slightly decrease volumes of CSDs to China Basin Channel, however would increase flows elsewhere, most notably to Islais Creek. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that increased volumes of CSDs to Islais Creek with the Mission Bay plan would cause a corresponding increase in sediment deposition at that location. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the plan would not, however, measurably change the physical or chemical composition of the sediment layer, nor affect any determination by the RWQCB to designate China Basin Channel or Islais Creek as toxic hot spots. Given these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that Mission Bay plan effects on sediment quality in Islais Creek and China Basin Channel would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Contribution to Cumulative Effects


The FSEIR reported that there were no significant cumulative impacts identified from the estimated increased volume and pollutant load of treated municipal wastewater effluent, treated CSDs, and direct stormwater discharges, because there would not be substantial degradation in water quality of the Bay or near-shore waters, no toxic effect on aquatic biota, and no substantial change sediment quality or beneficial uses.


However, the FSEIR determined that due to the lack of conclusive evidence refuting a causal relationship between treated CSDs, stormwater discharges, and sediment quality, the Mission Bay plan could contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on near-shore waters of the Bay from multiple sources of CSDs and direct stormwater discharges to China Basin Channel. The FSEIR concluded that the estimated plan contribution (0.2 percent) to the potential cumulative increase (11 percent) in Bayside CSD volumes, and the contribution of plan-related stormwater discharges to possible cumulative impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures K.03 and K.04 regarding CSD volumes and alternative treatment technologies.


Mission Bay Phased Development Effects on Water Quality from Stormwater


The Mission Bay FSEIR discussed U.S. EPA Phase II stormwater regulations that had been proposed but not finalized at the time of preparation of the FSEIR. These proposed regulations would require the City to develop and implement a stormwater management program to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable and protect water quality. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the lack of adopted regulatory requirements for a stormwater management program that addressed Mission Bay stormwater quality, and a failure to implement other BMPs to minimize stormwater pollution, could potentially conflict with the intent of the proposed stormwater permit requirements and result in a significant impact.


Mitigation Measure M.05 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities section (see Utilities and Services section in this Initial Study, above) required conveying all stormwater runoff from newly developed areas in the Bay Basin to the combined sewer system prior to completion of the initial-flow diversion system. Mitigation Measure K.05 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section identified implementation of an individual stormwater management program that utilizes BMPs for Mission Bay until the Phase II regulations become final and Mission Bay is included in the City’s stormwater management program. The FSEIR also identified Mitigation Measure K.02 in the Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section that required mandatory participation in the City’s existing Water Pollution Prevention Program. 


Mission Bay Plan Construction Effects on Water Quality


The Mission Bay FSEIR Hydrology and Water Quality section reported that construction activities would cause ground disturbance that would result in the potential for erosion, and potential for construction sedimentation and other pollutants in China Basin Channel and the Bay. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that construction activities proposed under the plan would be required to comply with the NPDES General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, as administered by the RWQCB, which requires preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The Mission Bay FSEIR also identified a number of best management practices (BMPs) that should be incorporated into the SWPPP as part of the plan, and included implementation of these BMPs as Mitigation Measures Mitigation Measures K.01a through K.01i. Regarding discharges of groundwater produced during construction-related dewatering, the FSEIR concluded that water quality effects related to these discharges would not be significant because the discharge would need to comply with the requirements of the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. Based on these factors, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that construction-related impacts to water quality would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Flooding


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Water section summarized relevant information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR regarding the issue of potential flooding. The 1990 Mission Bay FEIR indicated the existing elevation of the Mission Bay plan area ranged from approximately +6.0 to -2.0 feet San Francisco City Datum (SFD).[footnoteRef:59] Groundwater in the Mission Bay plan area was reported at 3.5 to 9 feet below ground surface, and contiguous with the mean sea level in the adjacent Bay. As referenced in the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study, the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR determined that proposed structures or roadways in Mission Bay placed at elevations at or below ‑2.0 feet SFD, after settling on the site, could be subject to tidal flooding during a 100-year flood event, and that if sea level were to rise, groundwater levels in Mission Bay could rise similarly.  [59:  	San Francisco City Datum (SFD) establishes the City’s zero point for surveying purposes at approximately 8.6 feet above the mean sea level established by 1929 U.S. Geological Survey datum, and approximately 11.3 feet above the current 1988 North American Vertical Datum.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study included Mitigation Measures K.06a through K.06f, adapted from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR that required structures in the Mission Bay area to be designed and located in a way to protect low-lying shoreline areas from the dangers of tidal flooding, including consideration of a rise in relative sea level. The mitigation specified that to address effects of sea level rise, specific flood protection and engineering and building analyses must be conducted by a licensed engineer where structures are proposed below an elevation of ‑1.0 foot SFD. Potential measures identified by the mitigation included setback from the water’s edge, installation of seawalls, dikes and/or berms during construction of infrastructure; reducing the amount of excavation for utilities or basements; and use of fill to raise the grade of public open spaces. With implementation of these mitigation measures, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that plan effects related to flooding and sea level rise would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Effects on Groundwater Depletion and Recharge


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Water section determined that the Mission Bay plan would have a less than significant impact on depletion of groundwater resources and groundwater recharge, primarily because the plan does not propose to extract groundwater. The FSEIR Initial Study indicated that the Mission Bay plan would supply non-potable water uses by either recycled water, groundwater, or potentially a blend of imported groundwater and recycled water. However, the effects of groundwater extraction for this purpose were analyzed in a separate environmental review document for the recycled water project, which determined that the recycled water project would not adversely affect groundwater resources or groundwater recharge. 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study also determined that groundwater dewatering during construction would be subject to approval either by the City for discharge to the sewer system or at an off-site disposal facility. Therefore, impacts on groundwater depletion and recharge were determined to be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Effects Related to Tsunami and Seiche


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impact section estimated that based on evaluations conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the plan area would be subject to as much as 4.7 feet of wave run-up during the 100-year tsunami event, and 7.8 feet of wave run-up during the 500-year tsunami event. Based on this, the maximum flooding level would be -1 feet SFD for the 100-year event and 2 feet SFD for the 500-year event. The FSEIR stated that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers model estimated the height of "worst case" flooding during extreme high tide crest conditions, which occur about 30 times each year, and last for less than 2 hours each time and the likelihood of a 100-year tsunami occurring within that window is less than one hundredth of one percent. Thus, even during these rare events, only the lowest portions of the plan area would be inundated as a result of a tsunami. Given the fact that the likelihood of such events is less than one hundredth of one percent, the FSEIR determined that impacts would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc402187911]Impact Evaluation


Water Quality


Impact HY‐1: The project would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality with respect to construction activities, construction dewatering and long‐term dewatering. (Less than Significant)


The project would not result in water quality impacts as a result of construction‐related stormwater discharges, construction‐related dewatering, or long‐term groundwater dewatering because these discharges would be required to be managed in accordance with existing San Francisco regulations, described below.


Water Quality Effects of Construction Activities


During construction, stormwater from the project site would drain to a separate storm drainage system that includes existing storm drain lines located along South Street, Third Street, and 16th Street (which have been built subsequent to the FSEIR consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan). As described above for the Mission Bay FSEIR, stormwater discharges during construction would require NPDES coverage under the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, as administered by the RWQCB. At the time the FSEIR was prepared, this general permit required preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP), but did not include specific BMPs to be implemented to avoid water quality effects associated with construction-related stormwater discharges. To address this, the Mission Bay FSEIR also identified a number of best management practices (BMPs) that should be incorporated into the SWPPP as part of the plan, and included as Mitigation Measures K.01a through K.01i. 


However, the State Water Resources Control Board subsequently adopted the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009‐0009‐DWQ (Construction General Stormwater Permit) in 2009 and this permit supersedes the permit in effect at the time of FSEIR publication. Construction activities subject to this permit include ground disturbance such as clearing, grading, and excavating, as well as soil stockpiling. Under the Construction General Stormwater Permit, construction projects are characterized by the level of risk to water quality. This is determined using a combination of the sediment risk of the project and the receiving water quality risk. Projects can be characterized as Level 1, Level 2, or Level 3, and the minimum Best Management Practices (BMPs) and monitoring that must be implemented during construction are based on the risk level. The BMPs are designed to prevent pollutants from coming in contact with stormwater and to keep all products of erosion and stormwater pollutants from moving offsite into receiving waters. They are specified in a SWPPP that must be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) and submitted to the San Francisco RWQCB before construction begins.


For construction activities characterized as Level 1, the Construction General Stormwater Permit specifies minimum BMPs to be implemented that address good housekeeping practices (including those for managing hazardous materials used during construction, non‐stormwater management, erosion and sediment control, and run‐on and runoff control. A qualified professional must inspect the required BMPs weekly when there is no rain and daily during a qualifying rainstorm. For construction activities characterized as Level 2 and 3, the minimum requirements identified for Level 1 apply, as well as some more stringent requirements. For instance, erosion controls must be implemented in conjunction with sediment controls in active construction areas, and linear sediment controls must be used along slopes. In addition, a QSD must prepare a rain event action plan for Level 2 and 3 construction activities. This plan would identify the designated site stormwater manager, the provider of erosion and sediment controls, and the stormwater sampling agent, as well as the trades active at the site during all construction phases. The plan would include suggested actions for each construction phase.


Compliance with the current General Construction NPDES Permit would ensure that construction-related stormwater discharges would not violate water quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with implementation of regulatory requirements and FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.01a through K.01i. would be superseded by the specified regulatory requirements. No new mitigation measures are required, and the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts on water quality from construction activities than were disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Water Quality Effects of Groundwater Dewatering


As noted in the Geology and Soils section of this Initial Study, the groundwater level at the project site is about 6½ feet to 7 feet below ground surface. Given that the estimated depth of excavation on the site would be up to 25 feet [TO BE UPDATED/CONFIRMED] deep, construction-related groundwater dewatering would likely be required. However, the project would be designed such that permanent dewatering would not be required. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study concluded that water quality impacts associated with discharge of groundwater during construction-related dewatering would be less than significant with implementation of the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance, adopted in 1992. This ordinance is found in Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined sewer system. In accordance with Article 4.1 and Order No. 158170, the discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain contaminants related to past site activities, as discussed in, the Hazards and Hazardous Materials section of this Initial Study, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the groundwater would be treated as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge. 


With discharge to the combined sewer system in accordance with regulatory requirements, water quality impacts related to a violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater produced during construction-related dewatering would be less than significant. 


Although the FSEIR did not address water quality impacts associated with discharge of groundwater produced during long-term dewatering once the development projects were constructed, these discharges, if necessary under the proposed project, would be subject to the same regulatory requirements. Therefore, the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts on water quality from dewatering activities than previously identified in the FSEIR.


Groundwater


Impact HY‐2: The project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the Initial Study for the Mission Bay FSEIR stated that non-potable water supply for development projects within the plan area would use recycled water that would potentially be a blend of imported groundwater and recycled water. As stated in the Initial Study for the Mission Bay FSEIR, the effects of groundwater extraction for this purpose were analyzed in a separate environmental review document for the recycled water project which determined that the recycled water project would not adversely affect groundwater resources or groundwater recharge. However, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) has not yet constructed the planned recycled water system for the eastside of the City, and currently, does not intend to blend groundwater with recycled water. Although the project would be required to install dual plumbing for use of recycled water in accordance with the Recycled Water Ordinance found in Article 22 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the project would not use recycled water until it becomes available.


Further, implementation of the project would not result in depletion of groundwater resources because, other than potential pumping of groundwater during dewatering, the project would not involve the use or extraction of groundwater. Rather, potable water for the project would be provided by the SFPUC regional water system. If and when a supply of recycled water becomes available through the Eastside Recycled Water Project,[footnoteRef:60] the project would also use recycled water for non‐potable uses. Although groundwater dewatering could be required during construction and operation of the project, this dewatering would not deplete groundwater resources because the Downtown San Francisco Groundwater Basin is not used as a drinking water supply and there are no plans for development of this basin for groundwater production.  [60: 	The SFPUC plans to provide 2 million gallons per day of high quality recycled water to the customers in the east side of the City through the Eastside Recycled Water Project for non‐potable uses such as irrigation and toilet flushing. This project is still in the planning stages, and the implementation date is uncertain.] 



Project implementation would not interfere with groundwater recharge because although the project would replace the great majority of the currently unpaved portions of the site with impervious surfaces, the new impervious surfaces comprise a negligible portion of the total area of the Downtown Groundwater basin. Impacts related to depletion of groundwater resources and interference with groundwater recharge would be less than significant because the project would not include groundwater pumping other than for dewatering, the Downtown San Francisco Groundwater Basin is not used as a potable water supply, there are no plans for development of the basin for groundwater production, and there would be only a minor increase in impervious surfaces. Therefore, the project's impacts on groundwater supplies and recharge would be less than significant, and the project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts from those previously identified in the FSEIR.


Drainage Patterns


Impact HY‐3: The project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on‐ or off‐site, and the project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff that would result in flooding on- or off-site. (Less than Significant)


The project site does not include any existing streams or water courses that could be altered or diverted. Therefore, the project would have no impact related to alteration of drainage patterns by altering the course of a stream in a manner that would cause erosion or flooding on or off‐site.


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, drainage at the project site was directed either to the combined sewer system in the Central sub-basin or Mariposa sub-basin or directly to the Bay. Since that time, a separate storm drainage system has been constructed along South Street, Third Street, and 16th Street, as part of implementation of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, so that portions of the site previously draining directly to the Bay now drain to a separate storm drain system. The remainder of the site continues to drain to the combined sewer system. 


Under the proposed project, some of the stormwater would continue to be routed to both the separate storm sewer system and the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system. Construction of the on-site project components would be required to comply with applicable stormwater design guidelines for the combined sewer system and separate storm sewer systems, which would ensure that no substantial erosion or siltation on-or off-site would occur. 


Currently, the project site is comprised of open ground and paved areas. Once constructed, the project would change the quantity of stormwater runoff from the site. However, in accordance with the Stormwater Design Guidelines, stormwater controls would be designed to treat 90 percent of the annual stormwater runoff to the separate storm sewer system and the project sponsor would be required to reduce the quantity and rate of runoff to the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer system by 25 percent. Compliance with these design guidelines would ensure that no on- or off-site flooding would occur. Although flows to the Mariposa sub-basin of the combined sewer could potentially exceed the capacity of the Mariposa Pump Station, this impact will be discussed in the Utilities and Services section of the SEIR.


Therefore, neither alteration of existing drainage patterns at the project site nor changes in stormwater runoff volumes would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on‐ or off‐site, and this impact would be less than significant. The project would not result in any new significant impacts or substantially more severe impacts related to alteration of drainage patterns from those previously identified in the FSEIR, and no new mitigation measures would be required.


Flooding


Impact HY‐4: The project would not expose people, housing, or structures, to substantial risk of loss due to existing flooding risks and would not redirect or impede flood flows. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that structures and roadways placed at elevations at or below -2.0 feet SFD could be subject to tidal flooding during a 100-year flood event and specified mitigation measures to address flooding issues. Elevations at the project site range from approximately -1 foot SFD to +3 feet SFD,[footnoteRef:61] therefore the project site would not be subject to tidal flooding during a 100-year flood event. In addition, since publication of the FSEIR, the CCSF published interim flood maps in 2008 that show 100-year flooding zones within the City and County of San Francisco and the project site is not located within an identified 100-year flood zone.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28, 2014.]  [62:  	City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Interim Floodplain Map, Northeast, Final Draft. July, 2008.] 



Also subsequent to publication of the FSEIR in 1998, the SFPUC has specifically identified potential flooding hazards related to the depth of sewer lines relative to properties they serve. The SFPUC identified a potential flood zone south of Market Street but the proposed project is not within this zone.[footnoteRef:63] However, the proposed project site is within an area located on fill, and the SFPUC notes that subsidence in areas located on fill or Bay Mud could subside to a point where the sewers do not drain freely during a storm (and sometimes during dry weather), and the resulting sewer backups could result in localized flooding. Accordingly, the project sponsor would be referred to the SFPUC at the beginning of the building permit process to determine whether the project would result in ground level flooding during storms. If so, the applicant would be required to comply with SFPUC requirements for projects in flood‐prone zones as part of the permit approval process. These measures could include providing a pump station for the sewage flow, raising the elevation of entryways, providing special sidewalk construction, and constructing deep gutters, among others. [63:  	San Francisco Planning Department, Planning Director Bulletin No. 4, Review of Project Identified in Areas Prone to Flooding.] 



Therefore, impacts associated with exposure of people or structures to substantial risk of loss due to existing flooding risks and impedance of flood flows would be less than significant. Because the project would result in less than significant impacts related to flooding based on current flood hazard mapping by the CCSF and would be subject to SFPUC requirements for projects in flood zones that could result from sewer backups as part of the permit approval process (if needed), the project would result in less severe flooding impacts than those analyzed in the FSEIR. Therefore, compliance with SFPUC requirements for project in flood zones would obviate the need for Mitigation Measures K.06a through K.06f to mitigate existing flooding hazards, and these measure previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would not be necessary to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. As stated below, potential future flood risks due to projected sea level rise and the applicability of these mitigation measures related to flooding as a result of sea level rise will be addressed in the SEIR.


Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami


Impact HY‐5: The project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. (Less than Significant)


As discussed above, the FSEIR estimated that the maximum flooding level in the Mission Bay plan area would be -1 feet SFD for the 100-year tsunami event and 2 feet SFD for the 500-year tsunami event. In addition, based on the state’s official tsunami inundation maps published subsequent to publication of the FSEIR, the eastern portion of the project site is within a tsunami inundation zone.[footnoteRef:64]Based on modeling provided in the Tsunami Response Annex of the CCSF Emergency Response Plan, the potential tsunami and seiche run-up at the project site would be approximately 6 feet.[footnoteRef:65] [64: 	California Emergency Management Agency, California Geological Survey, University of Southern California. Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, San Francisco North Quadrangle/San Francisco South Quadrangle (SF Bay). June 15, 2009.]  [65: 	City and County of San Francisco, Emergency Response Plan, an Element of the CCSF Emergency Management Program, Tsunami Response Annex, March 2011, http://www.sfdem.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/DEM/PlansReports/
TsunamiAnnex-2008.pdf, accessed on September 10, 2014.] 



Although extremely rare, a tsunami or seiche could damage the proposed structures. Visitors and staff of the event center and other uses could also be endangered. However, as described below, the project includes many design features that would provide a buffer between the Bay shoreline and the proposed project and also raise most occupied portions of the arena and mixed use development above the inundation depth. Further, San Francisco has a well-established Tsunami Warning System that would be activated and would protect people from harm, as also discussed below. 


Structures. The proposed event center and other proposed structures would be constructed to current building standards. Although some damage to the structures could occur, the improvements constructed under the proposed project would be resilient to tsunamis or seiches. Therefore, impacts related to damage to structures from inundation by seiche and tsunami are considered less than significant and would not be a new significant impact or substantially more severe than impacts identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


People. The proposed project would increase the number of people at Blocks 29-32, and would therefore expose more people to tsunami or seiche hazards than under existing conditions. However, the project would include many design features [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED] that would provide a buffer between the Bay shoreline and the proposed project and also raise most occupied portions of the event center and mixed use development above the inundation depth. Proposed design features would include:


· Providing a setback between the arena entry and the eastern property boundary with the 1,250 square-foot plaza area.


· Raising pedestrian access and outdoor areas to an elevation of 10 feet, including the main plaza, pedestrian path at the plaza, Bayfront Overlook, Bayfront Terrace, and Market Hall/Food Hall.


· Locating the base of the main arena entry and all office and retail entries at an elevation of 10 feet and providing access to the upper floors of the Market Hall/Food Hall from the elevated pedestrian path.


· Locating the base of the secondary arena entry at 26 feet and accessible from the elevated pedestrian path or stairs from the southeast plaza.


In the event that an earthquake occurred that would be capable of producing a seiche or tsunami that could affect San Francisco, the National Warning System would also provide warning to the City. The San Francisco outdoor warning system (sirens and loudspeakers, tested each Tuesday at 12:00 noon) would then be initiated which would sound an alarm alerting the public to tune into local TV, cable TV, or radio stations, which would carry instructions for appropriate actions to be taken as part of the Emergency Alert System. Police would also canvas the neighborhoods sounding sirens and bullhorns, as well as knocking on doors as needed, to provide emergency instructions. Evacuation centers would be set up if required. The advance warning system would allow for evacuation of people prior to a seiche or tsunami and would provide a high level of protection to public safety. 


Therefore, impacts related to exposure of people to risk from inundation by seiche and tsunami are considered less than significant. This would not be a new or more significant impact than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C‐HY‐1: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to construction activities, dewatering, groundwater supplies, drainage pattern, flooding, seiche or tsunami. (Less than Significant)


The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts on water quality encompasses central San Francisco Bay and the Downtown Groundwater Basin. The geographic scope of effects on drainage and flooding consists of Bayside Drainage Basin. Impacts related to inundation by tsunami could occur along the entire San Francisco Waterfront; therefore the geographical scope for this impact includes the entire waterfront. This analysis is based on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in this area, including those listed above in Section D, Approach to Analysis.


As discussed in Impacts HY‐1 and HY-2, implementation of appropriate regulatory requirements would ensure that the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts related to erosion and discharges of groundwater during dewatering. Other projects that could potentially contribute to a cumulative impact would be subject to the same or similar regulatory requirements including the Construction General NPDES permit and Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code as supplemented by DPW Order No. 158170 (including implementation of an erosion control plan). Implementation of these requirements under each individual project would ensure that all discharges comply with regulatory standards and would not result in a violation of water quality standards. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to these topics would be less than significant.


As discussed in Impacts HY‐3 and HY-4, project elements affecting drainage and flooding issues at the project site would be subject to compliance with established guidelines for the separate storm drainage system and/or the combined sewer system, which would reduce these impacts to less than significant. Other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects within the Bayside Drainage Basin would also be subject to these regulations. Therefore, based on the City's established regulations and guidelines for the separate and combined sewer system, which are designed to serve the City as a whole, cumulative impacts would also be less than significant.


As discussed in Impact HY-5, a tsunami or seiche could damage the proposed structures and visitors and staff of the event center and other uses could also be endangered. However, the proposed project includes many design features [TO BE CONFIRMED/UPDATED]that would provide a buffer between the Bay shoreline and the proposed project and also raise most occupied portions of the arena and mixed use development above the inundation depth. San Francisco also has a well-established Tsunami Warning System that would be activated and would protect people from harm and the new structures would be constructed in accordance with the current building code which would make them resilient to damage by tsunamis. Because other projects would be built to current building codes, and the Tsunami Warning System would also protect other people in the project vicinity from harm due to tsunamis, cumulative impacts related to inundation by tsunami or seiche would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc402187912]Issues to be Analyzed in the SEIR


The impact evaluation above explains why the proposed project would not result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of impacts on hydrology and water quality with respect to criteria E.15 (b), (c), (d), (f), (g), (h), or (j), and no further analysis is required on these subjects. However, with respect to criteria E.15(a), (e) and (i), additional evaluation of the proposed project is necessary for both direct and cumulative impacts related to certain aspects of these criteria. The SEIR will include a detailed analysis of:


· The potential for changes in stormwater runoff from the site and wastewater discharged to the combined sewer to affect the frequency or duration of combined sewer discharges. This analysis will also discuss the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.02, K.05, and M.05, which all pertain to stormwater management measures.


· The potential for changes in runoff patterns due to the proposed project and to cumulative development to affect the capacity of the combined sewer system. This analysis will also discuss the applicability of FSEIR Mitigation Measures K.03 and K.04, which pertain to cumulative impacts on the combined sewer system.


· The potential for the project to expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss or injury due to future flooding from sea level rise and the applicability of Mitigation Measure K.06.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: p_hazmat]16.	HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS—
Would the project:


			


			


			


			





			a)	Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			f)	For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			g)	Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			h)	Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The project site is not located within ¼ mile of an existing or proposed school. Therefore, criterion E.16(c) is not applicable to the proposed project. Similarly, the project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, criteria E.16(e) and E.16(f) are also not applicable. Thus, these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


[bookmark: _Toc402187913]Summary of Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR addressed issues of hazards and hazardous materials in multiple sections: Health and Safety which addressed the proposed use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials during operation of the Mission Bay plan and emergency response; Contaminated Soil and Groundwater, which addressed issues related to potential soil and groundwater contamination in the Mission Bay plan area; Seismicity, which addressed issues related to emergency access and response; and Community Services and Utilities, which addressed public safety risks. Relevant information on hazards and hazardous materials from these sections is summarized below.


Mission Bay Plan Hazardous Materials Use, Waste Generation and Risk of Upset


Mission Bay Plan Hazardous Materials Use


The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section indicated that businesses within the Commercial Industrial, Commercial Industrial/Retail and UCSF portions of the Mission Bay plan area would use substantial quantities of hazardous materials. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that legal and regulatory requirements applicable to hazardous materials operations would require businesses to meet a range of health and safety laws and regulations, and that the implementation of these legally required health and safety measures would adequately address typical health and safety issues related to use and disposal of hazardous materials. 


However, the FSEIR acknowledged laws and regulations do not address certain health and safety concerns related to the use of biohazardous materials that could be used by some of the businesses such as UCSF and surrounding businesses that would engage in research and development activities complimentary to UCSF activities. To address the lack of enforceable guidelines as it relates to aerosol transmission of biohazardous materials, the FSEIR identified Mitigation Measures I.01, I.02, and I.03 requiring implementation of appropriate guidelines, filtration of exhausts for Biosafety Level 3 laboratories or equivalent measures to avoid substantial health risks to individuals in the vicinity of the exhaust, and restrictions on the types biohazardous materials that could be used by businesses in the plan area. The FSEIR concluded that with implementation of this mitigation, potential health related to handling of biohazardous materials would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Risk of Upset / Accidents


The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section described potential safety concerns related to possible hazardous materials accidents and concluded that most accident risks would be adequately addressed by implementing required health and safety plans, providing emergency response training, and providing emergency response services. The Mission Bay FSEIR also stated that releases of highly toxic materials subject to the federal and state Accidental Release Programs could present more of a risk. However, existing regulations require the implementation of appropriate operational measures in accordance with required Risk Management Plans to reduce the possibility and consequences of potential accidents that could pose potential risks to neighboring residents, schools, or other off-site receptors (this is a plan required under state and federal regulations to specify operating and emergency response procedures to prevent a release of highly toxic materials, and is different from the risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01, and discussed below). The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that implementation of Risk Management Plans required under the Accidental Release Programs for the use of these toxic materials and compliance with school siting criteria outlined in the California Health and Safety Code, Education Code, and California Code of Regulations would ensure the impacts of accidents involving highly toxic materials would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Contaminated Soil and Groundwater


Setting


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater setting section described historic and current land uses in the Mission Bay plan area. The FSEIR reported that the Mission Bay plan area was filled beginning in 1859 and continuing for approximately 50 years, with the fill consisting primarily of earthquake rubble, municipal garbage, and rock and soil from other locations in the City. The FSEIR reported that uses previously and/or presently on Blocks 29-32 at that time included a range of commercial and industrial uses including, but not limited to, crude oil storage, offices, railroad tracks, trucking-related activities, maintenance and repair facilities, junk yard, stock corral, sand and gravel mixing, and open space. The Mission Bay FSEIR also reported that existing uses at the time of preparation of the FSEIR included a gravel plant, bus company facility, equipment rental, storage yard, railroad tracks, auto body shop, warehouse and parking.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater setting section also summarized the results of soil and groundwater studies conducted in Mission Bay, including a comprehensive investigation conducted by ENVIRON in 1997 of the entire Mission Bay plan area. The 1997 investigation detected chemicals of various types and concentrations in the soil and groundwater throughout the Mission Bay plan area. The 1997 investigation identified petroleum hydrocarbons in soil, groundwater, and floating on groundwater (called “petroleum free product”) in the vicinity of Illinois and 16th Streets (including within Blocks 31 and 32), and attributed the free product to former petroleum bulk storage, pipelines and transfer facilities in the vicinity. The FSEIR determined that concentrations of contaminants in soil or groundwater in the Mission Bay plan area, with the exception of the identified petroleum free product area, did not present a human health or ecological risk under existing conditions. The FSEIR reported that potential effects on near-shore and aquatic organisms associated with the free product were being investigated and if necessary would be remediated by the oil companies responsible for the contamination. 


Mission Bay Plan Development (Construction) Effects


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater impact section reported that the proposed development of the Mission Bay plan area could result in potential exposure of workers and the public (including residents, employees and visitors) in the Mission Bay plan area to chemicals in soil and groundwater that could be released during construction. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that vacant sites within the Mission Bay plan area could be a source of exposed soils during part or most of the approximately 20-year development period. In addition, the Mission Bay FSEIR indicated construction activities within the Mission Bay plan area that would involve the disturbance of contaminated soil or groundwater would affect increasingly greater number of persons during the later phases of development. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR discussed various types of construction activities, including excavation, grading, trenching, soil movement/transport, pile installation, building demolition and removal of underground storage tanks that would potentially expose workers and the public to contaminated soils, dust, soil gases and other hazards. The Mission Bay FSEIR also noted the potential for construction dust-related effects on the aquatic and terrestrial environment. In addition, the FSEIR indicated that construction activities that would have the potential to affect groundwater, including pile driving activities (to potentially contaminate deeper groundwater zones), trenching activities (to result in potential horizontal migration of contaminants in groundwater and soil vapor), and construction dewatering (to potentially influence localized groundwater gradients and spread contaminated groundwater, particularly in and near the area discussed above that was identified with the petroleum free product on the groundwater). 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater section included Mitigation Measures J.01a through J.01k requiring preparation of a Risk Management Plan or Plans (RMP) incorporating specific measures that would provide for the management of risks associated with exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater and would be protective of human health and the aquatic environment. The Mission Bay FSEIR specified that the human health standard to be applied to the Mission Bay plan, as approved by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), would be a cumulative cancer risk of 10 in 1 million and a Hazard Index of 1 for non-cancer risks. Mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR specified minimum parameters to be included in the RMP for the addressing contaminated soils and groundwater prior to and during construction of individual development projects. The mitigation also provided measures for enforcement of the RMP. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that implementation of the RMP under the regulatory oversight, jurisdiction, and responsibility of the RWQCB would ensure any effects associated with contaminated soils and groundwater would be less than significant.


Mission Bay Plan Contaminated Soil and Groundwater — Long-Term Occupancy (Post Development) Effects


The 1997 ENVIRON investigation summarized in the Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater impact section included a quantitative human health and ecological risk assessment to evaluate potential effects on human and aquatic populations upon plan completion. The risk evaluation showed that the potential risks posed by residual contaminants would remain after plan completion would be below applicable human health and aquatic ecological risk criteria. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that currently exposed soils would be covered by proposed buildings, pavement, or with open space areas using approved fill materials, that would create a protective barrier, or cap, between residual contaminants in soil and human or ecological populations and required establishment and maintenance of this cap as mitigation. Additional mitigation addressed the re-use of soil and prohibited the use of shallow groundwater for domestic, industrial, or irrigation purposes unless found acceptable using established risk assessment methodology.


The FSEIR also noted that deed restrictions required for each property within the Mission Bay plan area would place limits on future uses within Mission Bay consistent with the provisions of the RMP, and accordingly, property owners would be required to comply with applicable provisions of the RMP. These proposed RMP measures were included as Mitigation Measures J.01l through J.01o in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The FSEIR also provided Mitigation Measure J.02 requiring the RMP to include a process for investigating sites proposed for school or child-care center uses within the Mission Bay plan area to ensure these facilities would be properly sited. The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the implementation of the RMP would ensure any potential post-development effects on human and aquatic populations would remain less than significant.


Mission Bay Emergency Response


The Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impacts section discussed impacts related to exposure of the concentrated population within the Mission Bay plan area to seismic hazards. Although the Mission Bay FSEIR noted that new fire station proposed at that time in Mission Bay South would improve emergency response to the area, the FSEIR also indicated potential difficulties in providing emergency access to the Mission Bay South plan area in the event of a major earthquake. This was determined to be a potentially significant impact. The FSEIR concluded that impacts associated with emergency access in the event of a major earthquake would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures H.01, H.02, H.03b, and H.05 requiring the project sponsor to store heavy construction equipment capable of negotiating roads damaged by an earthquake, coordinate emergency response plans with the City, and prepare a project-specific emergency response plan, and construct a new fire station.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section also described the potential for a catastrophic event (e.g., an earthquake) to result in accidents involving hazardous materials and causing fires or explosions, requiring emergency response. The Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section determined that with mitigation identified in the FSEIR Seismicity section requiring preparation and implementation of comprehensive emergency preparedness and emergency response plan for the entire Mission Bay plan area, potential impacts to the public from hazardous materials accidents during a catastrophic event would be less than significant. 


Mission Bay Plan Interim/Temporary Stormwater Collection Facility Safety Risks 


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section reported that interim detention basins would be created within the Mission Bay plan area to allow for temporary surface storage of rainwater associated with interim uses within Mission Bay (e.g., paved parking areas). The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that construction of fencing around any interim detention basins, included as part of the Mission Bay plan and specified in Mitigation Measure M.04 would prevent potential safety impacts associated with humans entering the detention basins.


[bookmark: _Toc402187914]Impact Evaluation


Risk of Upset


Impact HZ‐1: The project could create a significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or result in a substantial risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Transport, Use, and Disposal of Hazardous Materials


During operation, the proposed event center and other development would use common types of hazardous materials, such as cleaners, disinfectants, and chemical agents required to maintain the sanitation of the public use areas as well as the commercial bathrooms and food preparation areas. These commercial products are labeled to inform users of potential risks and to instruct them in appropriate handling procedures. In addition, the project anticipates installing on-site generators to provide a source of electricity in the event of an outage. These generators would require diesel for operation. Operations may also result in the production of minor amounts of hazardous waste associated with maintenance and cleaning that would require offsite disposition such as disposal or recycling. 


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Health and Safety impacts section concluded that legally required health and safety measures would adequately address most common health and safety issues related to the use, disposal, and accidental release of common hazardous materials. In San Francisco, the specific regulatory requirements are specified in Articles 21 and 22 of the San Francisco Health Code which provide for the safe handling of hazardous materials and waste in the City. These articles are implemented by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), which also implements the requirements of state and federal hazardous materials regulations. In accordance with Article 21, any facility that handles hazardous materials in excess of specified quantities would be required to obtain a Certificate of Registration from the DPH and to implement a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) that includes inventories, a program for reducing the use of hazardous materials and generation of hazardous wastes, site layouts, a program and implementation plan for training all new employees and annual training for all employees, and emergency response procedures and plans. The proposed event center and individual site uses may also elect to participate in the San Francisco Green Business Program which would promote a reduction in the use of hazardous materials. Article 22 authorizes the DPH to implement the state hazardous waste regulations, including authority to conduct inspections and document compliance. Similarly, the transport of hazardous materials and wastes would be subject to the legal requirements discussed above and in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


As discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, use of highly toxic materials, referred to as regulated substances, would be subject to the federal and state Accidental Release Programs. None of the materials anticipated to be used at the arena and other developments would be classified as regulated substances under these programs. However, in the event that regulated substances could be needed for use at the event center (such as refrigerants or other chemicals to support the ice rink), a Risk Management Plan, specifying operational strategies to prevent a release and emergency procedures to be address a release should one occur, would be required in accordance with the California Accidental Release Program as implemented through Article 21A of the San Francisco Health Code as discussed in the FSEIR (this is different than the risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials in soil and groundwater discussed below in Impact HZ-2). In addition, none of the materials used would be classified as radioactive, and regulations pertaining to the management of these materials would not apply. 


At this time, it is not known specifically what uses might occupy the proposed office development, and the possibility of uses that would handle biohazardous materials cannot be precluded. Thus, as identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, in the event that there could be future activities that handle biohazardous materials, implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measures I.01, I.02, and I.03 would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant.


As also discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the generation of household hazardous wastes from residential uses implemented under the Mission Bay Plan would be less than significant with implementation of appropriate City programs. However, this impact would not apply to the proposed project because it does not include any residential uses.


Implementation of the requirements of Articles 21, 21a and 22 also include implementation of emergency response procedures which would specify methods to prevent a release of hazardous materials, and control a release if one were to occur; this would ensure that impacts related to risk of upset involving a release of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 


Given that the project would be required to implement all measures in compliance with all applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations, operation of the project would not result in any new significant impacts, or increase the severity of previously identified impacts related to the routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials during operation. No new or different mitigation measures are required. With implementation of measures specified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, impacts associated with the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or associated with risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1a. Guidelines for Handling Biohazardous Materials


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.01. Require businesses that handle biohazardous materials and do not receive federal funding to certify that they follow the guidelines published by the National Research Council and the United States Department of Health and Human Services Public Health Service, National Institutes of Health, and Centers for Disease Control, as set forth in Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories, Guidelines for Research Involving Recombinant DNA Molecules (NIH Guidelines), and Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, or their successors, as applicable.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.02. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they use high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters or substantially equivalent devices on all exhaust from Biosafety Level 3 laboratories unless they demonstrate that exhaust from their Biosafety Level 3 laboratories would not pose substantial health or safety hazards to the public or the environment. Require such businesses to certify that they inspect or monitor the filters regularly to ensure proper functioning.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.03. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they do not handle or use biohazardous materials requiring Biosafety Level 4 containment (i.e., dangerous or exotic materials that pose high risks of life-threatening diseases or aerosol-transmitted infections, or unknown risks of transmission) in the Project Area.


Safety Hazards Associated with Stormwater Detention Basins


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section reported that interim detention basins constructed within the Mission Bay plan area to allow for temporary surface storage of rainwater associated with interim uses would present a safety hazard. The FSEIR included mitigation requiring construction of fencing around any interim detention basins. However, there would be no interim stormwater detention ponds constructed on the site under the proposed project. Therefore this impact would not be applicable to the proposed project, and the project would not result in any new or more sever impacts relative to those analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Mitigation Measure M.04 does not apply to the project, and no new or different mitigation measures are required.


Risk of Upset Involving Exposure to Naturally Occurring Asbestos


Naturally occurring asbestos was identified as a Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) in 1986 by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and is present in many parts of California. It is commonly associated with serpentine[footnoteRef:66] and ultramafic[footnoteRef:67] rock types such as Franciscan Complex mélange. Chrysotile (a form of asbestos from the serpentine mineral group) and amphibole asbestos (including crocidolite) are naturally occurring asbestos minerals that may present a human health hazard, if they become airborne. [66:  	Serpentinite is a rock consisting of one or more serpentine minerals formed when ultramafic rocks have been metamorphosed (ultramafic rocks are formed in high-temperature environments well below the surface of the earth), and is commonly associated with ultramafic rock along faults such as the San Andreas fault. Serpentinite commonly contains chrysotile, an asbestiform variety of the serpentine minerals. Amphibole asbestos is also found in some forms of Franciscan Complex bedrock such as blueschist.]  [67:  	Ultramafic rocks are one type of igneous rock (formed at high temperatures well below the surface of the earth) that is rich in iron and magnesium.] 



The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address impacts associated with exposure to naturally occurring asbestos during construction of development projects under the Mission Bay Plan. However, the preliminary geotechnical evaluation completed for the project notes that the artificial fill at the site contains cobble and boulder sized pieces of serpentinite.[footnoteRef:68] Therefore, if naturally occurring asbestos is present in the serpentinite within the artificial fill to be excavated, the workers and the public could be exposed to naturally occurring asbestos during excavation activities. [68:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2014. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California. March 28.] 



In 2001, the CARB adopted the Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure (Asbestos ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations in areas of serpentine and other ultramafic rocks (17 CCR Section 93105), which became effective in July 2002. The ATCM protects public health and the environment by requiring the use of best available dust mitigation measures to prevent off-site migration of asbestos-containing dust from road construction and maintenance activities, construction and grading operations, and quarrying and surface mining operations in areas of ultramafic rock, serpentine, or asbestos. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) implements the regulation.


For construction activities that would disturb more than 1 acre of land such as the proposed project, construction contractors are required to prepare an asbestos dust mitigation plan specifying measures that will be taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property boundary during construction. The asbestos dust mitigation plan must be submitted to and approved by the BAAQMD prior to the beginning of construction, and the site operator must ensure the implementation of all specified dust mitigation measures throughout the construction project. In addition, the BAAQMD may require air monitoring for off-site migration of asbestos dust during construction activities and may change the plan on the basis of the air monitoring results. Title 17 CCR Section 93105(h)(9) defines asbestos containing material as any material that has an asbestos content of 0.25 percent or greater. 


While there is a well-established regulatory framework for managing naturally occurring asbestos during construction, this impact would be potentially significant because no sampling has been conducted to establish the asbestos content in the fill materials that would be excavated during construction. This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b, identified in this Initial Study, requiring the project sponsor to implement a geologic investigation to assess the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials. This mitigation also requires the project sponsor to implement the requirements of the asbestos ATCM, including implementation of a Dust Mitigation Plan for naturally-occurring asbestos, if the investigation determines that the asbestos content of the fill is 0.25 percent or greater. Implementation of this measure would ensure that if naturally occurring asbestos is present, no visible dust crosses the project boundaries, and could also require air monitoring to demonstrate compliance with this criterion if deemed necessary by the BAAQMD. Rock containing naturally occurring asbestos that would be disposed of off-site would not be considered a hazardous waste under California regulations.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  	Department of Toxic Substances Control, 2000. Letter to Jon A. Morgan, Director, Environmental Management Department, County of El Dorado. Naturally Occurring Asbestos. January 20.] 



Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b: Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos


The project sponsor shall conduct a geologic investigation in accordance with the guidelines of the California Geologic Survey[footnoteRef:70] to determine the naturally occurring asbestos content of fill materials to be excavated at the project site. If the investigation determines that the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials is 0.25 percent or greater, the project sponsor or its construction contractor shall submit the appropriate notification forms and prepare an asbestos dust mitigation plan in accordance with the Asbestos ATCM. The plan shall specify measures that will be taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property boundary during construction. The plan must specify the following measures: [70:  	California Geologic Survey, 2002. Guidelines for Geologic Investigations of Naturally Occurring Asbestos in California. Special Publication 124.] 



· Prevent and control visible track‑out from the property


· Ensure adequate wetting or covering of active storage piles


· Control disturbed surface areas and storage piles that would remain inactive for 7 days


· Control traffic on on-site unpaved roads, parking lots, and staging areas, including a maximum vehicle speed of 15 miles per hour


· Control earthmoving activities


· Control offsite transport of dust emissions that contain naturally-occurring asbestos-containing materials


· Stabilize disturbed areas following construction


The asbestos dust mitigation plan shall be submitted to and approved by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) prior to the beginning of construction, and the site operator must ensure the implementation of all specified dust mitigation measures throughout the construction project. In addition, if required by the BAAQMD, the project sponsor or a qualified third party consultant shall conduct air monitoring for offsite migration of asbestos dust during construction activities and shall modify the dust mitigation plan on the basis of the air monitoring results if necessary.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b, above, would reduce impacts associated with potential exposure to naturally occurring asbestos during construction to less than significant.


Contaminated Soil and Groundwater


Impact HZ‐2: The project would be located on a site identified on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Excavation could also require the handling of potentially contaminated soil and groundwater, potentially exposing workers and the public to hazardous materials, or resulting in a release into the environment during construction. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Contaminated Soil and Groundwater setting section states that Blocks 29-32 were historically used for a variety of industrial and commercial uses. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment[footnoteRef:71] conducted in support of the proposed project also notes specific former uses on the site (between 1902 and 2010) included bulk fuel storage and distribution; railroad operations; a machine shop; boiler house; steel mill; well casing manufacturer; warehousing, shipping and receiving operations for a variety of products; fruit cannery, junk yards, vehicle parking and maintenance facilities and a ready-mix concrete facility.  [71:  	Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2014. Updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Site X, Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, San Francisco, California. April 11.] 



As summarized in the Mission Bay FSEIR, a 1997 investigation conducted to evaluate soil and groundwater quality throughout the Mission Bay plan area identified petroleum hydrocarbons in soil, groundwater, and floating on groundwater (petroleum free product) in the vicinity of Illinois and 16th Streets (including within Blocks 31 and 32), and attributed the free product to former petroleum bulk storage as well as pipelines and transfer facilities in the vicinity. This area is collectively referred to as the Pier 64 area. As summarized in the FSEIR, the concentrations of contaminants in soil or groundwater in the Mission Bay plan area, with the exception of the identified petroleum free product area, did not present a human health or ecological risk under existing conditions.


Actions Completed Since Publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR


Risk Management Plan. Subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, a RMP was prepared and approved by the RWQCB in 1999 to address risk management measures to be implemented prior to development, during development (during construction), after development of specific parcels within the Mission Bay plan area.[footnoteRef:72] All risk management measures in the RMP are deemed to be protective of human health and the environment under the conditions specific to each phase of development. [72:  	Environ Corporation, 1999. Risk Management Plan, Mission Bay Area, San Francisco, California. May 11.] 



Measures to be implemented prior to development are intended to manage risks associated with exposed soil before a site is developed and are protective of populations at and adjacent to the undeveloped parcel. Measures to be implemented during development are intended to manage risks during construction and are protective of construction site workers and the surrounding public. They include dust control measures, soil management protocols, stormwater pollution plan requirements, worker health and safety planning requirements, contingency requirements in the event that previously unidentified underground structures or contamination are identified, protocols for dewatering activities, and a framework for complying with the requirements of Article 20 of the San Francisco Health Code, commonly referred to a the Maher Ordinance (note that this ordinance was subsequently revised in 2013, and is now codified in Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code). Several of the measures apply specifically to the free product area where the project site is located; these measures are intended to control the release and migration of free product during project construction.


Risk management measures to be implemented after development are intended to manage risks to site occupants and ensure that they would have no contact with site soils and groundwater as well as risks to maintenance and utility workers that may contact soil left in place during their normal work activities. They include covering of exposed areas; limiting future residential development within the Mission Bay plan area to preclude single family homes with private front or back yards; restricting the future use of groundwater for domestic, industrial, or irrigation purposes; providing protocols for future subsurface activities; and implementing a long-term groundwater monitoring program.


In addition, the RMP specifies the process to ensure regulatory oversight of development activities within the Mission Bay plan area. Owners must specifically notify the RWQCB in advance of initiating construction and must also submit a dust monitoring notification to the RWQCB and DPH. In addition, the owner must document compliance with specified measures to the RWQCB and must also notify the RWQCB of any unanticipated structures or contamination encountered during construction, as well as any unanticipated environmental conditions not covered by the RMP. The owner must also submit quarterly reports to the RWQCB during construction and a completion letter once construction is complete.


As stated in the RMP, completion of this RMP satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01 and provides guidelines for implementing Mitigation Measure J.02, described above. The requirements of the RMP are enforced through an environmental covenant recorded against each parcel in the Mission Bay plan area. The environmental covenant requires compliance with the RMP and runs with the property, binding future site owners to also comply with the requirements of the RMP.


Site Investigations and Remediation, and Regulatory Actions. As summarized in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment completed for the project, the RWQCB adopted Order No. R2-2005-0028 in 2005 which established cleanup requirements for the Pier 64 area. The order divided the Pier 64 area into six operable units; portions of the Blocks 29-32 are located within the “North Terminal Operable Unit.” The site has been subject to several site investigations, underground tank removals, and remedial actions to address contaminants in the soil and groundwater prior to and pursuant to this order. As reported in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, the underground storage tank removals and remedial actions completed include:


Removal of a 13,500 gallon diesel underground storage tank from Block 31 in 1987 and a 1,000 gallon gasoline underground storage tank from Block 32 in 1997. These underground storage tanks were located with the area of the free petroleum product plume and free product in this area was removed during the remediation conducted in 2005 (discussed below);


Removal of a 4,000 gallon diesel underground storage tank, a 10,000 gallon underground tank, and a 5,000 gallon gasoline underground storage tank in 1995. These tanks were located in portions of Blocks 29 and 31 that are outside of the North Terminal Operable Unit. Localized soil and groundwater affected by petroleum hydrocarbons were addressed at the time of tank removal. These tanks were removed under the oversight and authority of the DPH Local Oversight Program and RWQCB, and case closure was granted in February 1995.


The Phase I soil remediation conducted in 2001 which included the removal of approximately 14,020 tons of visibly stained soil to a depth of approximately 2 feet below the groundwater table (a total depth of approximately 9 feet below ground surface) as well as petroleum pipelines encountered during excavation. During this remediation, free petroleum product accumulated on the groundwater surface was removed from the excavated area, and the excavation was backfilled.


The Phase II remediation conducted in 2005 which included demolition of the existing site structures and removal of approximately 90,000 tons of soil containing petroleum hydrocarbons from the North Terminal Operable Unit and adjacent areas. This excavation also extended to approximately two feet below the groundwater table, or nine feet below ground surface. During this remediation, free petroleum product accumulated on the groundwater surface was removed from the excavated area, and the excavation was backfilled. The revised RMP (described below) indicates that the site was not returned to original grade at this time, but that it would be the property owner's responsibility. 


On December 22, 2006, the RWQCB issued a no further action letter stating that no further soil remediation was required. With completion of the above activities, and based on the results of a groundwater monitoring program required by the RWQCB, twenty groundwater monitoring wells installed in the Pier 64 area as part of the groundwater monitoring program were properly abandoned in June, 2013. 


A Revised Risk Management Plan (RRMP) was prepared in 2006 in accordance with Order R2-2005-028 to reflect remedial actions conducted within the Pier 64 area in 2001 and 2005.[footnoteRef:73] The RRMP determined that based on completion of the above described remedial actions, the risk management measures required prior to development no longer applied to the North Terminal Operable Unit where the proposed project is located. All of the RMP risk management measures applicable during development and after development would still apply, with the exception of those measures specific to development in the free product area (because the previous remediations in the North Terminal Operable Unit successfully removed from product within this area).  [73:  	BBL Environmental Services, Inc., 2006. Revised Risk Management Plan, Former Petroleum Terminals and Related Pipelines Located at Pier 64 and Vicinity, City and County of San Francisco, California. August.] 



As stated in the RRMP, Catellus (the then owner of the North Terminal Operable Unit) and the City and County of San Francisco each recorded a Covenant and Environmental Restriction (deed restriction) on the property that, among other things, required property owners to comply with the terms of the Mission Bay RMP. Because this Covenant and Environmental Restriction will run with the property as discussed in the RMP, future site owners (including the project sponsor) will be subject to the requirements of the RMP. In 2014, the RWQCB issued order R2-2014-022 rescinding Order R2-2005-2008 because the above-described remediations and groundwater monitoring satisfied the requirements of that order. Order R2-2014-022 states that any residual contamination in the Pier 64 area poses acceptable risks to human health and the environment and can be effectively managed using the existing Mission Bay RMP.


While the completion of remedial actions described above would be considered substantial changes that have occurred at the project site, implementation of these actions has effectively removed free petroleum products in the Pier 64 area and reduced risks to human health and the environment in this area compared to conditions described in the FSEIR. With implementation of the Mission Bay RMP, prepared in accordance with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01, human health and environmental health risks would be remain within acceptable levels, and the proposed project would not result in new or more severe impacts relative to the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Preparation of the Mission Bay RMP satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01; therefore this mitigation does not apply to the proposed project. In addition, compliance with the RMP as required by the deed restriction would ensure that human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project would be within acceptable levels and no new or different mitigation would be required.


As stated above, the RWQCB has determined that the Mission Bay RMP, completed in accordance with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.01, adequately addresses human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project. Therefore, Mitigation Measure J.01, already implemented, adequately addresses impacts associated with contaminated soil and groundwater. Compliance with the RMP, as required by the deed restriction, would ensure that human health and environmental risks during and after development of the proposed project would be within acceptable levels and no new or different mitigation would be required. Furthermore, in the event that child care facilities were to occur under the proposed project, implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.02 would reduce this impact to less than significant.


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2: RMP Provisions for Child Care Facilities


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.02. Carry out a site-specific risk evaluation for each site in a non-residential area proposed to be used for a public school or child care facility; submit to RWQCB for review and approval. If cancer risks exceed 1 x 10-5 and/or noncancer risk exceeds a Hazard Index of 1, carry out remediation designed to reduce risks to meet these standards or select another site that is shown to meet these standards.


Emergency Response


Impact HZ‐3: The project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would increase the number of employees and visitors in the Mission Bay South area. There would be an additional 2,341 [TO BE UPDATED] new full-time equivalent (FTE) employees associated with the team operations and event center management, retail, cinema, and office uses, and additional 825 [TO BE UPDATED] day-of-game staff during a game/event at the event center. Depending on the game/event up to 18,500 [TO BE UPDATED] patrons could be attendance at the event center, and there would be additional visitors associated with the retail and cinema uses. The project employees and visitors could contribute to congestion if an emergency evacuation of the Mission Bay plan area were required. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Seismicity impact section concluded that with implementation of mitigation requiring the project sponsor to store heavy construction equipment capable of negotiating roads damaged by an earthquake, coordinate emergency response plans with the City, prepare a project-specific emergency response plan, and construct a new fire station, impacts associated with emergency access in the event of a major earthquake would be less than significant.


Section 12.202(e)(1) of the San Francisco Fire Code currently requires that all owners of high-rise buildings (taller than 75 feet), such as the event center and office buildings, “shall establish or cause to be established procedures to be followed in case of fire or other emergencies. All such procedures shall be reviewed and approved by the chief of division.” Additionally, project construction would have to conform to the provisions of the Building Code and Fire Code, which require additional life-safety protections for high-rise buildings and the final building plans for the new facilities would be reviewed by the San Francisco Fire Department (as well as DBI) to ensure conformance with the applicable provisions, including development of an emergency procedure manual and an exit drill plan. This regulatory requirement fulfills the intent of Mitigation Measure H.03b.


Although not “adopted” by legislative action, the City has a published Emergency Response Plan dated 2009 and prepared by the Department of Emergency Management as part of the City’s Emergency Management Program.[footnoteRef:74] This plan includes plans for hazard mitigation and disaster preparedness and recovery, and identifies hazards to which San Francisco is particularly susceptible such as earthquake, hurricane, tsunami, flood, winter storm, and act of terrorism, including use of chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and explosive weapons. The Emergency Response Plan complies with several relevant state and federal directives for emergency planning, including the California Standardized Emergency Management System and the Incident Command System. The Plan includes sections on operations, including management and procedures; staffing, operations, and logistics regarding the City’s emergency operations center; and mutual aid involving other agencies. The Emergency Response Plan assigns responsibilities for disaster planning, operations (including fire and rescue, law enforcement, human services, infrastructure, transportation, communications, and community support), and logistics, as well as finance and administration, to City agencies and departments. The Emergency Response Plan also identifies volunteer agencies, such as the American Red Cross, that are integral to disaster response efforts. [74: 	San Francisco Department of Emergency Management, City and County of San Francisco Emergency Response Plan, December 2009. Available at: http://www.sfdem.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=1154. Reviewed September 9, 2011.] 



The Emergency Response Plan contains 16 “annexes” (similar to appendices), consistent with a federally established framework, that cover topics including firefighting, public works and engineering, mass casualty care, and earthquakes, among numerous others. The Earthquake Annex, in particular, sets forth planning assumptions for a series of earthquakes of varying magnitudes on different faults, and sets forth procedures for assessment of damage and injuries, and operational response and strategies in the event of a major earthquake.


Implementation of the project would increase the number of on-site employees and also the number of visitors that would be subject to a potential disaster, including a major earthquake or any of the other hazards identified in the Emergency Response Plan. However, in the event of such a disaster, implementation of the San Francisco Emergency Response Plan, prepared in 2008 (subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR) would ensure that adequate city resources are available for response. Implementation of the site-specific emergency response plan required under the Fire Code, and life safety requirements of the Building and Fire Codes as described above would ensure that the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of the City’s Emergency Response Plan, nor would it necessarily interfere with emergency evacuation planning. Preparation of the Emergency Response Plan, and implementation of these regulatory requirements fulfill the intent of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures H.01 and H.02, therefore these measures do not apply to the proposed project. 


In addition, the project site is located adjacent to Third Street, a primary evacuation route identified in the Emergency Response Plan. In addition, Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a designated Tsunami Evacuation Route. Project construction could interfere with implementation of the Emergency Response Plan if construction activities restricted access for emergency response vehicles or evacuating vehicles. However, any construction activities that could restrict access would be of a temporary nature. The Construction Management Plan required as part of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Transportation Advisory Staff Committee would address localized construction effects (such as increased traffic and the need for coordination with emergency response providers) prior to construction. The plan would include measures to minimize construction‐related disruptions and would be reviewed by the multi‐agency Transportation Advisory Staff Committee. Due to the short duration of disruption and required coordination and review of the project’s construction management plan, construction would not likely interfere with the Emergency Response Plan. Issues related to long-term emergency access will be discussed in the SEIR under the Transportation section.


Although not discussed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project would be constructed in a developed area of San Francisco, which lacks an “urban-wildland interface” and where fire, medical, and police services are available and provided. The street grid provides ample access for emergency responders and egress for event attendees and workers, and the proposed project would neither directly nor indirectly alter that situation. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly result in the additional exposure of persons to fire risk. 


Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third Street and Mission Rock was completed in the summer of 2014, and satisfies the requirements of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure H.05. Therefore, this mitigation measure is no longer applicable to the proposed project.


As discussed above, implementation of the city’s Emergency Response Plan, the site-specific emergency response plan required under the Fire Code, and life safety requirements of the Building and Fire Codes would ensure that the proposed project would not obstruct implementation of the City’s Emergency Response Plan, nor would it necessarily interfere with emergency evacuation. These regulatory requirements fulfill the requirements of mitigation specified in the Mission Bay FSEIR for this impact, and no additional mitigation is required.


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C‐HZ‐1: The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials. (Less than Significant)


Hazardous materials impacts related to implementation of the proposed project could result from use of hazardous materials (Impact HZ-1), excavation within materials containing naturally occurring asbestos (Impact HZ-1), and conducting construction activities within potentially contaminated soil and groundwater and subsequent use of the site (Impact HZ-2). These impacts would be primarily restricted to the project site and immediate vicinity; therefore, the geographic scope for cumulative impacts related to hazards includes the project site and immediate vicinity.


As discussed above, the project would not result in any significant impacts with respect to hazards or hazardous materials that could not be mitigated to a less‐than‐significant level. All cumulative development in San Francisco would be subject to the same regulatory framework as would the project for the transport use, and storage of hazardous materials (Impact HZ-1) and compliance with these existing regulations would serve to minimize any cumulative impacts. 


The project could result in exposure to naturally occurring asbestos during construction (Impact HZ-1), and cumulative projects in the area could also encounter these materials potentially resulting in a significant cumulative impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure M‑HZ-1a requiring a geologic investigation, and compliance with the Asbestos ATCM would ensure that the project’s contribution to this cumulative impact is less than significant with mitigation. 


With implementation of the RMP for the entire Mission Bay Plan area, cumulative impacts related to soil and groundwater contamination would be less than significant as discussed in Impact HZ-2. Similarly, other projects within the Plan area would be required to investigate and, as necessary, abate soil and groundwater contamination on a project‐by‐project basis in accordance with Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to soil and groundwater contamination would be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR concluded that the effort to address cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal impacts related to large quantity hazardous waste generators would require additional commitment of federal, State, and other local agencies. Therefore, efforts to offset the plan contribution to cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal effects may not be successful, resulting in a residual impact that may be significant and unavoidable. However, as discussed in impact HZ-1, the project would only generate small quantities of hazardous wastes associated with maintenance and cleaning. Therefore, the project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to this cumulative impact, such that there would be no new or substantially more severe impact than what was identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Issues related to long term emergency access will be discussed in the SEIR under the Transportation section.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects
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			a)	Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Encourage activities which result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts of the Mission Bay plan on mineral resources. However, the project site at Blocks 29-32 does not contain any known mineral resources delineated in the San Francisco General Plan or any other land use plans and does not include mineral resources that are of value to the region and the residents of the state.[footnoteRef:75] Therefore, criteria E.17(a) and E.17(b) do not apply to the proposed project, and these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.  [75:  	California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 1996. Update of Mineral Land Classification: Aggregate Materials in the South San Francisco Bay Production-Consumption Zone, Open File Report 96-03.] 



[bookmark: _Toc402187915]Summary of Energy Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Energy/Natural Resources section estimated that existing operational energy consumption within Mission Bay in 1998 was approximately 160 billion Btu[footnoteRef:76] annually for electricity and natural gas sources, and approximately 420 billion Btu annually for transportation sources. [76:  	Electric energy is usually measured in kilowatt hours (kWh), and natural gas in million cubic feet (MMcf). Both may be converted to British thermal units (Btu); 1 Btu is the quantity of heat necessary to raise the temperature of 1 pound of water 1 degree Fahrenheit.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study estimated that at buildout, operational energy consumption from the Mission Bay plan would be about 2,109 billion Btu annually for electricity and natural gas sources, and 3,212 billion Btu annually for transportation sources. However, impacts associated with this increase in energy use were considered less than significant because compliance with Title 24 Energy Conservation Standards would ensure that electricity and natural gas would not be used in a wasteful manner. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Energy/Natural Resources section estimated that construction of projects under the Mission Bay plan would consume approximately 20,645 billion Btu. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR identified no significant impacts to energy resources from the Mission Bay plan, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures related to energy resources.


The Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 million gallons per day (mgd) of water at build-out. The FSEIR specified water conservation measures, proposed as part of the plan and included as Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02f that would ensure that the effects of plan implementation on water supply would remain less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc402187916]Impact Evaluation


Energy and Water Use


Impact ME‐1: The project would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner. (Less than Significant)


Construction Energy


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Energy/Natural Resources section estimated that the construction of development projects under the Mission Bay Plan would use approximately 20,645 billion Btu of energy. Construction of the event center and other proposed developments would also require the use of fuel, energy, and water. The FSEIR did not estimate energy consumption specific to the development of proposed on Blocks 29-32 or the amount of water that would be used during construction. However, the amount of these resources used for construction of the proposed project would be typical of a normal construction project in San Francisco, and energy consumption would be expected to be commensurate with the percentage of development at this site relative to total development under the Plan. Therefore, as indicated in the FSEIR, the use of these resources during construction would not be wasteful, and impacts related to the use of energy resources during construction would be less than significant. No new mitigation would be required.


Operational Energy and Water Resources


Fuels. As stated above, the Mission Bay FSEIR estimated that at full build out of the Mission Bay plan, fuel usage for transportation would be 3,212 billion Btu, approximately 8 times greater than the use of fuels at the time of FSEIR publication. The amount of fuel use attributable to development on Blocks 29-32 was not specifically calculated in the FSEIR.


The project could contribute to the estimated increase in the use of transportation fuels by introducing new event attendees, employees, and site visitors to the project site. However, as described in the Project Description, the event center and other proposed developments will be served by multiple public transportation opportunities; Terry A. François Boulevard would be realigned and reconfigured to include a two-way bicycle route; the project would include a bicycle valet and bicycle parking and incorporate alternative transportation facilities. With these features, the event attendees, employees, and site visitors would be encouraged to use public transportation or use alternative transportation methods. Should one travel in a personal vehicle, the use of low emission and fuel efficient vehicles would be encouraged by providing designated parking spots in the parking garage in accordance with Section 5.103.1.10 of the San Francisco Green Building Code. Therefore, the project would not result in the wasteful use of transportation fuels and this impact would be less than significant. No new mitigation is necessary.


Energy. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not estimate energy consumption specific to the development proposed on Blocks 29-32, but concluded that compliance with Title 24 Energy Conservation Standards would ensure that the area-wide 13 fold increase in energy use at full build out in the Mission Bay plan area would not result in a wasteful use of energy. 


The proposed event center and other proposed developments would require the use of energy for purposes such as lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation, food storage and preparation, and equipment operation. Subsequent to publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR, San Francisco adopted its own green building code, implementing the California Green Building Code and California Building Energy Efficiency Standards, with amendments. Accordingly, the design of the buildings would need to meet or exceed the energy efficiency requirements of the 2013 San Francisco Green Building Code which, at a minimum, would require compliance with the 2013 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards. In accordance with the San Francisco Green Building Code, the project would be designed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Gold standards, including provision of either some on-site renewable energy or purchase of green energy credits. Alternatively, the project could exceed the energy efficiency requirements specified in the 2013 California Building Energy Efficiency Standards by 10 percent. In addition, in accordance with the San Francisco Green Building Code, the project sponsor would be required to commission the building’s energy systems and components to verify that they meet the energy code requirements.


As described in the Project Description, the project would use a campus approach for LEED certification. This approach treats the entire site as a shared campus, allowing several LEED credits to be pre-approved under a campus site application and then referenced by each individual or group of buildings located on the site. The arena would pursue LEED for New Construction certification as an individual building, while the mixed-use development would pursue LEED for Core and Shell certification as a group project. Some examples of energy conservation measures that could be addressed in the building designs include sustainable building envelope strategies; shading; plug load reduction such as occupancy and daylight sensors; VAV demand control ventilation systems; water-cooled chillers, variable speed pumps, and airside/waterside economizers.


No new mitigation measures or alternatives are required because, as for the Mission Bay FSEIR, compliance with Title 24 regulations and now the San Francisco Green Building Code would ensure that the proposed project would not use energy in a wasteful manner.


Water. As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section estimated the Mission Bay plan would require approximately 2.9 million gallons per day (mgd) of water at build-out and specified water conservation measures, proposed as part of the plan and included as mitigation, that would ensure that the effects of plan implementation on water supply would remain less than significant. Implementation of these measures would also ensure that water used under Mission Bay plan would not be used in a wasteful manner.


The proposed project would require the indoor use of water for toilet flushing and other sanitary needs, food preparation, and other indoor activities. However, the project would be required to comply with the water conservation measures specified in the 2013 California Green Building Code. Further, in accordance with the 2013 San Francisco Green Building Code, the project sponsor would be required to incorporate plumbing fixtures and fixture fittings to reduce the amount of potable water used by 30 percent. If and when a supply of recycled water becomes available through the Eastside Recycled Water Project[footnoteRef:77] the project would also use recycled water for non‐potable uses. [77: 	The SFPUC plans to provide 2 million gallons per day of high quality recycled water to the customers in the east side of the City through the Eastside Recycled Water Project for non‐potable uses such as irrigation and toilet flushing. This project is still in the planning stages, and the implementation date is uncertain.] 



For outdoor water use (landscape irrigation), the project sponsor would be required to use climate-appropriate plants and submit the required landscape documentation to the SFPUC in accordance with the San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance and the San Francisco Green Landscaping Ordinance. Installation of weather- or soil moisture-based irrigation controllers that would automatically adjust irrigation in response to changes in plants’ needs as weather conditions change would also be required. 


Compliance with the above standards would ensure that water is not used wastefully during operation of the event center and other proposed developments, and would in effect implement FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02f. Therefore, impacts related to wasteful use of water would be less than significant and FSEIR Mitigation Measures M.02a through M.02f are no longer required for the proposed project. No new mitigation measures are required. 


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-ME-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts on energy resources. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would use fuel, energy, and water. Although other projects in the region would also use these resources, cumulative impacts would be less than significant because all of the regional projects, including the proposed project, would be required to comply with the California Green Building Standards Code and Building Energy Efficiency Standards at a minimum. Furthermore, many of the regional projects would also be subject to local green building requirements such as those of the City and County of San Francisco, which must be as stringent as the state requirements and are often more stringent. These building codes encourage sustainable construction and operational practices related to planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency, and conservation. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to wasteful use of fuel, energy, and water resources would be less than significant.


	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			[bookmark: r_agriculture]18. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
—Would the project





			a)	Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			c)	Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526)?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			e)	Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|











The Mission Bay FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts of the Mission Bay plan on agriculture and forest resources. However, the project site at Blocks 29-32 does not contain any prime farmland, unique farmland, farmland of statewide importance, forest, or timberlands; does not support agricultural or timber uses; is not zoned for agricultural or timber uses; and is not under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, none of the agriculture and forest resources significance criteria are not applicable to the proposed project, and these topics are not discussed further in this Initial Study or in the SEIR.


	


F. [bookmark: _Toc402187917]
MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES


This section lists the mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study. Implementation of these measures would mitigate significant project environmental impacts, and/or considerable project contribution to cumulative environmental impacts such that all corresponding impacts would be reduced to less than significant. The listed mitigation measures include those measures originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR that are applicable to the proposed project, as well as certain new mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study to reduce potential impacts to less than significant. Mitigation measures are numbered to correspond to the Initial Study impact number, with a cross reference to the impact numbering system from the Mission Bay FSEIR where appropriate.


It should also be noted that certain mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR are no longer applicable to the proposed project, as described in Section E above; those measures are not listed in this section. For those topics and impact areas to be analyzed in the SEIR, additional mitigation measures will be identified in the SEIR as needed.


[bookmark: _Toc402187918]Mitigation Measure M-CP-2: Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.06)


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 OCII officer or its designated representative with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) 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 OCII officer or its designated representative and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until OCII officer or its designated representative has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


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


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to OCII officer or its designated representative 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 OCII officer or its designated representative for review and approval. Once approved by OCII officer or its designated representative, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and OCII officer or its designated representative shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. OCII and the Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall each 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a: Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds


To the extent practicable, vegetation removal and grading of the site in advance of new site construction shall be performed between September 1 and January 31 in order to avoid breeding and nesting season for birds. If these activities cannot be performed during this period, a preconstruction survey of onsite vegetation for nesting birds shall be conducted by a qualified biologist.


In coordination with the OCII or its designated representative, pre-construction surveys of onsite vegetation shall be performed during bird breeding season (February 1 – August 31) no more than 14 days prior to vegetation removal, grading, or initiation of construction in order to locate any active passerine nests within 250 feet of the project site and any active raptor nests within 500 feet of the project site. Surveys shall be performed in accessible areas within 500 feet of the project site and include suitable habitat within line of sight as access is available. If active nests are found on either the project site or within the 500-foot survey buffer surrounding the project site, no-work buffer zones shall be established around the nests. Buffer distances will consider physical and visual barriers between the active nest and project activities, existing noise sources and disturbance, as well as sensitivity of the bird species to disturbance. Modification of standard buffer distances, 250 feet for active passerine nests and 500 feet for active raptor nests, will be determined by a qualified biologist in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). No vegetation removal or ground-disturbing activities including grading or new construction shall occur within a buffer zone until young have fledged or the nest is otherwise abandoned as determined by the qualified biologist.


If construction work during the nesting season stops for 14 days or more and then resumes, then nesting bird surveys shall be repeated, to ensure that no new birds have begun nesting in the area.


Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b: Bird Safe Building Practices


The project sponsor shall design and implement the project consistent with the San Francisco Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings and Planning Code Section 139.


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1a. Guidelines for Handling Biohazardous Materials


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.01. Require businesses that handle biohazardous materials and do not receive federal funding to certify that they follow the guidelines published by the National Research Council and the United States Department of Health and Human Services Public Health Service, National Institutes of Health, and Centers for Disease Control, as set forth in Biosafety in Microbiological and Biomedical Laboratories, Guidelines for Research Involving Recombinant DNA Molecules (NIH Guidelines), and Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, or their successors, as applicable.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.02. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they use high efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filters or substantially equivalent devices on all exhaust from Biosafety Level 3 laboratories unless they demonstrate that exhaust from their Biosafety Level 3 laboratories would not pose substantial health or safety hazards to the public or the environment. Require such businesses to certify that they inspect or monitor the filters regularly to ensure proper functioning.


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure I.03. Require businesses handling biohazardous materials to certify that they do not handle or use biohazardous materials requiring Biosafety Level 4 containment (i.e., dangerous or exotic materials that pose high risks of life-threatening diseases or aerosol-transmitted infections, or unknown risks of transmission) in the Project Area.


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b: Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos


The project sponsor shall conduct a geologic investigation in accordance with the guidelines of the California Geologic Survey[footnoteRef:78] to determine the naturally occurring asbestos content of fill materials to be excavated at the project site. If the investigation determines that the naturally occurring asbestos content of the fill materials is 0.25 percent or greater, the project sponsor or its construction contractor shall submit the appropriate notification forms and prepare an asbestos dust mitigation plan in accordance with the Asbestos ATCM. The plan shall specify measures that will be taken to ensure that no visible dust crosses the property boundary during construction. The plan must specify the following measures: [78:  	California Geologic Survey, 2002. Guidelines for Geologic Investigations of Naturally Occurring Asbestos in California. Special Publication 124.] 



· Prevent and control visible track‑out from the property


· Ensure adequate wetting or covering of active storage piles


· Control disturbed surface areas and storage piles that would remain inactive for 7 days


· Control traffic on on-site unpaved roads, parking lots, and staging areas, including a maximum vehicle speed of 15 miles per hour


· Control earthmoving activities


· Control offsite transport of dust emissions that contain naturally-occurring asbestos-containing materials


· Stabilize disturbed areas following construction


Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2: RMP Provisions for Child Care Facilities


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure J.02. Carry out a site-specific risk evaluation for each site in a non-residential area proposed to be used for a public school or child care facility; submit to RWQCB for review and approval. If cancer risks exceed 1 x 10-5 and/or noncancer risk exceeds a Hazard Index of 1, carry out remediation designed to reduce risks to meet these standards or select another site that is shown to meet these standards.





	


G. [bookmark: _Toc402187919]
DETERMINATION


On the basis of this Initial Study:


			|_|


			I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.





			|_|


			I find that although the proposed project could have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 





			|_|


			I find that the proposed project MAY have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.





			|X|


			I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially new or substantially more severe significant impact” or “potentially new or substantially more severe significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment than identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. A SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 





			|_|


			I find that although the proposed project could have a new or substantially more severe significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, no further environmental documentation is required. 























							___________________________________


Tiffany Bohee
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DATE_______________			
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SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State 
Status


			Calif. Rare Plant Rank


			Habitat Description / 
Blooming Period


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Species Listed or Proposed for Listing





			Presidio Manzanita
Arctostaphylos montana ssp. ravenii


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Open, rocky, serpentine slopes in chaparral, coastal scrub, and coastal prairie.


February – March


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Marsh sandwort
Arenaria paludicola


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Freshwater or brackish marshes and swamps.


May – August


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Presidio clarkia
Clarkia franciscana


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Serpentine outcrops in coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grassland.


May – July


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Beach layia
Layia carnosa


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Sand dunes.


March – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco lessingia 
Lessingia germanorum


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Coastal scrub, sandy soils free of competing species.


July – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			White rayed pentachaeta 
Pentachaeta bellidiflora


			FE


			CE


			1B.1


			Open, dry, rocky slopes and grassy areas, usually on serpentine.


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Marin western flax
Hesperolinon congestum


			FT


			CT


			1B.1


			Chaparral and grassland, usually on serpentine barrens.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			California seablite
Suaeda californica


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal Salt Marsh, wetland-riaprian


July - October


			Low. Documented occurrences south of the proposed project at Pier 94 and India Basin. Suitable habitat not present within the project site.





			Franciscan manzanita
Arctostaphylos franciscana


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Open, rocky, serpentine outcrops in chaparral.


February – April 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present. This species was believed to be extinct in the wild (although still extant through cultivation), but was rediscovered in Presidio National Park in late 2009.





			Robust spineflower
Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta


			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Sandy or gravelly coastal dunes, coastal scrub, cismontane woodland and maritime chaparral.


April – September 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Showy ranchería clover
Trifolium amoenum





			FE


			--


			1B.1


			Valley grassland, wetland riparian


April - June


			Low. No suitable habitat present. No local records documented in San Francisco.
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SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State 
Status


			Calif. Rare Plant Rank


			Habitat Description / 
Blooming Period


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Species Listed or Proposed for Listing (cont.)





			San Bruno Mountain manzanita
Arctostaphylos imbricada


			--


			CE


			1B.1


			Chaparral and coastal scrub, usually on sandstone outcrops.


February – May 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Pacific manzanita
Arctostaphylos pacifica


			--


			CE


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub and chaparral.


February – April


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys diffusus


			--


			CE


			1B.1


			Coastal prairie, and valley and foothill grasslands.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern





			Adobe sanicle
Sanicula maritima


			--


			Rare


			1B.1


			Moist clay or ultramafic soil in chaparral, coastal prairie, meadows, seeps, and valley and foothill grassland.


February – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Hairless popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys glaber


			--


			--


			1A


			Coastal salt marshes and alkaline meadows.


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			coast lilly
Lilium maritimum


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal Prairie, mixed evergreen forest, northern coastal scrub, closed-cone pine forest, north coastal coniferous forest, wetland-riparian


May – August


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Northern curly-leaved mondarella
Mondarella sinuata ssp. Nigrescens


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal strand, chaparral


May - July


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Blue coast gilia
Gilia capitata spp. chamissonis


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal dunes and scrub.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Extant population is present within the Presidio of San Francisco.





			Kellogg’s horkelia
Horkelia cuneata ssp. sericea


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal scrub, dunes, and openings of closed-cone coniferous forests.


February – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Rose leptosiphon
Leptosiphon rosaceus


			--


			--


			1B.1


			Coastal bluff scrub.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Fragrant fritillary 
Fritillaria liliacea


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On clay, often serpentine derived soils in coastal scrub, grassland, and coastal prairie.


February – April 


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Extant population located at Twin Peaks.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Bent-flowered fiddleneck
Amsinckia lunaris


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal bluff scrub, cismontane woodland, and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Montara manzanita
Arctostaphylos montaraensis


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Slopes and ridges in chaparral and coastal scrub.


January – March 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.	





			Alkali milk-vetch
Astragualus tener var. tener


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Alkali flats, flooded grassland, playas and vernal pools.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species presumed extirpated in San Francisco.





			Pappose tarplant
Centromadia parryi ssp. parryi


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Chaparral, coastal prairie, meadows, seeps, coastal salt marshes and swamps, and vernally mesic, often alkaline, valley and foothill grasslands.


May – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Franciscan thistle
Cirsium andrewsii


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal bluff scrub, coastal prairie, coastal mesic scrub, and broadleaf upland forest; sometimes on serpentine.


March – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco Bay spineflower
Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub, dunes and grassland.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Point Reyes bird’s-beak
Chloropyron maritimum ssp. palustre


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal salt marshes and swamps.


June – October 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Compact cobwebby thistle
Cirsium occidentale var. 
compactum


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal scrub, grassland, and dunes.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Round-headed Chinese-houses
Collinsia corymbosa


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal dunes and coastal prairie.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species has not been seen in San Francisco for more than 100 years.





			San Francisco collinsia
Collinsia multicolor


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On humus-covered soil derived from mudstone in closed-cone coniferous forest, coastal scrub. 


March – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Dark-eyed gilia
Gilia millefoliata


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Coastal dunes.


April – July 


			Low. No suitable habitat present; species potentially extirpated in San Francisco.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Diablo helianthella
Helianthella castanea


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On rocky soils in broadleaf upland forest, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, riparian woodland, and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			White seaside tarplant
Hemizonia congesta ssp. congesta


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Grassy valleys and hills, often on fallow fields in coastal scrub.


April – November 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Short-leaved evax
Hesperevax sparsiflora var. brevifolia


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Sandy bluffs and flats in coastal scrub and coastal dunes.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Arcuate bush mallow 
Malacothamnus arcuatus


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Gravelly alluvium in chaparral and cismontane woodland.


April – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Marsh microseris
Microseris paludosa


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Closed-cone coniferous forest, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grassland.


August – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Choris’s popcorn-flower
Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Mesic sites in chaparral, coastal scrub, and coastal prairie.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco campion 
Silene verecunda ssp. verecunda


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Mudstone, shale, or serpentine substrates in coastal scrub, coastal prairie, chaparral and valley and foothill grassland.


March – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Santa Cruz microseris
Stebbinsoseris decipiens


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On sandstone, shale or serpentine derived seaward facing slopes in broadleaf upland forest, closed-cone coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal prairie, and coastal scrub.


April – May 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Coastal triquetrella
Triquetrella californica


			--


			--


			1B.2


			On shaded soil, rocks sand or gravel in dry or moist conditions or in coastal bluff and coastal scrub.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco owl’s clover
Triphysaria floribunda


			--


			--


			1B.2


			Grasslands.


April – June 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Bristly sedge
Carex comosa


			--


			--


			2B.1


			Lake margins, marshes, swamps, coastal prairie, and valley and foothill grasslands.


May – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			Federal Species of Concern or State Species of Special Concern (cont.)





			Oregon polemonium
Polemonium carneum


			--


			--


			2B.2


			Coastal prairie, coastal scrub, lower montane coniferous forest.


April – September


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco gumplant
Grindelia hirsutula var. maritima


			--


			--


			3.2


			On sandy or serpentine slopes of sea bluffs in coastal scrub, or valley and foothill grasslands.


June – September 


			Absent. No suitable habitat present.





			


NOTES:


	The “Potential for Effect” category is defined as follows:


	High = Species is expected to occur and habitat meets species requirements. 


	Moderate = Habitat is only marginally suitable or is suitable but not within species geographic range.


	Low = Habitat does not meet species requirements as currently understood in the scientific community.





STATUS CODES:


Federal:


FE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FSC	=	NOAA Fisheries designated “species of concern”


FPD	=	Proposed delisted


FD	=	Delisted





State:


CE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the California Endangered Species Act


CT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the California Endangered Species Act


CSC	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “species of special concern”


CFP	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “fully protected” 


SC	= California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “candidate threatened” 


WL	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “watch list”


3503.5	=	Eggs, Nests, and Nestlings Protected under section 3503.5 of the California Department of Fish and Game Code


*	=	California special animal





California Rare Plant Rank:


List 1A	=	Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere 


List 1B	=	Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere


List 2A	=	Plants presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere


List 2B	=	Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere


List 3	=	Plants about which we need more information--a review list


List 4	=	Plants of limited distribution--a watch list





SOURCE: USFWS (2014), CDFW (2014), CNPS (2014).
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TABLE 2
SPECIAL-STATUS ANIMAL SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32


			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State Status


			Habitat Description


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Invertebrates





			San Bruno elfin butterfly
Callophrys mossii bayensis


			FE


			--


			Coastal scrub on rocky outcrops with broadleaf stonecrop (Sedum spathulifolium)


			Low. No suitable habitat present. Three known populations at San Bruno Mountain, Montara, and Pacifica.





			Bay checkerspot butterfly
Euphydryas editha bayensis


			FT


			--


			Serpentine grasslands.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Mission blue butterfly
Plebejus icarioides missionensis


			FE


			--


			Grassland with Lupinus albifrons, L. Formosa, and L. varicolor.


			Low. Closest suitable habitat present at Twin Peaks. Species unlikely to occur at the project site.





			Callippe silverspot butterfly
Speyeria callippe callippe


			FE


			--


			Found in native grasslands with Viola pedunculata as larval food plant.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Monarch butterfly
Danaus plexippus


			--


			*


			Eucalyptus groves (wintering sites).


			Low. No suitable habitat present though may occur on a transient basis. Several records of this species wintering in eucalyptus groves within San Francisco including Golden Gate Park, the Presidion, Fort Mason, and Telegraph Hill. 





			Tomales isopod
Caecuditea tomalensis


			--


			--


			Still-to slow-moving water in vegetated ponds, preferably spring-fed.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Reptiles and Amphibians





			Western pond turtle 
Emys marmorata


			--


			CSC


			Ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation ditches with aquatic vegetation. Requires basking sites and suitable upland habitat for egg-laying. Nest sites most often characterized as having gentle slopes (<15%) with little vegetation or sandy banks.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Francisco garter snake
Thamnophis sirtalis 
tetrataenia


			FE


			SE


			Densely vegetated ponds near open hillsides with abundant small mammal burrows.


			Absent. Species is considered likely extirpated from San Francisco.





			California red-legged frog 
Rana draytonii


			FT


			CSC


			Freshwater ponds and slow streams with emergent vegetation for egg attachment.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Birds





			California clapper rail
Rallus longirostris obsoletus


			FE


			CE


			Salt marsh wetlands along the San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Bank swallow 
Riparia riparia (nesting)


			--


			CT


			Vertical banks and cliffs with sandy soil, near water. Nests in holes dug in cliffs and river banks.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. 





			Yellow warbler 
Dendroica petechia brewsteri


			--


			CSC


			Nests in dense riparian cover and montane chaparral. Breeding distribution includes the coast ranges and western slopes of the Sierra Nevada. Rare to uncommon in lowland areas.


			Low. No suitable riparian habitat present.
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SPECIAL-STATUS ANIMAL SPECIES REPORTED OR WITH POTENTIAL TO OCCUR NEAR THE 
EVENT CENTER AND MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENTAREA AT MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29-32





			Common Name 
Scientific Name


			Federal Status


			State Status


			Habitat Description


			Potential to Occur in the Action Area





			Birds (cont.)





			California black rail
Laterallus jamaicensis
coturniculus


			--


			CT


			Salt and brackish marshes; also in freshwater marshes at low elevations.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. 





			Salt marsh common yellowthroat
Geothlypis trichas sinuous


			--


			CSC


			Forages in various marsh, riparian and upland habitats. Nests on or near the ground in concealed locations.


			Low. No suitable riparian habitat present.





			Alameda song sparrow
Melospiza melodia pusillula


			--


			CSC


			Salt marshes of eastern and south San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			San Pablo song sparrow
Melospiza melodia samuelis


			--


			CSC


			Salt marshes of eastern and north San Francisco Bay.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Peregrine falcon
Falco peregrinus


			FD


			FP


			Woodlands, coastal habitats, riparian areas, coastal and inland waters, human made structures that may be used as nest or temporary perch sites.


			Low. May forage over the project area though proposed project site does not provide nesting habitat.





			Double-crested cormorant
Phalacrocorax auritus


			--


			WL, 3503.5


			Coastal areas and inland lakes in fresh, saline, and estuarine waters.


			Low. No suitable nesting habitat present at the proposed project site though colonies are known to nest on the Bay Bridge. Species may occur in adjacent Bay waters or over the project site on a transient basis.





			Cooper’s hawk 
Accipiter cooperii


			--


			3503.5


			Nests in riparian areas and oak woodlands, forages at woodland edges. 


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Sharp-shinned hawk 
Accipiter striatus


			--


			3503.5


			Nests in riparian areas and oak woodlands, forages in open areas


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Great horned owl
 Bubo virginianus


			--


			3503.5


			Riparian, coniferous, chaparral and desert habitats.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			Red-tailed hawk
 Buteo jamaicensis


			--


			3503.5


			Found in nearly all habitats and elevations.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. May occur over the project on a transient basis.





			Red-shouldered hawk
Buteo lineatus


			--


			3503.5


			Riparian woodlands with swamps and emergent wetlands.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.





			American kestrel
Falco sparverius


			--


			3503.5


			Frequents generally open grasslands, pastures, and fields; primarily a cavity nester.


			Low. No suitable habitat present. May occur over the project on a transient basis.





			Osprey
Pandion haliaetus


			--


			3503.5


			Habitat varies greatly and usually includes adequate supply of accessible fish, shallow waters, open and elevated nest sites (10-60 feet in height), and artificial structures such as towers. Builds large platform stick nests near or in open waters such as lakes, estuaries, bays, reservoirs, and within the surf zone. 


			Low. No suitable habitat is present. May forage in adjacent waters. Project site does not provide suitable nesting habitat.





			Birds (cont.)





			Great blue heron
Ardea herodias


			--


			3503.5


			Shallow estuaries and fresh and saline emergent wetlands.


			Low. May forage in standing water of the onsite basin. 





			American goldfinch
Carduelis tristis


			--


			3503.5


			Cismontane foothills; riparian and cropland habitats.


			Present. Suitable habitat is present.





			Barn swallow
Hirundo rustica


			--


			3503.5


			Open areas from coastal grassland and shrubland to mixed coniferous forests.


			Moderate. Suitable habitat is present.





			Mammals





			Western red bat 
Lasiurus blossevillii


			--


			CSC


			Roosts primarily in trees, 2-40 feet above ground, from sea level up through mixed conifer forests. Prefers habitat edges and mosaics with trees that are protected from above and open below with open areas for foraging.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			Pallid bat 
Antrozous pallidus


			--


			CSC


			Prefers caves, crevices, hollow trees, or buildings in areas adjacent to open space for foraging. Associated with lower elevations in California.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			Townsend’s big-eared bat 
Corynorhinus townsendii


			--


			CSC
SC


			Throughout California in a wide variety of habitats. Most common in mesic sites. Roosts in the open, hanging from walls and ceilings of rocky areas with caves or tunnels. Roosting sites limited. Extremely sensitive to human disturbance.


			Low. No suitable habitat is present.





			American badger
Taxidea taxus


			--


			CSC


			Open grasslands with loose, friable soils.


			Low. No suitable habitat present.	





			Point Reyes jumping mouse
Zapus trinotatus orarius


			--


			CSC


			Upland areas of bunch grass in marshes in Point Reyes.


			Low. Project site is south of the known range for this species.





			NOTES:


	The “Potential for Effect” category is defined as follows:


	High = Species is expected to occur and habitat meets species requirements. 


	Moderate = Habitat is only marginally suitable or is suitable but not within species geographic range.


	Low = Habitat does not meet species requirements as currently understood in the scientific community.





			STATUS CODES:


Federal:


FE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act


FSC	=	NOAA Fisheries designated “species of concern”


FPD	=	Proposed delisted


FD	=	Delisted


State:


CE	=	Listed as “endangered” under the California Endangered Species Act


CT	=	Listed as “threatened” under the California Endangered Species Act


CSC	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “species of special concern”


CFP =	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “fully protected” 


SC = California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “candidate threatened” 


WL	=	California Department of Fish and Wildlife designated “watch list”


3503.5	=	Eggs, Nests, and Nestlings Protected under section 3503.5 of the California Department of Fish and Game Code


*	=	California special animal


SOURCE: USFWS (2014), CDFW (2014), CNPS (2014). 
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To: Paul Mitchell; Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
Attached are Manny’s comments.  I will look at the docs this weekend and send comments.  I realize
they will come after the deadline, so you can accept or not as you see fit.  Not expecting to have
many/any comments since Manny said it looked good.
 
Thanks for all the work.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 3:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise,
Viktoriya (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Clarke Miller;
'Kate Aufhauser'; 'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; HEISLER, KARL (DPW)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
 
All:
 
This is a reminder that your comments on Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. are due on or
before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Please submit your comments directly to City Planning and me.
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Paul Mitchell 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:16 PM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (CII)'; 'Bereket, Immanuel (CII)'; 'Kern, Chris'; 'Bollinger, Brett'; 'Wise, Viktoriya';
'john.malamut@sfgov.org'; 'Matz, Jennifer'; 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR)'; Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser';
'mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com'; David Kelly; 'dcarlock@warriors.com'
Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; 'jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com'; 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; 'Chris
Mitchell'; Joyce; Karl Heisler
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Importance: High
 
 
All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2 (track change version in WORD,
clean version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center
and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32.
 


2.        Per John Malamut’s request, a table listing each Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measure, with
a matrix describing the applicability of each mitigation measure to Blocks 29-32, and
furthermore, the applicability of each mitigation measure to the proposed GSW project. 


 
·         When reviewing, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean WORD


document using track changes. 


·         There are a several areas highlighted in yellow that will need to be updated when we receive
the forthcoming revised project description from the project sponsor, and/or we include bolded
notes for the City/sponsor to respond to. 


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft No. Initial Study No. 2  and submit any
comments to City Planning and me on or before Friday, November 7, 2014.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.


Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes
available.
 
Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you
see appropriate.
 
Catherine/Manny:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this
email as you see appropriate.
 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800







San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:44:55 AM


I am thinking we check with 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:42 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
 
Catherine,
 


We couldn’t find a room large enough for the NOP on December 2nd or 3rd. The cafeteria was only


available on the 10th or 11th.
 
Manny
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
 
The week before would be fine if necessary, but we need to finalize date and location for the NOP
(this week).
 
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) 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY
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Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:26 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
 


We have our standing CAC meeting on the 11th.  My concern is having two night meetings back-to-
back.  I am wondering if we should try to find another location the week before for the original days
we were looking for.  I was also going to call our CAC chair to get her sense of how much squawking
we’d get for a back-to-back meeting.  Need to get something out of the door and can turn to this.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: GSW scoping meeting
 
Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya would prefer we hold the scoping meeting on 12/10. Does that work for you?
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:44:00 AM


I am thinking we check with 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:42 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
 
Catherine,
 


We couldn’t find a room large enough for the NOP on December 2nd or 3rd. The cafeteria was only


available on the 10th or 11th.
 
Manny
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
 
The week before would be fine if necessary, but we need to finalize date and location for the NOP
(this week).
 
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) 
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Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:26 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
 


We have our standing CAC meeting on the 11th.  My concern is having two night meetings back-to-
back.  I am wondering if we should try to find another location the week before for the original days
we were looking for.  I was also going to call our CAC chair to get her sense of how much squawking
we’d get for a back-to-back meeting.  Need to get something out of the door and can turn to this.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: GSW scoping meeting
 
Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya would prefer we hold the scoping meeting on 12/10. Does that work for you?
 
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: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:42:01 AM


Catherine,
 


We couldn’t find a room large enough for the NOP on December 2nd or 3rd. The cafeteria was only


available on the 10th or 11th.
 
Manny
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:41 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
 
The week before would be fine if necessary, but we need to finalize date and location for the NOP
(this week).
 
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: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:26 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
 


We have our standing CAC meeting on the 11th.  My concern is having two night meetings back-to-
back.  I am wondering if we should try to find another location the week before for the original days
we were looking for.  I was also going to call our CAC chair to get her sense of how much squawking
we’d get for a back-to-back meeting.  Need to get something out of the door and can turn to this.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


th
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PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27 , RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: GSW scoping meeting
 
Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya would prefer we hold the scoping meeting on 12/10. Does that work for you?
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/






From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:40:37 AM


The week before would be fine if necessary, but we need to finalize date and location for the NOP
(this week).
 
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: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:26 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
 


We have our standing CAC meeting on the 11th.  My concern is having two night meetings back-to-
back.  I am wondering if we should try to find another location the week before for the original days
we were looking for.  I was also going to call our CAC chair to get her sense of how much squawking
we’d get for a back-to-back meeting.  Need to get something out of the door and can turn to this.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: GSW scoping meeting
 
Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya would prefer we hold the scoping meeting on 12/10. Does that work for you?
 
Chris Kern
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Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/






From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:40:36 AM


The week before would be fine if necessary, but we need to finalize date and location for the NOP
(this week).
 
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: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:26 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
 


We have our standing CAC meeting on the 11th.  My concern is having two night meetings back-to-
back.  I am wondering if we should try to find another location the week before for the original days
we were looking for.  I was also going to call our CAC chair to get her sense of how much squawking
we’d get for a back-to-back meeting.  Need to get something out of the door and can turn to this.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: GSW scoping meeting
 
Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya would prefer we hold the scoping meeting on 12/10. Does that work for you?
 
Chris Kern
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Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:25:49 AM


We have our standing CAC meeting on the 11th.  My concern is having two night meetings back-to-
back.  I am wondering if we should try to find another location the week before for the original days
we were looking for.  I was also going to call our CAC chair to get her sense of how much squawking
we’d get for a back-to-back meeting.  Need to get something out of the door and can turn to this.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: GSW scoping meeting
 
Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya would prefer we hold the scoping meeting on 12/10. Does that work for you?
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:25:00 AM


We have our standing CAC meeting on the 11th.  My concern is having two night meetings back-to-
back.  I am wondering if we should try to find another location the week before for the original days
we were looking for.  I was also going to call our CAC chair to get her sense of how much squawking
we’d get for a back-to-back meeting.  Need to get something out of the door and can turn to this.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: GSW scoping meeting
 
Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya would prefer we hold the scoping meeting on 12/10. Does that work for you?
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:25:50 AM


We have our standing CAC meeting on the 11th.  My concern is having two night meetings back-to-
back.  I am wondering if we should try to find another location the week before for the original days
we were looking for.  I was also going to call our CAC chair to get her sense of how much squawking
we’d get for a back-to-back meeting.  Need to get something out of the door and can turn to this.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: GSW scoping meeting
 
Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya would prefer we hold the scoping meeting on 12/10. Does that work for you?
 
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: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 1:59:28 PM


Just left you a voicemail about this. As far as EP is concerned, 12/2, 12/3 12/9 and 12/10 are all
acceptable for the scoping meeting. Please just pick whichever date you think is best and book a
room that can accommodate at least 100 people. ESA can follow up with the facility manager re
equipment and logistics.
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: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:26 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW scoping meeting
 


We have our standing CAC meeting on the 11th.  My concern is having two night meetings back-to-
back.  I am wondering if we should try to find another location the week before for the original days
we were looking for.  I was also going to call our CAC chair to get her sense of how much squawking
we’d get for a back-to-back meeting.  Need to get something out of the door and can turn to this.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: GSW scoping meeting
 
Hi Catherine,
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Viktoriya would prefer we hold the scoping meeting on 12/10. Does that work for you?
 
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: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:10:42 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Kate: 
 
Thanks for following up with Radius, and please email the information directly to me, and cc: Brett.
 
-Paul
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:29 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce; Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke
Miller
Subject: RE: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
 
I left a voicemail for, and sent an email to, Radius Services. Joyce, will have the list and labels to you
ASAP.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:19 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
 
Hi Brett,
Following up on our discussion this afternoon re process for the NOP/public notice, please
coordinate with ESA, OCII, and GSW as needed on the following items (and anything I may have left
out):


·         Newspaper Ad
·         Radius List
·         CAC List
·         EP Standard Mailing Lists
·         Notice of Completion
·         Notice of Availability
·         State Clearinghouse Copies/Distribution
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·         Website Posting
·         No Site Posting required for IS/NOP – just the DEIR (per EP guidelines and confirmed by


Lisa)
 


Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:10:41 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Kate: 
 
Thanks for following up with Radius, and please email the information directly to me, and cc: Brett.
 
-Paul
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:29 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce; Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke
Miller
Subject: RE: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
 
I left a voicemail for, and sent an email to, Radius Services. Joyce, will have the list and labels to you
ASAP.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:19 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
 
Hi Brett,
Following up on our discussion this afternoon re process for the NOP/public notice, please
coordinate with ESA, OCII, and GSW as needed on the following items (and anything I may have left
out):


·         Newspaper Ad
·         Radius List
·         CAC List
·         EP Standard Mailing Lists
·         Notice of Completion
·         Notice of Availability
·         State Clearinghouse Copies/Distribution
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·         Website Posting
·         No Site Posting required for IS/NOP – just the DEIR (per EP guidelines and confirmed by


Lisa)
 


Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com);


Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:33:52 PM
Attachments: image001.png


I left a voicemail for, and sent an email to, Radius Services. Joyce, will have the list and labels to you
ASAP.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:19 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
 
Hi Brett,
Following up on our discussion this afternoon re process for the NOP/public notice, please
coordinate with ESA, OCII, and GSW as needed on the following items (and anything I may have left
out):


·         Newspaper Ad
·         Radius List
·         CAC List
·         EP Standard Mailing Lists
·         Notice of Completion
·         Notice of Availability
·         State Clearinghouse Copies/Distribution
·         Website Posting
·         No Site Posting required for IS/NOP – just the DEIR (per EP guidelines and confirmed by


Lisa)
 


Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com);


Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:33:52 PM
Attachments: image001.png


I left a voicemail for, and sent an email to, Radius Services. Joyce, will have the list and labels to you
ASAP.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:19 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
 
Hi Brett,
Following up on our discussion this afternoon re process for the NOP/public notice, please
coordinate with ESA, OCII, and GSW as needed on the following items (and anything I may have left
out):


·         Newspaper Ad
·         Radius List
·         CAC List
·         EP Standard Mailing Lists
·         Notice of Completion
·         Notice of Availability
·         State Clearinghouse Copies/Distribution
·         Website Posting
·         No Site Posting required for IS/NOP – just the DEIR (per EP guidelines and confirmed by


Lisa)
 


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



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

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

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/



WARRIZ%RS








 








From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com);


Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:33:51 PM
Attachments: image001.png


I left a voicemail for, and sent an email to, Radius Services. Joyce, will have the list and labels to you
ASAP.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:19 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
 
Hi Brett,
Following up on our discussion this afternoon re process for the NOP/public notice, please
coordinate with ESA, OCII, and GSW as needed on the following items (and anything I may have left
out):


·         Newspaper Ad
·         Radius List
·         CAC List
·         EP Standard Mailing Lists
·         Notice of Completion
·         Notice of Availability
·         State Clearinghouse Copies/Distribution
·         Website Posting
·         No Site Posting required for IS/NOP – just the DEIR (per EP guidelines and confirmed by


Lisa)
 


Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com);


Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:33:50 PM
Attachments: image001.png


I left a voicemail for, and sent an email to, Radius Services. Joyce, will have the list and labels to you
ASAP.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:19 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
 
Hi Brett,
Following up on our discussion this afternoon re process for the NOP/public notice, please
coordinate with ESA, OCII, and GSW as needed on the following items (and anything I may have left
out):


·         Newspaper Ad
·         Radius List
·         CAC List
·         EP Standard Mailing Lists
·         Notice of Completion
·         Notice of Availability
·         State Clearinghouse Copies/Distribution
·         Website Posting
·         No Site Posting required for IS/NOP – just the DEIR (per EP guidelines and confirmed by


Lisa)
 


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



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

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

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/



WARRIZ%RS








 








From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:31:37 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Thanks Chris. 
 
My ‘bad’ on the posting. 
 
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: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:19 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
 
Hi Brett,
Following up on our discussion this afternoon re process for the NOP/public notice, please
coordinate with ESA, OCII, and GSW as needed on the following items (and anything I may have left
out):


·         Newspaper Ad
·         Radius List
·         CAC List
·         EP Standard Mailing Lists
·         Notice of Completion
·         Notice of Availability
·         State Clearinghouse Copies/Distribution
·         Website Posting
·         No Site Posting required for IS/NOP – just the DEIR (per EP guidelines and confirmed by


Lisa)
 


Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
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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: Kate Aufhauser
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com);


Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:33:52 PM
Attachments: image001.png


I left a voicemail for, and sent an email to, Radius Services. Joyce, will have the list and labels to you
ASAP.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:19 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
 
Hi Brett,
Following up on our discussion this afternoon re process for the NOP/public notice, please
coordinate with ESA, OCII, and GSW as needed on the following items (and anything I may have left
out):


·         Newspaper Ad
·         Radius List
·         CAC List
·         EP Standard Mailing Lists
·         Notice of Completion
·         Notice of Availability
·         State Clearinghouse Copies/Distribution
·         Website Posting
·         No Site Posting required for IS/NOP – just the DEIR (per EP guidelines and confirmed by


Lisa)
 


Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:10:42 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Kate: 
 
Thanks for following up with Radius, and please email the information directly to me, and cc: Brett.
 
-Paul
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:29 PM
To: 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce; Paul Mitchell; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke
Miller
Subject: RE: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
 
I left a voicemail for, and sent an email to, Radius Services. Joyce, will have the list and labels to you
ASAP.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:19 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell
(PMitchell@esassoc.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: GSW NOP/Public Notice follow-up
 
Hi Brett,
Following up on our discussion this afternoon re process for the NOP/public notice, please
coordinate with ESA, OCII, and GSW as needed on the following items (and anything I may have left
out):


·         Newspaper Ad
·         Radius List
·         CAC List
·         EP Standard Mailing Lists
·         Notice of Completion
·         Notice of Availability
·         State Clearinghouse Copies/Distribution
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·         Website Posting
·         No Site Posting required for IS/NOP – just the DEIR (per EP guidelines and confirmed by


Lisa)
 


Thanks!
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GHG Checklist for Warriors Project
Date: Thursday, November 06, 2014 12:31:50 PM
Attachments: GHG Checklist_T1-Sept 22 2014_CE 10282014_CLEAN.DOC


Hi Chris,
 
The one you sent was the old municipal projects one.  See attached for latest private projects one.
 
Wade Wietgrefe, AICP
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 12:13 PM
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC)
Subject: GHG Checklist for Warriors Project
 
Here’s the current version of the GHG checklist form for private development projects.
 
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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Compliance Checklist Table for
Greenhouse Gas Analysis:


Table 1
.  Private Development Projects


A.   GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION:



Date:
_____________________________




Project name: _________________________________
    Case No: _________________________


Project address and block and lot: _______________________________________________________



Standard
 to be met (Select one)
: LEED Gold /LEED Silver /GreenPoint Rated / Not Applicable / Other (Please Specify):  ______________________


Compliance Checklist Prepared By:  __________________________________ Date:  ___________



Brief Project Description:  



______________________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________________


______________________________________________________________________________


B.   COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST TABLE:


Instructions: Complete the following table by determining project compliance with the identified adopted regulations and providing project-level details in the “Remarks” column. Projects that do not comply with an ordinance/regulation may be determined to be inconsistent with San Francisco’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, although compliance with most ordinances/regulations is not optional.  (Continued on next page)


Table 1. Regulations Applicable to Private Development Projects



			Regulation


			Requirements


			Project Compliance


			Remarks






			Transportation Sector





			Commuter Benefits Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Section 427)


			All employers of 20 or more employees nationwide must provide at least one of the following benefit programs:



(1) A Pre-Tax Election consistent with 26 U.S.C. § 132(f), allowing employees to elect to exclude from taxable wages and compensation, employee commuting costs incurred for transit passes or vanpool charges, or 



(2) Employer Paid Benefit whereby the employer supplies a transit or vanpool subsidy for each Covered Employee. The subsidy must be at least equal in value to the current cost of the Muni Fast Pass including BART travel, or 



(3) Employer Provided Transportation furnished by the employer at no cost to the employee in a vanpool or bus, or similar multi-passenger vehicle operated by or for the employer. 


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			





			Emergency Ride Home Program


			All San Francisco companies are eligible to register for the Emergency Ride Home program. Employers must register annually. Once registered, all San Francisco employees of the company are eligible to request reimbursement.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Transportation Management Programs (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 163)


			Requires new buildings or additions over a specified size (buildings >25,000 sf or 100,000 sf depending on the use and zoning district) within certain zoning districts (including downtown and mixed-use districts in the City’s eastern neighborhoods and south of market) to implement a Transportation Management Program and provide on-site transportation management brokerage services for the life of the building. 


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Transit Impact Development Fee (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 411)






			Establishes fees for all commercial developments. Fees are paid to DBI and provided to SFMTA to improve local transit services. 








			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Jobs-Housing Linkage Program (San Francisco Planning Code Section 413)


			The Jobs-Housing Program found that new large scale developments attract new employees to the City who require housing. The program is designed to provide housing for those new uses within San Francisco, thereby allowing employees to live close to their place of employment. 


The program requires a developer to pay a fee or contribute land suitable for housing to a housing developer or pay an in-lieu fee.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			





			Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 4, Section 402)


			The San Francisco Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance requires commercial property owners to:



(A) Allow tenants to bring their bicycles to their leased space, or



(B) Provide secure bicycle parking on-site, or



(C) Provide off-site bike parking access for tenants


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Bicycle Parking, Showers, and Lockers in New and Expanded Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.1-155.4)


			Requires bicycle facilities for new and expanded buildings, new dwelling units, change of occupancy, increase of use intensity, and added parking capacity/area. Refer to Section 155.2 and 155.3 for requirements by use. 


Non-residential projects that add 10 or more parking spaces: meet Planning Code section 155 and CalGreen 5.106.4 (provide short and long-term (secure) bicycle parking for at least 5% of motorized vehicle capacity), whichever is stricter.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Bicycle parking in parking garages (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			(C) Garages with more than 500 automobile spaces shall provide 25 spaces plus one additional space for every 40 automobile spaces over 500 spaces, up to a maximum of 50 bicycle parking spaces. Where parking capacity is increased by 10 or more spaces, CalGreen 5.106.4 applies. 


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Bicycle parking in Residential Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			(A) For projects up to 50 dwelling units, one Class 1 space for every 2 dwelling units.



(B) For projects over 50 dwelling units, 25 Class 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every 4 dwelling units over 50.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			San Francisco Green Building Code (CalGreen Section 5.106.2) 


			Requires New Large Commercial projects, New High-rise Residential projects and Commercial Interior projects to provide designated parking for low-emitting, fuel efficient, and carpool/van pool vehicles.  Mark 8% of parking stalls for such vehicles.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Car Sharing Requirements (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 166)


			New residential projects or renovation of buildings being converted to residential uses within most of the City’s mixed-use and transit-oriented residential districts are required to provide car share parking spaces.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply





			





			Energy Efficiency Sector





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Energy Efficiency (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.101, 4.102, 5.103,)


			Demonstrate compliance with Title 24 Part 6 (2013) Energy Standards, and additionally meet energy efficiency prerequisites of the applicable green building rating system:


· GreenPoint Rated: demonstrate a 10% compliance margin


· LEED for Homes (including midrise): demonstrate a 10% compliance margin



· LEED BD+C 2009: No compliance margin requirement.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements: Commissioning of Building Energy and Water Systems (LEED EA3, San Francisco Green Building Code, Section 5.103.1.4, CalGreen 5.410.2 and 5.410.4. )


			New non-residential buildings and alterations to non-residential buildings must conduct design and construction commissioning to verify energy and water using components meet the owner’s or owner representative’s project requirements. Commissioning requirements apply to all building operating systems covered by Title 24 Part 6, as well as process equipment and controls, and renewable energy systems.  



· New non-residential projects ≥25,000 sq ft: complete Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (meeting LEED EAc3 – SFGBC 5.103.1.4 and CalGreen 5.410.)



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations <25,000 square feet and ≥10,000 square feet: commission all energy systems (CalGreen 5.410) 



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations less than 10,000 square feet, must complete testing and adjusting of energy systems. (CalGreen 5.410.4)



· New residential high rise, new commercial interior, and Major Alterations to Residential buildings must each commission building energy systems, meeting the LEED prerequisite EAp1.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance (Public Works Code Article 4.2)


			All projects disturbing more than 5,000 square feet of ground surface must manage stormwater on-site using low impact design. Comply with the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines. 


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for water use reduction (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.103.2.2 and 5.103.1.2; and CalGreen 4.303.1 and 5.303.2,)


			All new buildings must comply with current CA water fixture and fitting efficiency requirements. All fixtures and fittings within areas of alteration, or serving areas of alteration, must be upgraded to current CA and San Francisco fixture and fitting water efficiency requirements. (For local requirements applicable to alterations, see Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance and Residential Water Conservation Ordinance below.) Additionally:  



· New large commercial and high-rise residential projects: incorporate fixtures and fittings cutting water consumption by a total of 30% (LEED WEc3)


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			





			Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code, Chapter 13A)


			Requires all alterations to existing commercial properties to achieve the following:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm. 
2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve
3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4.  If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet
5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit 
6. Repair all water leaks.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			





			Residential Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code, Housing Code, Chapter 12A)


			Requires all residential properties (existing and new), prior to sale, to upgrade to the following minimum standards:



1. If showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm. 
2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve
3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Residential lavatory: ≤1.5 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4.  If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet
5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit 
6. Repair all water leaks. Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued. 


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			





			San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance


			Projects that include 1,000 square feet (sf) or more of new or modified landscape are subject to this ordinance, which requires that landscape projects be installed, constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with rules adopted by the SFPUC that establish a water budget for outdoor water consumption.



Tier 1:  1,000 sf <= project landscape < 2,500 sf



Tier 2: Project landscape area is greater than or equal to 2,500 sf.  Note; Tier 2 compliance requires the services of landscape professionals.



See the SFPUC Web site for information regarding exemptions to this requirement.


www.sfwater.org/landscape


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			





			Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12)


			Prior to transfer of title as a result of sale (including condominiums), residential properties that received a building permit prior to July 1978 the seller must provide the buyer a certificate of compliance, and the certificate must be recorded with the San Francisco Recorder’s Office. To comply, install the following measures as applicable: 



· attic insulation; weather-stripping all doors leading from heated to unheated areas; insulating hot water heaters and insulating hot water pipes; installing low-flow showerheads; caulking and sealing any openings or cracks in the building’s exterior; and insulating accessible heating and cooling ducts.. Apartment buildings and hotels are also required to insulate steam and hot water pipes and tanks, clean and tune their boilers, repair boiler leaks, and install a time-clock on the burner. 


· Maximum required expenditure: $1300 for 1-2 unit dwellings, and for buildings with 3 or more units, 1% of the assessed value or purchase price as applicable.


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply






			





			San Francisco Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 20)


			Owners of nonresidential buildings in San Francisco with ≥10,000 square feet that are heated or cooled must conduct energy efficiency audits, as well as to annually measure and disclose energy performance.  Certain exceptions apply for new construction or if specified performance criteria are met.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply





			





			Renewable Energy 





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Renewable Energy 


			New commercial buildings of  ≥25,000 square feet must either generate 1% of energy on-site with renewables (EAc2), or purchase renewable energy credits equal to 35% of total electricity use for at least 2 years (LEED EAc6), or achieve at least a 10% compliance margin beyond Title 24 2013. 


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Waste Reduction Sector





			Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 19) and CalGreen)


			All persons in San Francisco are required to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables and trash, and place each type of refuse in a separate container designated for disposal of that type of refuse.  (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19)



All new construction, renovation and alterations must provide for the storage, collection, and loading of recyclables, compost and solid waste in a manner that is convenient for all users of the building. (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19 and CalGreen 5.410.1)


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 14, San Francisco Building Code Chapter 13B, and San Francisco Health Code Section 288)


			Applies to all projects: No construction and demolition material may be taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All (100% of) mixed debris must be transported by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling. Source separated material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials.  



Additionally, projects that include full demolition of an existing structure must submit a waste diversion plan to the Director of the Department Environment and the plan must provide for a minimum of 65% diversion from landfill of construction and demolition debris, including materials source separated for reuse or recycling.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Construction and demolition debris recycling  (5.103.1.3 and 4.103.2.3)


			In addition to complying with Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, new commercial buildings of ≥25,000 square feet and new residential buildings of 4 or more occupied floors must develop a plan to divert a minimum of 75% of construction and demolition debris from landfill, and meet LEED Materials & Resources Credit 2. 


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply





			





			Environment/Conservation Sector





			Street Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction (San Francisco Planning Code Section 138.1)


			Planning Code Section 138.1 requires new construction, significant alterations or relocation of buildings within many of San Francisco’s zoning districts to plant on 24-inch box tree for every 20 feet along the property street frontage.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Light Pollution Reduction (CalGreen 5.106.8)


			For nonresidential projects, comply with lighting power requirements in CA Energy Code, CCR Part 6. Meet California Energy Code minimum for Lighting Zones 1-4 with Backlight/Uplight/Glare ratings meeting CalGreen Table 5.106.8.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Construction Site Runoff Pollution Prevention for New Construction




			Construction Site Runoff Pollution Prevention requirements depend upon project size, occupancy, and the location in areas served by combined or separate sewer systems.  



Any project disturbing ≥5,000 square feet of ground surface is required to submit and receive approval of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prior to commencing any construction-related activities. The plan must be site-specific, and details the use, location, and emplacement of the sediment and erosion control devices at the project site.



All construction sites, regardless of size, must implement BMP’s to prevent illicit discharge into the sewer system. For more information on San Francisco’s requirements, see www.sfwater.org.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Enhanced Refrigerant Management  (CalGreen Chapter 5.508.1.2, and 5.508.2)


			Commercial buildings must not install equipment that contains chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) or halons. Applies to new construction and all alterations.


New commercial refrigeration systems containing refrigerants with Global Warming Potential (GWP) of 150 or greater, installed in food stores with 8,000 square feet or more of refrigerated display cases, walk-in coolers or freezers connected to remote compressor units or condensing units: Piping shall meet all requirements of 5.508.2 (all sections), and shall undergo pressure testing during installation prior to evacuation and charging. System shall stand unaltered for 24 hours with no more than a one pound pressure change from 300 psig.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 5.404.4 – all sections.)


			Adhesives, sealants, and caulks - Comply with VOC limits in SCAQMD Rule 1168 VOC limits and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol adhesives.


Paints and coatings - Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints.



Carpet - All carpet must meet one of the following:



1. Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label Plus Program,



2. California Department of Public Health Standard Practice for the testing of VOCs (Specification 01350),



3. NSF/ANSI 140 at the Gold level,



4. Scientific Certifications Systems Sustainable Choice, OR



5. California Collaborative for High Performance Schools EQ 2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database 



and carpet cushion must meet Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label, and indoor carpet adhesive & carpet pad adhesive must not exceed 50 g/L VOC content.



Composite wood - Meet CARB Air Toxics Control Measure for Composite Wood, including meeting the emission limits in CalGreen Table 5.504.4.5. 



Resilient flooring systems - For 80% of floor area receiving resilient flooring, install resilient flooring complying with:



1. Certified under the Resilient Floor Covering Institute (RFCI) FloorScore program,



2. Compliant with the VOC-emission limits and testing requirements of California Department of Public Health 2010 Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation Chambers v.1.1,



3. Compliant with the Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) EQ2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database, OR



4. Certified under the Greenguard Children & Schools Program to comply with California Department of Public Health criteria.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 4.503 - all sections.)


			Interior paints and coatings: Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints. See CalGreen Table 4.504.3 for details.


Aerosol paints and coatings - Meet BAAQMD VOC limits (Regulation 8, Rule 49) and Product-Weighted MIR Limits for Reactive Organic Compound. (CCR Title 17, Section 94520)



Caulks, Construction adhesives, and Sealants - Meet SCAQMD Rule 1168. See CalGreen Tables 4.504.1 and 4.504.2



Composite Wood - Meet California Air Resources Board Airborne Toxic Control Measure formaldehyde limits for composite wood. See CalGreen Table 4.504.5


			


			





			Wood Burning Fireplace Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code, Chapter 31, Section 3111.3; CalGreen 4.503.1 and 5.503.1)


			Bans the installation of wood burning fire places (except those that are designed for food preparation in new or existing restaurants or bakeries) except for direct-vent or sealed combustion units compliant with EPA Phase II limits (CalGreen 4.503.1 and 5.503.1) and at least one of the following:



· Pellet-fueled wood heater



· EPA approved wood heater



· Wood heater approved by the Northern Sonoma Air Pollution Control District


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			





			Regulation of Diesel Backup Generators (San Francisco Health Code, Article 30)


			Requires (among other things):



· All diesel generators to be registered with the Department of Public Health


· All new diesel generators must be equipped with the best available control technologies as determined by the California Air Resources Board or the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.


			☐ Project Complies



☐ Not Applicable



☐ Project Does Not Comply


			








� Refers to the standard to be met per the San Francisco Green Building Code.  See � HYPERLINK "http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins" �http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins� for latest “AB-093” to determine which standard your project is required to meet, if applicable.









�This checklist may only be used for projects within the City and County of San Francisco.









After completing, please return a copy to the Environmental Coordinator




�Planners may want to include the standard identified in their environmental document.




�A specific explanation regarding how the project complies with each regulation is required here.  









If you have questions regarding applicability, proceed in the following manner 1) consult the code section; 2) discuss with the current planner assigned, if applicable to Planning Code requirements; and then 3) contact Wade Wietgrefe or Chris Espiritu on applicability
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From: Dean, Randall (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Vanderslice, Allison (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW Archeo section
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 6:17:05 PM
Attachments: GSW MB archeo impacts revised_DRAFT+ck_RDean_comments_11_7_2014.doc


 
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, November 05, 2014 12:16 PM
To: Dean, Randall (CPC)
Subject: GSW Archeo section
 
Hello Brett and Chris,
 
I have reviewed the revisions made to this sub-section since we last talked and have just a couple of
comments.  Please see attached.
 
Randall
 
 


Randall Dean
Archeologist


Environmental Planning Division
City and County of San Francisco Planning Department


1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA  94103


415.575.9029
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Initial Study



Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Block 29-32



Responses to EP comments on Cultural Resources


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Effects Not Identified in Prior EIR


			Potentially Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR 


			Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			No New or More Severe Significant Effects





			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?


			 FORMCHECKBOX 



			 FORMCHECKBOX 



			 FORMCHECKBOX 



			 FORMCHECKBOX 






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


			 FORMCHECKBOX 



			 FORMCHECKBOX 



			 FORMCHECKBOX 



			 FORMCHECKBOX 






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


			 FORMCHECKBOX 



			 FORMCHECKBOX 



			 FORMCHECKBOX 



			 FORMCHECKBOX 






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


			 FORMCHECKBOX 



			 FORMCHECKBOX 



			 FORMCHECKBOX 



			 FORMCHECKBOX 









Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


The cultural resources significance criteria were addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR in the Visual Quality and Urban Design section and the Initial Study Cultural Resources section. Relevant information from these sections is summarized below.


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 adjacent to but outside of the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.
 These historic architectural resources are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29 to 32 site.



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 D.02 identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR further determined that 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 plan, 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, this 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 also by David Chavez & Associates. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study indicated that in 1997 the overall potential for prehistoric Native American sites within the Mission Bay plan area was considered to be low.
 However, there was potential for historic-period archaeological resources to be present within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the 19th and early 20th centuries. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay plan 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, which is located immediately south of and adjacent to the project site at Blocks 29-32.
 . 
 At the time of publication of the FSEIR, 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.



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study concluded that development and associated construction under the Mission Bay plan could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic resources in six historic resource areas within the overall plan area and that the entire Mission Bay plan area has some sensitivity for the presence of unknown historic or prehistoric archaeological resources. However, with implementation of Mitigation Measures D.03, D.04, D.05, and D.06 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 archaeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including potential impacts within the vicinity of Blocks 29-32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level. 



Impact Evaluation


Historic Architectural Resources


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


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an event center, 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 within or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of the proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 



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


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.
 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, 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. 


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 reduce project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


On the basis 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 in 1998 that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric- or historic-era archaeological 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 event center, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. Construction activities would require foundation excavation to about 26 feet below San Francisco datum, pile driving to depths below that, and grading, all of the sitewhich 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 the 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.
 Thus, impacts of the proposed project on archaeological resources would be potentially significant, but impacts could be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. 


The FSEIR presented detailed mitigation measures for archaeological resources testing, monitoring, and exploration for identified historic resource areas within the Mission Bay plan area (see Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures D.03 and D.04). These historic resource areas were identified based on historic land uses in the area, such as early shipbuilding activities in the 1860s to 1880s, and pre-construction archaeological testing and construction monitoring is recommended to reduce potential impacts to less than significant. In addition, the FSEIR identified a measure to mitigate for accidental discovery of archaeological resources anywhere in the plan area (FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.06).



The FSEIR indicated that Blocks 29-32 is not located within any of the identified historic resource areas, which would imply that Mitigation Measures D.03 and D.04 are not specifically applicable to the project site. However, one of the historic resource areas is located adjacent to the south side of Blocks 29-32. FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.06 is applicable to the project site, as discussed further below.


As described in the Project Description, the project sponsor has indicated that in order to minimize the risk of construction delays due to the potential presence of archaeological resources, the project sponsor would retain the services of an archaeologist to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing 
as part of the preliminary site evaluation and planning program for the proposed development at Blocks 29-32. This program would be similar to Mitigation Measures D.03 and D.04 previously identified in the FSEIR, and the results would be used to inform the construction activities, with the intent to avoid or minimize effects on subsurface archaeological resources prior to the commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving. The project sponsor would use the results of the archaeological testing to develop a construction monitoring program 
that is consistent with the City's standard protocols for protection of archaeological resources while still achieving the Warriors' scheduling objectives.  Nevertheless, while this component of the proposed project would provide additional protection for potentially present archaeological resources, due to the as yet unknown details of the proposed testing program, there remains the potential for project construction activities to adversely affect archaeological resources, if encountered, and the impact would be potentially significant. 


Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2a (Review of Project Sponsor Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program) and M-CP-2b (Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Mitigation Measures M-CP-2a would formalize the project sponsor's commitment to conduct archaeological testing and monitoring (as well as data recovery, if warranted), and would in effect be similar to FSEIR Mitigation Measures D.03 and D.04 or the City's current equivalent requirements for archaeological testing and monitoring. 


Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b replaces and implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.06. This replacement does not infer that there would be 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.06, as implemented through Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, 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 archaeological resources than were analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR.



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archaeological 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 archaeological resources, which would augment and replace the FSEIR Mitigation D.06, as specified below. 


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 construction of paved surface parking lots. In addition, geotechnical investigations at the project site have indicated the top of the Colma Formation geologic unit underlying the site was at depths ranging from 19 to 70 feet below ground surface.
 This geologic unit is known to be associated with the presence of archaeological resources. This information is corroborated by other geotechnical reports for development in the Mission Bay area that has occurred since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR. No new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources have been identified at Blocks 29-32since publication of the Mission Bay FSEIR
.
 However, this change in conditions on the project site and additional information 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. 


Thus, with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2a (Review of Project-Sponsor Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program) and M-CP-2b (Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources), the proposed project would not result in any new or more severe significant effects on archaeological resources than were previously identified in the FSEIR.


Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a: Review of Project Sponsor Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program 


The project sponsor has indicated that a qualified archaeologist would be retained to develop and implement a program of archaeological testing as part of the preliminary site evaluation and planning and prior to the commencement of foundation excavation and pile driving. Under this mitigation measure, the project sponsor shall be required to have OCII or its designated representative approve the selected archaeologist as well as the archaeological testing, monitoring and/or data recovery program, including the testing methods and locations and associated reporting and documentation.



Specifically, the project sponsor shall develop and implement an archaeological testing program, subject to approval by OCII 
or its designated representative, to determine to the extent possible the presence or absence of archaeological resources at the project site. Based on the results of the testing program, the project sponsor shall then develop an archaeological monitoring program, subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative, to be implemented during project construction. If warranted based on the results of the testing or monitoring program, the project sponsor shall then develop and implement an archaeological data recovery program, again subject to approval by  OCII or its designated representative. Reporting and documentation of the archaeological testing, monitoring and/or data recovery program shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative.


See Impact CP-4 regarding required measures to be implemented in the event that human remains are encountered. 


Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b: Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources 
 (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.06)


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) and can be conducted in conjunction with implementation of the archaeological testing, monitoring and/or data recovery program described in Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, above. The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archaeological 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 OCII
 officer or its designated representative with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 



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



If OCII officer or its designated representative determines that an archaeological 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 archaeological consultant shall advise OCII officer or its designated representative as to whether the discovery is an archaeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archaeological resource is present, the archaeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archaeological resource. The archaeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, OCII officer or its designated representative may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


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


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



Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to OCII officer or its designated representative for review and approval. Once approved by OCII officer or its designated representative, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and OCII officer or its designated representative shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. OCII and the Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall each 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, OCII officer or its designated representative may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


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; Less than Significant)



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, excavation for the project would encounter only artificial fill and Holocene-aged Bay Mud, and there are no unique geologic features within the site. 



The artificial fill is not naturally occurring and therefore does not likely contain significant fossil remains. There have been no vertebrate or invertebrate fossils identified in Holocene-aged sediments throughout the Bay Area, and the only plant fossils found in sediments of this age have been at Mount Lake in the Presidio.
 While Bay Mud contains some invertebrate remains such as gastropods and bivalves, these are typically not yet fossilized, not yet extinct, and are likely to occur throughout similar deposits around the bay. Such remains are therefore not considered a significant paleontological resource, and these materials are considered to have a low paleontological potential per the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology criteria.



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 the proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from 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. In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, because there is a low potential to encounter paleontological resources during construction, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.



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; Less than Significant)


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address impacts associated with potential disturbance of human remains within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, to date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site, though the possibility of such a discovery cannot be entirely discounted. 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 among descendent and scientific communities. 


If encountered, the treatment of human remains and of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with applicable State and Federal Laws, including immediate notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98).  


The project sponsor would be required to retain a qualified archaeological consultant, who in conjunction with the project sponsor, OCII (or its designated representative), and the MLD, shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)).  The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects.






· 


· 


· 


Therefore, because the project would be required to comply with the regulations described above and to implement the measures specified under those regulations, impacts related to disturbance of human remains would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts



Impact C-CP-1: 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 impacts related to cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Other reasonably foreseeable projects within the project vicinity with the potential to contribute to cumulative, cultural resources impacts would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary, and to identify mitigation measures for any significant impacts. Cumulative impacts on cultural resources could result if the proposed project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity, would collectively increase the potential for significant impacts, even with implementation of project-specific mitigations.



As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. Similarly, as the proposed project would have less than significant impacts on paleontological resources as described in Impact CP-3, other projects in the vicinity would also be expected to have a less than significant impact on these resources because they are all located on similar underlying geologic units (i.e., artificial fill and Bay Mud) that have low potential for presence of paleontological resources. Therefore, the cumulative impact would also be considered less than significant.


Similar to the proposed project as described under Impacts CP-2 and CP-4, the cumulative projects in the Mission Bay area could have a significant impact on both recorded and unrecorded archaeological resources, including human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries, given the substantial amount of construction-related ground disturbance that could occur. The potential impacts of the proposed project when considered together with similar impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the project vicinity could contribute to a significant cumulative impact to buried archaeological resources. However, implementation of measures required by regulation to address human remains and of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2a and M-CP-2b, as standard City-required or City-approved mitigation, would also apply to cumulative projects based on each project’s potential to affect archaeological resources. These measures would require implementation of legally-required appropriate treatment of human remains as well as archaeological testing, monitoring and/or data recovery programs, which would reduce cumulative impacts to archaeological resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2a and M-CP-2b, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a: Review of Project Sponsor Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program (see Impact CP-2 above)


Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b: Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resources (see Impact CP-2 above)


� 	In 1989, the Lefty O’Doul Bridge was designated City Landmark No. 194.




� 	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. 




� 	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. 




� 	Langan Treadwell Rollo, 2014.  Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Block 29-32 Mission Bay, San Francisco, California, Project No. 731617202.  March 28, 2014.




� 	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.




� 	University of California Museum of Paleontology Specimens, UCMP Specimen Search, http://ucmpdb.berkeley.edu/. Accessed on September 8, 2014.




� 	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. Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP), Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Nonrenewable Paleontologic Resources: Standard Guidelines, � HYPERLINK "http://vertpaleo.org/The-Society/Governance-Documents/Conformable-Impact-Mitigation-Guidelines-Committee.aspx" �http://vertpaleo.org/The-Society/Governance-Documents/Conformable-Impact-Mitigation-Guidelines-Committee.aspx�. Accessed on September 8, 2014.http://vertpaleo.org/The-Society/Governance-Documents/Conformable-Impact-Mitigation-Guidelines-Committee.aspx. Accessed on September 8, 2014.









�I am not sure if our current prehistoric archeologists would agree with this assessment today.   We know a lot more than we did 20 years ago about both buried and submerged potential horizontal and vertical locations and types of prehistoric deposits that may be present throughout SF.  The project site lies within the mudflats of Mission Bay subject to shallow tidal waters but well within the paleoshorelines of 5,000 B.P.   Sometimes these prehistoric deposits can be quite deep as with SFR-28 or the recent Transbay find (75 ft and 60 ft., respectively, below current grade).   Some of these finds have been outside the historic shoreline and some have been “Bay Mud” deposits.   I  don’t know how deep fill deposits are within the project site.  One would think shallow but the archeological trenching (2010) done along 16th Street to the south, indicated fill to a depth of 20 ft. bgs.   I think more realistically, it would be better for the IS to state that there was a “moderately low” potential for prehistoric deposits to be affected and that the type of prehistoric deposits that might be affected would be within the Middle Holocene epoch which makes them of significant scientific value.




RESPONSE: Comments noted, but this section simply reports what was concluded in the 1998 FSEIR and it is not appropriate to include updated information in this section. Text revised to clarify this.




� I don’t think this is a correct statement and is, in any event, mis-leading.   We have more than three dozen archeological field reports for the Mission Bay Project and there have been a number of significant archeological finds.    The archeological mitigation program for the MBP has unfortunately not been guided by a well-thought out research framework, that should it have been, would probably have yielded additional archeological sites that could help address questions regarding the formation of Mission Bay and technologically how it was filled in.   RESPONSE: Same as above.




� As stated above,  it is very clear we know much more about the geological context of prehistoric sites than we did at the time of the Chavez reports – including formerly and currently submerged sites.   The potential effects on potential prehistoric deposits resulting from deep foundations of pilings within Mission Bay would not be assessed the same today.




RESPONSE: The intent of this paragraph is to simply point out that the proposed project would use the same types of construction activities as was anticipated and analyzed in the 1998. The change in geologic context is address below.




�Please revise this to say that an archeological testing plan will be developed/implemented.    Decades of professional society and SHPO and SOI bulletins have firmly stated that no archeological investigations should be begun without the benefit of a research plan.  Long ago it was common practice for certain archeological consultants to ignore this mandate and the results were predictable – failed recovery of the important data value of sites.  Anyway, please make it clear that an ATP would be prepared.




�If this saying what I think it is saying, it should be the project archeologist who develops an archeological monitoring program/plan which is a sub-component of the ATP.   Or if this is really is referring to some response by the project sponsor/contractor this would be  protocols for accidental discovery.   The text seems to imply that the development of monitoring strategies would be principal consequence of archeological testing, but this too is not correct.   Testing, of course, is an identification technique and if something is found then the appropriate response is first, evaluation (which means further but focused investigatin, and/or data recovery.   If the identified resource is out of reach of expected project excavation, monitoring would accomplish nothing.  So the statement should be clarified.  




�As noted above, this is not at all correct.




RESPONSE: Text revised to narrow the discussion to only the project site and not the entire plan area. Revised text also acknowledges that new geotechnical data are available since the publication of the FSEIR.




�Yes I know we have discussed this and there is a response to my comment before regarding this, but for the record, I want to say that  it should not be OCII who is making critical decisions regarding implementation of the archeological mitigation measure.   OCII may be the CEQA lead agency but they are not the City OER.   In all the years of SFRA and even OCII EIRS I recall an archeo mitigation measure substituting the OER’ role in making these decisions.   Of course, assurance that in practice implementation by the OCII will be such-and-such is of no effect…there is nothing to obligate anyone or anything to do other than what the text of the archeo mit measure will state.  There are many times when the SFRA did not follow the directives of an EIR archeo mit measure that the OER be informed such as when we discovered that a very valuable Tsimshian carved effigy figure ended up in a Butterfields auction with an appraisal of the ten of thousands of dollars having been discovered during the construction of the South Beach project because the OER was not informed – but that it is a different matter but nonetheless related in showing the danger if it is not the OER who oversees implementation of the archeo mitigation program.




� Serious thought should be given to requiring the EP Standard Archeological Testing Mitigation Measure.   The archeological consultant could evaluate geotechnical cores results for the project and perhaps identify vertically and horizontally the geologic units mostly likely to have been available to prehistoric occupation and undertake archeological coring or trenching in those locations.   




RESPONSE:  See new mitigation measure M-CP-2a. 




� Although the OCII is the CEQA lead agency for the project, the OCII does not have archeological expertise.   As with all our standard archeological mitigation measures, the agency monitoring implementation of the archeological mitigation program should be the Planning Department archeologists or the ERO.   Decision about when data recovery is warranted or not, for example, should not be left in the hands of a non-professional nor of the contract archeologist if the objective is to avoid a significant adverse effect to an archeological resource.  This coment applies to all instances of “OCII” in this sub-section.   




RESPONSE: Because OCII is the CEQA lead agency, we have been instructed by EP to replace "ERO" with "OCII or its designated representative" in the standard EP text.  It is safe to assume that OCII will designate a qualified monitoring monitoring agency or professional archeologist. 




�In light of the Transbay Terminal find, the statement is not unquestionably solid ground.   Please also note the EP Standard Language regarding mitigation of potential effects to human remains has been revised.  SEE REVISED TEXT FOR IMPACTA CP-4 AND C-CP-1.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "David Manica"; Miller, Erin (MTA); Keith Robinson; Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; David Carlock; Leah DiCarlo;


William Hon; Beau Beashore; Mark Linenberger; Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow, David (CPC); Jesse Blout;
Switzky, Joshua (CPC)


Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Molly Hayes
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Design Check In
Date: Thursday, November 06, 2014 10:40:00 AM


Please let me know if you are not planning on coming in person for this meeting so we can
get things set up for any call ins.  Thank you


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


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


-----Original Appointment-----
From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 01, 2014 3:51 PM
To: David Manica; Arce, Pedro (CII); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Keith Robinson; Kate Aufhauser;
Clarke Miller; David Carlock; Leah DiCarlo; William Hon; Beau Beashore; Mark Linenberger; Albert, Peter
(MTA); Winslow, David (CPC); Jesse Blout; Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Molly Hayes
Subject: GSW Arena Design Check In
When: Thursday, November 06, 2014 5:00 PM-6:30 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: via GoTo


Agenda:


 


1. Skybar design


2. Incorporation of 100ksf


3. Office podium massing


4. Possibility of third lane for our South St driveway. She asked that we consider pedestrian
path of travel across the driveway for event and non-event days/hours, as well as
Streetscape enhancements to play down the larger curb cut.
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1.  Please join my meeting.


https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/911510725


 


2.  Use your microphone and speakers (VoIP) - a headset is recommended.  Or, call in using
your telephone.


 


Dial +1 (571) 317-3112


Access Code: 911-510-725


Audio PIN: Shown after joining the meeting


 


Meeting ID: 911-510-725
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: "lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Miller, Erin (MTA); Paul Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao;


Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Brian Boxer (BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Albert, Peter
(MTA); Lee, James (MTA); Grabarkiewctz, Christopher (MTA); Samii, Camron (MTA); Jefferis, Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John;
Bob Grandy; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jose Farran


Subject: RE: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 8:01:22 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Thanks for your comments, Luba. The Final TMP work currently in progress addresses a number of your questions below.
I’ve included some answers for now in red. Hope this clarifies.
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 9:34 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Adam VandeWater; Gavin, John (john.gavin@sfgov.org); Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org); Erin Miller; Paul
Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Brett Bollinger; Viktoriya Wise; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Brian Boxer
(BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Peter A Albert; Lee, James; Grabarkiewctz, Christopher P; Samii, Camron; Jefferis,
Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John; Bob Grandy; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);
Jose Farran
Subject: Re: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
 
Hi Clarke
Here are our comments on the Plans.  These comments expand on those that we provided to you in October.
 
Pre-game
The plan should indicate where on-street parking would not be permitted in order to ensure that the curb is
available for post-game operations, specifically on 16th and Illinois Streets. The TMP itself should indicate at
what time the curb parking restrictions would be in effect.
To the extent that street parking is available during the pre-game period (approx. 2-hr arrival period for
peak events like a Warriors game), we show it as such on the existing diagrams. The text of the TMP will
indicate the hours for on-street curb parking areas, and the relative time  (X hrs/minutes before end of
event) at which curb parking restrictions will go into effect.
 
For pre-game , on South Street why permit on-street parking on the north curb between TFB and Third Street?
 Would drivers be making a u-turn? The plan doesn't indicate whether on-street parking is permitted on the
north side of South Street west of the Alexandria garage.
Where on-street parking is not marked (from 450 South St. to Third St), please assume we do not plan to permit that
activity. Under our current striping plans, the northernmost lane becomes a right turn lane onto Third St., instead of
a curb parking lane, west of the 450 South St. driveway.
For neighbors parking on the north side of South St. between TFB and 450 South St., no u-turn would be required so
long as they adhered to timing limitations that adequately clear the space before the South St./Third St. closure takes
effect. Roving officers w/ the authority to tow cars may address any lingering vehicles between Bridgeview Way and
450 South, in particular.  
 
For pre-game and post-game, on South Street what is the regulation between the TMA shuttle stop and project
garage entrance? With the proposed increase in the number of parking spaces in the project garage, perhaps a
queuing lane is warranted.
The TMA shuttle stop is limited to the space indicated by arrows on the plans, just in front of the office
podium (west of 450 South St., across the street).
Pre-game: The space between that loading zone and the garage driveway should be adequate for queuing,
particularly because we expect over time event and retail visitors will learn it’s easier to take the right off
TFB than the left off Third to reach that driveway from downtown.
Post-game: No westbound cars would be entering the South St. garage during this period, due to the
proposed closure between 45 South St. and Third St. Therefore, we don’t anticipate any conflict between
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queuing vehicles and the TMA shuttle.
 
The pre-game plan has a pedicab loading zone on Terry Francois Blvd, but wouldn't pedicabs wind up dropping
off passengers on the west side of TFB in the general and paratransit loading zone?
In consultation with the SFBC, we assumed pedicabs would share the cycletrack that runs in both
directions on the east side of TFB. We are meeting with pedicab operators next week to share these plans
and can confirm their adequacy then.
 
Post-game
Is the black car loading for the entire segment of 16th Street? And if not, what is the regulation for the area west
of where black car loading is indicated?  Would black cars be arriving during post-game operations, or would
they be a limited number of vehicles that would be stagin in this location during the game, and once they leave
the curb is not used for active passenger loading. 
The eastbound black car loading zone on 16th St. would stretch between Illinois St. and 16th St.; no other traffic
would be able to access that segment of the street because of other proposed closures and turning limitations at the
Illinois St./project garage intersection.
There is no way for cars to continue to arrive at that curb zone once the Illinois St. northbound closure (for the event
shuttles) and 16th St. westbound closure (for all vehicles) take effect, so the black cars would have to be limited to
those that had staged there earlier.
 
Convention Event Plans
We will also need to have a curb management plan for convention events.  The plans would be different from a
basketball game, as there would be more shuttle bus service (Moscone shuttles, not TMA) and no additional
Muni service. 
The Final TMP does include curb management and controls planning for “small events,” particularly convention
events. The plans as currently drafted show significant taxi, black car, and shuttle space, and standard bus and TMA
stops (not Special Event staging). We will get these plans to you shortly.
 
No Event Conditions
Just a reminder that a baseline condition of the curb regulations on a day when no events occur is also needed in
the TMP.
A “No Event” scenario is described in the Final TMP, which we’ll get to you shortly.
 
General
Dimensions and/or number of vehicles accommodated should be provided on the plans.
 
The font size of the facilities on Terry Francois Boulevard is too small.
 
Thank you,
Luba
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 


 
On Oct 16, 2014, at 1:47 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


City Team,
Thanks for the constructive conversation on Tuesday to resolve the peak event curb designations. Attached are the two
diagrams depicting pre-event and post-event plans.
Let us know if there are any questions.
Clarke
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Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 
<StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PostGame.pdf><StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PreGame.pdf>
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: "lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Miller, Erin (MTA); Paul Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao;


Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Brian Boxer (BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Albert, Peter
(MTA); Lee, James (MTA); Grabarkiewctz, Christopher (MTA); Samii, Camron (MTA); Jefferis, Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John;
Bob Grandy; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jose Farran


Subject: RE: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 8:01:19 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Thanks for your comments, Luba. The Final TMP work currently in progress addresses a number of your questions below.
I’ve included some answers for now in red. Hope this clarifies.
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 9:34 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Adam VandeWater; Gavin, John (john.gavin@sfgov.org); Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org); Erin Miller; Paul
Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Brett Bollinger; Viktoriya Wise; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Brian Boxer
(BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Peter A Albert; Lee, James; Grabarkiewctz, Christopher P; Samii, Camron; Jefferis,
Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John; Bob Grandy; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);
Jose Farran
Subject: Re: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
 
Hi Clarke
Here are our comments on the Plans.  These comments expand on those that we provided to you in October.
 
Pre-game
The plan should indicate where on-street parking would not be permitted in order to ensure that the curb is
available for post-game operations, specifically on 16th and Illinois Streets. The TMP itself should indicate at
what time the curb parking restrictions would be in effect.
To the extent that street parking is available during the pre-game period (approx. 2-hr arrival period for
peak events like a Warriors game), we show it as such on the existing diagrams. The text of the TMP will
indicate the hours for on-street curb parking areas, and the relative time  (X hrs/minutes before end of
event) at which curb parking restrictions will go into effect.
 
For pre-game , on South Street why permit on-street parking on the north curb between TFB and Third Street?
 Would drivers be making a u-turn? The plan doesn't indicate whether on-street parking is permitted on the
north side of South Street west of the Alexandria garage.
Where on-street parking is not marked (from 450 South St. to Third St), please assume we do not plan to permit that
activity. Under our current striping plans, the northernmost lane becomes a right turn lane onto Third St., instead of
a curb parking lane, west of the 450 South St. driveway.
For neighbors parking on the north side of South St. between TFB and 450 South St., no u-turn would be required so
long as they adhered to timing limitations that adequately clear the space before the South St./Third St. closure takes
effect. Roving officers w/ the authority to tow cars may address any lingering vehicles between Bridgeview Way and
450 South, in particular.  
 
For pre-game and post-game, on South Street what is the regulation between the TMA shuttle stop and project
garage entrance? With the proposed increase in the number of parking spaces in the project garage, perhaps a
queuing lane is warranted.
The TMA shuttle stop is limited to the space indicated by arrows on the plans, just in front of the office
podium (west of 450 South St., across the street).
Pre-game: The space between that loading zone and the garage driveway should be adequate for queuing,
particularly because we expect over time event and retail visitors will learn it’s easier to take the right off
TFB than the left off Third to reach that driveway from downtown.
Post-game: No westbound cars would be entering the South St. garage during this period, due to the
proposed closure between 45 South St. and Third St. Therefore, we don’t anticipate any conflict between
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queuing vehicles and the TMA shuttle.
 
The pre-game plan has a pedicab loading zone on Terry Francois Blvd, but wouldn't pedicabs wind up dropping
off passengers on the west side of TFB in the general and paratransit loading zone?
In consultation with the SFBC, we assumed pedicabs would share the cycletrack that runs in both
directions on the east side of TFB. We are meeting with pedicab operators next week to share these plans
and can confirm their adequacy then.
 
Post-game
Is the black car loading for the entire segment of 16th Street? And if not, what is the regulation for the area west
of where black car loading is indicated?  Would black cars be arriving during post-game operations, or would
they be a limited number of vehicles that would be stagin in this location during the game, and once they leave
the curb is not used for active passenger loading. 
The eastbound black car loading zone on 16th St. would stretch between Illinois St. and 16th St.; no other traffic
would be able to access that segment of the street because of other proposed closures and turning limitations at the
Illinois St./project garage intersection.
There is no way for cars to continue to arrive at that curb zone once the Illinois St. northbound closure (for the event
shuttles) and 16th St. westbound closure (for all vehicles) take effect, so the black cars would have to be limited to
those that had staged there earlier.
 
Convention Event Plans
We will also need to have a curb management plan for convention events.  The plans would be different from a
basketball game, as there would be more shuttle bus service (Moscone shuttles, not TMA) and no additional
Muni service. 
The Final TMP does include curb management and controls planning for “small events,” particularly convention
events. The plans as currently drafted show significant taxi, black car, and shuttle space, and standard bus and TMA
stops (not Special Event staging). We will get these plans to you shortly.
 
No Event Conditions
Just a reminder that a baseline condition of the curb regulations on a day when no events occur is also needed in
the TMP.
A “No Event” scenario is described in the Final TMP, which we’ll get to you shortly.
 
General
Dimensions and/or number of vehicles accommodated should be provided on the plans.
 
The font size of the facilities on Terry Francois Boulevard is too small.
 
Thank you,
Luba
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 


 
On Oct 16, 2014, at 1:47 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


City Team,
Thanks for the constructive conversation on Tuesday to resolve the peak event curb designations. Attached are the two
diagrams depicting pre-event and post-event plans.
Let us know if there are any questions.
Clarke
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Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 
<StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PostGame.pdf><StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PreGame.pdf>
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: "lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Miller, Erin (MTA); Paul Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao;


Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Brian Boxer (BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Albert, Peter
(MTA); Lee, James (MTA); Grabarkiewctz, Christopher (MTA); Samii, Camron (MTA); Jefferis, Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John;
Bob Grandy; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jose Farran


Subject: RE: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 8:01:21 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Thanks for your comments, Luba. The Final TMP work currently in progress addresses a number of your questions below.
I’ve included some answers for now in red. Hope this clarifies.
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 9:34 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Adam VandeWater; Gavin, John (john.gavin@sfgov.org); Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org); Erin Miller; Paul
Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Brett Bollinger; Viktoriya Wise; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Brian Boxer
(BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Peter A Albert; Lee, James; Grabarkiewctz, Christopher P; Samii, Camron; Jefferis,
Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John; Bob Grandy; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);
Jose Farran
Subject: Re: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
 
Hi Clarke
Here are our comments on the Plans.  These comments expand on those that we provided to you in October.
 
Pre-game
The plan should indicate where on-street parking would not be permitted in order to ensure that the curb is
available for post-game operations, specifically on 16th and Illinois Streets. The TMP itself should indicate at
what time the curb parking restrictions would be in effect.
To the extent that street parking is available during the pre-game period (approx. 2-hr arrival period for
peak events like a Warriors game), we show it as such on the existing diagrams. The text of the TMP will
indicate the hours for on-street curb parking areas, and the relative time  (X hrs/minutes before end of
event) at which curb parking restrictions will go into effect.
 
For pre-game , on South Street why permit on-street parking on the north curb between TFB and Third Street?
 Would drivers be making a u-turn? The plan doesn't indicate whether on-street parking is permitted on the
north side of South Street west of the Alexandria garage.
Where on-street parking is not marked (from 450 South St. to Third St), please assume we do not plan to permit that
activity. Under our current striping plans, the northernmost lane becomes a right turn lane onto Third St., instead of
a curb parking lane, west of the 450 South St. driveway.
For neighbors parking on the north side of South St. between TFB and 450 South St., no u-turn would be required so
long as they adhered to timing limitations that adequately clear the space before the South St./Third St. closure takes
effect. Roving officers w/ the authority to tow cars may address any lingering vehicles between Bridgeview Way and
450 South, in particular.  
 
For pre-game and post-game, on South Street what is the regulation between the TMA shuttle stop and project
garage entrance? With the proposed increase in the number of parking spaces in the project garage, perhaps a
queuing lane is warranted.
The TMA shuttle stop is limited to the space indicated by arrows on the plans, just in front of the office
podium (west of 450 South St., across the street).
Pre-game: The space between that loading zone and the garage driveway should be adequate for queuing,
particularly because we expect over time event and retail visitors will learn it’s easier to take the right off
TFB than the left off Third to reach that driveway from downtown.
Post-game: No westbound cars would be entering the South St. garage during this period, due to the
proposed closure between 45 South St. and Third St. Therefore, we don’t anticipate any conflict between
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queuing vehicles and the TMA shuttle.
 
The pre-game plan has a pedicab loading zone on Terry Francois Blvd, but wouldn't pedicabs wind up dropping
off passengers on the west side of TFB in the general and paratransit loading zone?
In consultation with the SFBC, we assumed pedicabs would share the cycletrack that runs in both
directions on the east side of TFB. We are meeting with pedicab operators next week to share these plans
and can confirm their adequacy then.
 
Post-game
Is the black car loading for the entire segment of 16th Street? And if not, what is the regulation for the area west
of where black car loading is indicated?  Would black cars be arriving during post-game operations, or would
they be a limited number of vehicles that would be stagin in this location during the game, and once they leave
the curb is not used for active passenger loading. 
The eastbound black car loading zone on 16th St. would stretch between Illinois St. and 16th St.; no other traffic
would be able to access that segment of the street because of other proposed closures and turning limitations at the
Illinois St./project garage intersection.
There is no way for cars to continue to arrive at that curb zone once the Illinois St. northbound closure (for the event
shuttles) and 16th St. westbound closure (for all vehicles) take effect, so the black cars would have to be limited to
those that had staged there earlier.
 
Convention Event Plans
We will also need to have a curb management plan for convention events.  The plans would be different from a
basketball game, as there would be more shuttle bus service (Moscone shuttles, not TMA) and no additional
Muni service. 
The Final TMP does include curb management and controls planning for “small events,” particularly convention
events. The plans as currently drafted show significant taxi, black car, and shuttle space, and standard bus and TMA
stops (not Special Event staging). We will get these plans to you shortly.
 
No Event Conditions
Just a reminder that a baseline condition of the curb regulations on a day when no events occur is also needed in
the TMP.
A “No Event” scenario is described in the Final TMP, which we’ll get to you shortly.
 
General
Dimensions and/or number of vehicles accommodated should be provided on the plans.
 
The font size of the facilities on Terry Francois Boulevard is too small.
 
Thank you,
Luba
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 


 
On Oct 16, 2014, at 1:47 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


City Team,
Thanks for the constructive conversation on Tuesday to resolve the peak event curb designations. Attached are the two
diagrams depicting pre-event and post-event plans.
Let us know if there are any questions.
Clarke
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Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 
<StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PostGame.pdf><StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PreGame.pdf>
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: "lubaw@lcwconsulting.com"; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Miller, Erin (MTA); Paul Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao;


Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Brian Boxer (BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Albert, Peter
(MTA); Lee, James (MTA); Grabarkiewctz, Christopher (MTA); Samii, Camron (MTA); Jefferis, Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John;
Bob Grandy; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Jose Farran


Subject: RE: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 8:01:21 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Thanks for your comments, Luba. The Final TMP work currently in progress addresses a number of your questions below.
I’ve included some answers for now in red. Hope this clarifies.
 
Kate Aufhauser Project Analyst
Golden State Warriors
Direct 510.986.5419
Cell 202.230.2642
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607


 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 9:34 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Adam VandeWater; Gavin, John (john.gavin@sfgov.org); Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org); Erin Miller; Paul
Mitchell; Chris Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Brett Bollinger; Viktoriya Wise; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Brian Boxer
(BBoxer@esassoc.com); Julie Kirschbaum; Peter A Albert; Lee, James; Grabarkiewctz, Christopher P; Samii, Camron; Jefferis,
Richard Scott; Flynn, Jeffrey; Nestor, John; Bob Grandy; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);
Jose Farran
Subject: Re: GSW Event Center Pre-Event & Post-Event Bus Plan & Curb Designation Plans
 
Hi Clarke
Here are our comments on the Plans.  These comments expand on those that we provided to you in October.
 
Pre-game
The plan should indicate where on-street parking would not be permitted in order to ensure that the curb is
available for post-game operations, specifically on 16th and Illinois Streets. The TMP itself should indicate at
what time the curb parking restrictions would be in effect.
To the extent that street parking is available during the pre-game period (approx. 2-hr arrival period for
peak events like a Warriors game), we show it as such on the existing diagrams. The text of the TMP will
indicate the hours for on-street curb parking areas, and the relative time  (X hrs/minutes before end of
event) at which curb parking restrictions will go into effect.
 
For pre-game , on South Street why permit on-street parking on the north curb between TFB and Third Street?
 Would drivers be making a u-turn? The plan doesn't indicate whether on-street parking is permitted on the
north side of South Street west of the Alexandria garage.
Where on-street parking is not marked (from 450 South St. to Third St), please assume we do not plan to permit that
activity. Under our current striping plans, the northernmost lane becomes a right turn lane onto Third St., instead of
a curb parking lane, west of the 450 South St. driveway.
For neighbors parking on the north side of South St. between TFB and 450 South St., no u-turn would be required so
long as they adhered to timing limitations that adequately clear the space before the South St./Third St. closure takes
effect. Roving officers w/ the authority to tow cars may address any lingering vehicles between Bridgeview Way and
450 South, in particular.  
 
For pre-game and post-game, on South Street what is the regulation between the TMA shuttle stop and project
garage entrance? With the proposed increase in the number of parking spaces in the project garage, perhaps a
queuing lane is warranted.
The TMA shuttle stop is limited to the space indicated by arrows on the plans, just in front of the office
podium (west of 450 South St., across the street).
Pre-game: The space between that loading zone and the garage driveway should be adequate for queuing,
particularly because we expect over time event and retail visitors will learn it’s easier to take the right off
TFB than the left off Third to reach that driveway from downtown.
Post-game: No westbound cars would be entering the South St. garage during this period, due to the
proposed closure between 45 South St. and Third St. Therefore, we don’t anticipate any conflict between
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queuing vehicles and the TMA shuttle.
 
The pre-game plan has a pedicab loading zone on Terry Francois Blvd, but wouldn't pedicabs wind up dropping
off passengers on the west side of TFB in the general and paratransit loading zone?
In consultation with the SFBC, we assumed pedicabs would share the cycletrack that runs in both
directions on the east side of TFB. We are meeting with pedicab operators next week to share these plans
and can confirm their adequacy then.
 
Post-game
Is the black car loading for the entire segment of 16th Street? And if not, what is the regulation for the area west
of where black car loading is indicated?  Would black cars be arriving during post-game operations, or would
they be a limited number of vehicles that would be stagin in this location during the game, and once they leave
the curb is not used for active passenger loading. 
The eastbound black car loading zone on 16th St. would stretch between Illinois St. and 16th St.; no other traffic
would be able to access that segment of the street because of other proposed closures and turning limitations at the
Illinois St./project garage intersection.
There is no way for cars to continue to arrive at that curb zone once the Illinois St. northbound closure (for the event
shuttles) and 16th St. westbound closure (for all vehicles) take effect, so the black cars would have to be limited to
those that had staged there earlier.
 
Convention Event Plans
We will also need to have a curb management plan for convention events.  The plans would be different from a
basketball game, as there would be more shuttle bus service (Moscone shuttles, not TMA) and no additional
Muni service. 
The Final TMP does include curb management and controls planning for “small events,” particularly convention
events. The plans as currently drafted show significant taxi, black car, and shuttle space, and standard bus and TMA
stops (not Special Event staging). We will get these plans to you shortly.
 
No Event Conditions
Just a reminder that a baseline condition of the curb regulations on a day when no events occur is also needed in
the TMP.
A “No Event” scenario is described in the Final TMP, which we’ll get to you shortly.
 
General
Dimensions and/or number of vehicles accommodated should be provided on the plans.
 
The font size of the facilities on Terry Francois Boulevard is too small.
 
Thank you,
Luba
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 


 
On Oct 16, 2014, at 1:47 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


City Team,
Thanks for the constructive conversation on Tuesday to resolve the peak event curb designations. Attached are the two
diagrams depicting pre-event and post-event plans.
Let us know if there are any questions.
Clarke
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Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 
<StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PostGame.pdf><StreetPlan_MariposatoMissionBay_PreGame.pdf>
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "corinnewoods"
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:31:00 AM


Ok – we will include it.  I will send a draft agenda later today – have a check in call at 4PM to make
sure I am clear on what will be covered on the TMP item.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:30 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I think Next Steps should be a separate agenda information item with at least a tentative time
schedule.
Corinne
 
 
Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" 
Date:11/07/2014 10:22 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda


Will do – can we include the Comments and Responses as part of the “next steps” for the Warriors
project as part of the TMP update or under Agency updates?    I will work with OEWD to get the list
up and running and make sure we have coordinated with Theo on comments he’s received.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)



mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com
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http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com

mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com
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From: corinnewoods
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:30:46 AM


I think Next Steps should be a separate agenda information item with at least a
tentative time schedule.
Corinne


Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" 
Date:11/07/2014 10:22 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda 


Will do – can we include the Comments and Responses as part of the “next steps” for the Warriors
project as part of the TMP update or under Agency updates?    I will work with OEWD to get the list
up and running and make sure we have coordinated with Theo on comments he’s received.


 


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda


 


I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  



mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com
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How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne


 


 


 


-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 



mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:Corinnewoods@cs.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "corinnewoods@cs.com"
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:22:00 AM


Will do – can we include the Comments and Responses as part of the “next steps” for the Warriors
project as part of the TMP update or under Agency updates?    I will work with OEWD to get the list
up and running and make sure we have coordinated with Theo on comments he’s received.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  Thanks
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Jesse Blout
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 3:43:57 PM


Gotcha.  Do we need to even publish the part about providing overview of comments heard to date.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 12:42 PM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I haven’t sent out the agenda (was waiting until we talked later today on the TMP).  Feel free to
change the draft language I included below (left out the “responses” andjust had it as “overview of
comments received to date”).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:40 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 


Has the agenda gone out yet? I have some concerns about how this item is being presented --
"comments and responses" ... that sounds like CEQA terminology 
 


Sent from i Phone


On Nov 7, 2014, at 11:25 AM, "Clarke Miller" <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


Yes, we’ll work with Theo on identifying the comments. And I’ll see if he’s able to join
us at 4:15pm today for our call.
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 



mailto:jblout@stradasf.com
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Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:37 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
FYI – I will add a second item that discusses Next Steps – see it as being very short.  We
should be ready with a summary of comments to date (Jesse/Clarke – if you could help
collect what Theo has heard, that would be great).  We may want to jump on the
phone Monday to talk about what exactly we will present for this – we have the NOP,
Commission meetings, design, etc. coming up.  I was thinking the item could read
something like the following:
 


1. Discussion Item: Overview of Next Steps for the Warriors Mixed-Use
Project, Representatives from the Warriors Team, OCII and Office of
Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) - 15 minutes


Description of Item:  The Warriors team and OCII/OWED staff will provide a brief
overview of comments received to date on the project and what the upcoming next steps
will be for the Warriors project.


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


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:30 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I think Next Steps should be a separate agenda information item with at least a
tentative time schedule.
Corinne
 
 
Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" 
Date:11/07/2014 10:22 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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Will do – can we include the Comments and Responses as part of the “next steps” for
the Warriors project as part of the TMP update or under Agency updates?    I will work
with OEWD to get the list up and running and make sure we have coordinated with
Theo on comments he’s received.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't
find any current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge
questions and what they're doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the
WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have
anything to add?  The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management
plan.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
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San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th,
RETURNING THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:06:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


I’ll be at my desk.  It may be that we discuss this during the 4.15PM call as well.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:04 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
That works for me.  I’ll just call your desk, or cell?
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:58 PM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
Do you want to talk for a few minutes after today’s call?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:36 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I meant on Monday I can jump on a call after 1:30pm... 
Today I’ve got a meeting that goes until 2pm today…
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:57 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I can jump on the phone briefly at 1.30 (have a 2PM).  Chat then.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:50 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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I am actually taking Monday off, but can jump on a call after 1:30PM.  I can start a draft of “running
themes” for us to discuss.  I’ve recorded most of the CAC meetings…
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:16 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
John – are you around Monday to talk about pulling together the comments received so we can give
an update on major themes?  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
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-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 



mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:Corinnewoods@cs.com
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From: Gavin, John (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 2:04:24 PM
Attachments: image003.png


That works for me.  I’ll just call your desk, or cell?
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:58 PM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
Do you want to talk for a few minutes after today’s call?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:36 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I meant on Monday I can jump on a call after 1:30pm... 
Today I’ve got a meeting that goes until 2pm today…
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
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City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:57 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I can jump on the phone briefly at 1.30 (have a 2PM).  Chat then.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:50 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I am actually taking Monday off, but can jump on a call after 1:30PM.  I can start a draft of “running
themes” for us to discuss.  I’ve recorded most of the CAC meetings…
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:16 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
John – are you around Monday to talk about pulling together the comments received so we can give
an update on major themes?  Thanks
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Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:57:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Do you want to talk for a few minutes after today’s call?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:36 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I meant on Monday I can jump on a call after 1:30pm... 
Today I’ve got a meeting that goes until 2pm today…
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:57 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I can jump on the phone briefly at 1.30 (have a 2PM).  Chat then.
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:50 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I am actually taking Monday off, but can jump on a call after 1:30PM.  I can start a draft of “running
themes” for us to discuss.  I’ve recorded most of the CAC meetings…
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:16 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
John – are you around Monday to talk about pulling together the comments received so we can give
an update on major themes?  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
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To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Jesse Blout"; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 12:41:00 PM


I haven’t sent out the agenda (was waiting until we talked later today on the TMP).  Feel free to
change the draft language I included below (left out the “responses” andjust had it as “overview of
comments received to date”).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:40 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 


Has the agenda gone out yet? I have some concerns about how this item is being presented --
"comments and responses" ... that sounds like CEQA terminology 
 


Sent from i Phone


On Nov 7, 2014, at 11:25 AM, "Clarke Miller" <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


Yes, we’ll work with Theo on identifying the comments. And I’ll see if he’s able to join
us at 4:15pm today for our call.
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:37 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
FYI – I will add a second item that discusses Next Steps – see it as being very short.  We
should be ready with a summary of comments to date (Jesse/Clarke – if you could help
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collect what Theo has heard, that would be great).  We may want to jump on the
phone Monday to talk about what exactly we will present for this – we have the NOP,
Commission meetings, design, etc. coming up.  I was thinking the item could read
something like the following:
 


1. Discussion Item: Overview of Next Steps for the Warriors Mixed-Use
Project, Representatives from the Warriors Team, OCII and Office of
Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) - 15 minutes


Description of Item:  The Warriors team and OCII/OWED staff will provide a brief
overview of comments received to date on the project and what the upcoming next steps
will be for the Warriors project.


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


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:30 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I think Next Steps should be a separate agenda information item with at least a
tentative time schedule.
Corinne
 
 
Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" 
Date:11/07/2014 10:22 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda


Will do – can we include the Comments and Responses as part of the “next steps” for
the Warriors project as part of the TMP update or under Agency updates?    I will work
with OEWD to get the list up and running and make sure we have coordinated with
Theo on comments he’s received.
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't
find any current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge
questions and what they're doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the
WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have
anything to add?  The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management
plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th,
RETURNING THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com

mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:Corinnewoods@cs.com

mailto:Corinnewoods@cs.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/










From: Gavin, John (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:36:20 AM
Attachments: image003.png


I meant on Monday I can jump on a call after 1:30pm... 
Today I’ve got a meeting that goes until 2pm today…
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:57 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I can jump on the phone briefly at 1.30 (have a 2PM).  Chat then.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:50 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I am actually taking Monday off, but can jump on a call after 1:30PM.  I can start a draft of “running
themes” for us to discuss.  I’ve recorded most of the CAC meetings…
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
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Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:16 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
John – are you around Monday to talk about pulling together the comments received so we can give
an update on major themes?  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda
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Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Jesse Blout
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:26:04 AM


Yes, we’ll work with Theo on identifying the comments. And I’ll see if he’s able to join us at 4:15pm
today for our call.
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:37 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
FYI – I will add a second item that discusses Next Steps – see it as being very short.  We should be
ready with a summary of comments to date (Jesse/Clarke – if you could help collect what Theo has
heard, that would be great).  We may want to jump on the phone Monday to talk about what exactly
we will present for this – we have the NOP, Commission meetings, design, etc. coming up.  I was
thinking the item could read something like the following:
 


1. Discussion Item: Overview of Next Steps for the Warriors Mixed-Use Project,
Representatives from the Warriors Team, OCII and Office of Economic and Workforce
Development (OEWD) - 15 minutes


Description of Item:  The Warriors team and OCII/OWED staff will provide a brief overview of comments
received to date on the project and what the upcoming next steps will be for the Warriors project.


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


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:30 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I think Next Steps should be a separate agenda information item with at least a tentative time
schedule.
Corinne
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Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" 
Date:11/07/2014 10:22 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda


Will do – can we include the Comments and Responses as part of the “next steps” for the Warriors
project as part of the TMP update or under Agency updates?    I will work with OEWD to get the list
up and running and make sure we have coordinated with Theo on comments he’s received.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
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The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:59:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Yeah – we haven’t had a chance to update ours either.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:53 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
Regarding the oewd mission bay pavilion website etc….I haven’t updated it in a while bc we are in
the process of a complete overhaul of our oewd website.
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:16 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
John – are you around Monday to talk about pulling together the comments received so we can give
an update on major themes?  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Jesse Blout
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 5:19:55 PM


Got it.  if u can’t, it is ok to let the old one rip
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 5:14 PM
To: Jesse Blout
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I am trying to get a vague description past Corinne.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 3:44 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
Gotcha.  Do we need to even publish the part about providing overview of comments heard to date.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 12:42 PM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I haven’t sent out the agenda (was waiting until we talked later today on the TMP).  Feel free to
change the draft language I included below (left out the “responses” andjust had it as “overview of
comments received to date”).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:40 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 


Has the agenda gone out yet? I have some concerns about how this item is being presented --
"comments and responses" ... that sounds like CEQA terminology 
 


Sent from i Phone


On Nov 7, 2014, at 11:25 AM, "Clarke Miller" <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


Yes, we’ll work with Theo on identifying the comments. And I’ll see if he’s able to join
us at 4:15pm today for our call.
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:37 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
FYI – I will add a second item that discusses Next Steps – see it as being very short.  We
should be ready with a summary of comments to date (Jesse/Clarke – if you could help
collect what Theo has heard, that would be great).  We may want to jump on the
phone Monday to talk about what exactly we will present for this – we have the NOP,
Commission meetings, design, etc. coming up.  I was thinking the item could read
something like the following:
 


1. Discussion Item: Overview of Next Steps for the Warriors Mixed-Use
Project, Representatives from the Warriors Team, OCII and Office of
Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) - 15 minutes


Description of Item:  The Warriors team and OCII/OWED staff will provide a brief
overview of comments received to date on the project and what the upcoming next steps
will be for the Warriors project.


 
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:30 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I think Next Steps should be a separate agenda information item with at least a
tentative time schedule.
Corinne
 
 
Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" 
Date:11/07/2014 10:22 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda


Will do – can we include the Comments and Responses as part of the “next steps” for
the Warriors project as part of the TMP update or under Agency updates?    I will work
with OEWD to get the list up and running and make sure we have coordinated with
Theo on comments he’s received.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
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I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't
find any current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge
questions and what they're doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the
WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have
anything to add?  The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management
plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th,
RETURNING THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Theo Ellington
To: corinnewoods@cs.com
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC TMP Preview
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 3:42:26 PM


Let’s save tomorrow at 11 AM here at 2 Harrison.
 
We can also discuss the two items you have questions about.
 
Thanks,
TE
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 2:30 PM
To: Theo Ellington
Cc: catherine.reilly@sfgov.org
Subject: Re: CAC TMP Preview
 
No, I haven't seen it, and would like to.  11 AM tomorrow at your office?  Also want to talk to you about
consolidating, updating and posting a list of comments and responses to the presentations/meetings so
far, and I'm particularly interested in knowing:
1.  Will there be a community space in the arena complex?
2.  What's underneath the "toilet tank" (the arena being the toilet bowl) and why does it have to be so
tall?  Can we talk about that?


Thanks,


Corinne
cell - 415-902-7635
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Theo Ellington <TEllington@warriors.com>
To: corinnewoods <corinnewoods@cs.com>
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (catherine.reilly@sfgov.org) (CII) 
(catherine.reilly@sfgov.org) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Sent: Mon, Nov 10, 2014 11:16 am
Subject: CAC TMP Preview


Hey Corinne,
 
Have you seen a draft of our TMP presentation?  Are you around tomorrow (preferably at 11:00 AM)
 to review with Clarke and I?
 
Thanks,
 
Theo Ellington
Director, Public Affairs
510.986.2278 |  310.347.8447(cell)
tellington@warriors.com
website |  tickets |  app |  social |  find us
SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: José I. Farrán
Cc: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); "Kate Aufhauser"; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Submissions
Date: Thursday, November 06, 2014 3:38:01 PM


Jose, Kate provided revised day-of-game employment numbers; I will call you shortly.  
 
-Paul
 


From: José I. Farrán [mailto:jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 3:35 PM
To: 'Kate Aufhauser'; Clarke Miller
Cc: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Paul Mitchell; Joyce; 'Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)'; 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Submissions
 
Kate/Clarke,
 
Thanks for sending the updated project information yesterday; based on it we are moving forward with
the revisions to the project travel demand calculations.  To this end, can you confirm that all the data
presented in the attached table is a correct representation of the proposed project?  This information
corresponds to Table 1 of the travel demand memorandum.
 
Thanks in advance.
 
_______________________________________________________
José I. Farrán, P.E.
  Adavant
         Consulting
200 Francisco St.,  2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94133
office: (415) 362-3552; mobile: (415) 990-6412
jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com
www.AdavantConsulting.com
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From: José I. Farrán
To: "Kate Aufhauser"; "Clarke Miller"
Cc: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; "Paul Mitchell"; "Joyce Hsiao"; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Submissions
Date: Thursday, November 06, 2014 3:36:22 PM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 3-Table 1 - 2014 11 06.docx


Kate/Clarke,
 
Thanks for sending the updated project information yesterday; based on it we are moving forward with
the revisions to the project travel demand calculations.  To this end, can you confirm that all the data
presented in the attached table is a correct representation of the proposed project?  This information
corresponds to Table 1 of the travel demand memorandum.
 
Thanks in advance.
 
_______________________________________________________
José I. Farrán, P.E.
  Adavant
         Consulting
200 Francisco St.,  2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94133
office: (415) 362-3552; mobile: (415) 990-6412
jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com
www.AdavantConsulting.com
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			Table 1


Summary of Proposed Project for Travel Demand Analysis [a]





(November 6, 2014)





			


Project Component


			Characteristics





			


			Gross Square Feet (GSF) / Attendance for Travel Demand Analysis


			Event Center Employment Characteristics





			Event Center


· No Event


· GS Warriors Game


· Convention


			750,000 GSF





18,064 attendees (maximum)


9,000 attendees (average)


			


100 employees


825 employees


675 employees





			GSW Office (Administration & Mgmt.) 


			25,000 GSF


			





			Office


			580,000 GSF


			





			Retail [b]


			62,500 GSF


			





			Quick Service Restaurant


			11,000 GSF


			





			Sit-down Restaurant


			51,500 GSF


			





			Notes:/


[a] This table presents the characteristics of the proposed project uses as they are defined for travel demand analysis purposes.


[b] [bookmark: _GoBack]The Retail use encompasses general and specialty retail, as well as food-related retail.






















From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: corinnewoods@cs.com
Subject: RE: Draft Agenda
Date: Saturday, November 08, 2014 9:43:36 AM


I may send out the agenda today without the room and resend on Monday to get on
radars.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: corinnewoods@cs.com
Date:11/08/2014 9:39 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Subject: Re: Draft Agenda


Looks fine.  Hope you can pin down the room and get it out Monday.  


Thanks,


Corinne


-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 5:13 pm
Subject: Draft Agenda


Corinne – here is the draft agenda.  We’ll be including a summary of the comments received, when
they will be addressed (if not already), and schedule overview under the second item.  You will
probably be outreached to to run the draft TMP past prior.  I’m still trying to tie down the room – we
may have to squeeze into the small room downstairs, but I can have all the City/GSW folks stand,
which will free up spaces.
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: corinnewoods
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Draft Agenda
Date: Saturday, November 08, 2014 12:25:22 PM


Can't they get you some help so you don't have to work weekends?  We need you
not to burn out and it's a beautiful day.
Corinne


Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" 
Date:11/08/2014 9:43 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: Draft Agenda 


I may send out the agenda today without the room and resend on Monday to get on
radars.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: corinnewoods@cs.com
Date:11/08/2014 9:39 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Subject: Re: Draft Agenda


Looks fine.  Hope you can pin down the room and get it out Monday.  


Thanks,


Corinne


-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 5:13 pm
Subject: Draft Agenda


Corinne – here is the draft agenda.  We’ll be including a summary of the comments received, when
they will be addressed (if not already), and schedule overview under the second item.  You will
probably be outreached to to run the draft TMP past prior.  I’m still trying to tie down the room – we
may have to squeeze into the small room downstairs, but I can have all the City/GSW folks stand,
which will free up spaces.
 
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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Joyce; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: Draft GHG Checklist
Date: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 6:12:12 PM


Catherine:
 
Thanks, we are planning on going through the GHG checklist tomorrow as well.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 6:02 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Joyce
Subject: Re: Draft GHG Checklist
 
Let's talk about it tomorrow.  Some of the OCII issues (ie, TIDF and Jobs-Housing) need to be
responded to by the City Attorney.


From: Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com>
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 12:57 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Joyce
Subject: Draft GHG Checklist
 
All:
 
Attached is a draft GHG checklist for your review.  There are a number of highlighted yellow bolded
statements for EP, OCII and Sponsor to respond to.  Please note this checklist is proposed to be
included in the project file, but not included within the body of the Initial Study or SEIR. 
 
We would like to complete the checklist by the time we are done with our working session, so any
responses you can provide before then would be appreciated.  Please call with any questions;
thanks.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com
Subject: RE: FW: GSW Arena Design Check In
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 3:32:51 PM


Just a reminder that we will have a go to meeting tomorrow. If you are coming to
OCII please let me know.


Thanks


Catherine


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone
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From: David Manica
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: FW: GSW Arena Design Check In
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 3:38:41 PM


HI Catherine.
Yes.  Looking forward to it.  I am not in SF, so  I will be leading the show from my laptop.
 
We intend to cover these two updates:
 


1.        South street curb cut (traffic/parking experts will present)
2.        Skybar tweaks/revision


 
Thanks.  Speak to you then.  Have a great evening.
D
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:33 PM
To: David Manica
Subject: RE: FW: GSW Arena Design Check In
 
Just a reminder that we will have a go to meeting tomorrow. If you are coming to OCII please
let me know.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Final TMP CAC preso
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 10:30:00 AM


No – could you please email him to get it?  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Hussain, Lila (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 10:30 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: Final TMP CAC preso
 
Do you have John’s PPT as well?  I was going to send it to Ferry.
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2014 8:42 AM
To: Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Theo Ellington (tellington@warriors.com); Reilly,
Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Final TMP CAC preso
 
Good morning, everyone.
The attached version of last night’s presentation is available for posting.
Thanks for everyone’s contributions last night.
Clarke
 
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Subbarayan, Kamala"; Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Culver, Craig; Woo, Kimberly
Subject: RE: Arena site plan/design review meeting
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:39:00 AM


Monday – from 10-12
Tuesday – any time other than 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Subbarayan, Kamala [mailto:ksubbarayan@planning.ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:14 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Culver, Craig; Woo, Kimberly
Subject: FW: Arena site plan/design review meeting
 
Hi Adam and Catherine,
Are you able to make either of these times? This is for a meeting between our design review team
and the Warriors architects to review their 3d model and have an opportunity to ask them more
detailed questions.


·         11/24 Monday any time between 9am -1pm
·         11/25 Tuesday any time between 9am -12 noon 


 
We would appreciate it if you can kindly get back to us at the earliest on your availability.
Thanks,
Kam
 
 


From: Tim Erney [mailto:terney@kittelson.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:50 AM
To: David Manica; Subbarayan, Kamala
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; dcarlock@warriors.com; cmiller@stradasf.com; jblout@stradasf.com;
brian.jencek@hok.com; steve.morton@hok.com; Culver, Craig
Subject: RE: Arena site plan/design review meeting
 
Of those options, I can do Monday after 11:00 or any of the Tuesday times. 
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Tim A. Erney, AICP/PTP/CTP
Principal
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
Transportation Engineering / Planning
714.627.2481 (direct)
714.294.8331 (cell)
 


 


From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 8:17 AM
To: Subbarayan, Kamala
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; dcarlock@warriors.com; cmiller@stradasf.com; jblout@stradasf.com;
brian.jencek@hok.com; steve.morton@hok.com; Tim Erney; Culver, Craig
Subject: Re: Arena site plan/design review meeting
 
Morning (only) PT timeframes on those days work for me. 


Sent from my iPhone


On Nov 13, 2014, at 11:11 AM, Subbarayan, Kamala <ksubbarayan@planning.ucsf.edu> wrote:


Hi All,
It looks like we need to start over on the dates as many of you have conflicts for 17th
now.
 
Please respond to Kim and Craig (copied here) on your availability for the following
time slots. Please cc me so that I can track this item.
 
11/24 Monday any time between 9am -1pm
 
11/25 Tuesday any time between 9am -12 noon or 2-4pm
 
We would appreciate it if you can kindly get back to us at the earliest on your
availability.
 
Thanks!
Kam
 


On Nov 12, 2014, at 12:42 PM, Woo, Kimberly <Kimberly.Woo@ucsf.edu> wrote:


All:
 
I sent out a calendar hold for the Warriors arena site plan/design review
meeting.  We are hoping to schedule it on 11/17 from 3-4.  Please let me
know if you are available to meet at 654 Minnesota Street or via
conference call. 
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Note: I am out of the office tomorrow, so please cc Craig Culver and Kam
Subbarayan in your reply.
 
Kimberly Woo
Administrative Assistant
Campus Planning
Phone: 415-476-9255
E-mail:kwoo@planning.ucsf.edu
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From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Subbarayan, Kamala
Cc: Culver, Craig; Woo, Kimberly
Subject: RE: Arena site plan/design review meeting
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 4:14:35 PM


If Catherine can make it please feel free to proceed without me as I am booked on Monday and have
a 10:30 -11:30 on Tuesday.


Best,
Adam
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:39 AM
To: Subbarayan, Kamala; Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Culver, Craig; Woo, Kimberly
Subject: RE: Arena site plan/design review meeting
 
Monday – from 10-12
Tuesday – any time other than 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Subbarayan, Kamala [mailto:ksubbarayan@planning.ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:14 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)
Cc: Culver, Craig; Woo, Kimberly
Subject: FW: Arena site plan/design review meeting
 
Hi Adam and Catherine,
Are you able to make either of these times? This is for a meeting between our design review team
and the Warriors architects to review their 3d model and have an opportunity to ask them more
detailed questions.


·         11/24 Monday any time between 9am -1pm
·         11/25 Tuesday any time between 9am -12 noon 


 
We would appreciate it if you can kindly get back to us at the earliest on your availability.
Thanks,
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Kam
 
 


From: Tim Erney [mailto:terney@kittelson.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:50 AM
To: David Manica; Subbarayan, Kamala
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; dcarlock@warriors.com; cmiller@stradasf.com; jblout@stradasf.com;
brian.jencek@hok.com; steve.morton@hok.com; Culver, Craig
Subject: RE: Arena site plan/design review meeting
 
Of those options, I can do Monday after 11:00 or any of the Tuesday times. 
 
Tim A. Erney, AICP/PTP/CTP
Principal
Kittelson & Associates, Inc.
Transportation Engineering / Planning
714.627.2481 (direct)
714.294.8331 (cell)
 


 


From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 8:17 AM
To: Subbarayan, Kamala
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; dcarlock@warriors.com; cmiller@stradasf.com; jblout@stradasf.com;
brian.jencek@hok.com; steve.morton@hok.com; Tim Erney; Culver, Craig
Subject: Re: Arena site plan/design review meeting
 
Morning (only) PT timeframes on those days work for me. 


Sent from my iPhone


On Nov 13, 2014, at 11:11 AM, Subbarayan, Kamala <ksubbarayan@planning.ucsf.edu> wrote:


Hi All,
It looks like we need to start over on the dates as many of you have conflicts for 17th
now.
 
Please respond to Kim and Craig (copied here) on your availability for the following
time slots. Please cc me so that I can track this item.
 
11/24 Monday any time between 9am -1pm
 
11/25 Tuesday any time between 9am -12 noon or 2-4pm
 
We would appreciate it if you can kindly get back to us at the earliest on your
availability.
 
Thanks!
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Kam
 


On Nov 12, 2014, at 12:42 PM, Woo, Kimberly <Kimberly.Woo@ucsf.edu> wrote:


All:
 
I sent out a calendar hold for the Warriors arena site plan/design review
meeting.  We are hoping to schedule it on 11/17 from 3-4.  Please let me
know if you are available to meet at 654 Minnesota Street or via
conference call. 
Note: I am out of the office tomorrow, so please cc Craig Culver and Kam
Subbarayan in your reply.
 
Kimberly Woo
Administrative Assistant
Campus Planning
Phone: 415-476-9255
E-mail:kwoo@planning.ucsf.edu
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Jesse Blout"
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 5:14:00 PM


I am trying to get a vague description past Corinne.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 3:44 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
Gotcha.  Do we need to even publish the part about providing overview of comments heard to date.
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 12:42 PM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I haven’t sent out the agenda (was waiting until we talked later today on the TMP).  Feel free to
change the draft language I included below (left out the “responses” andjust had it as “overview of
comments received to date”).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 11:40 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 


Has the agenda gone out yet? I have some concerns about how this item is being presented --
"comments and responses" ... that sounds like CEQA terminology 
 


Sent from i Phone


On Nov 7, 2014, at 11:25 AM, "Clarke Miller" <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


Yes, we’ll work with Theo on identifying the comments. And I’ll see if he’s able to join
us at 4:15pm today for our call.
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:37 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
FYI – I will add a second item that discusses Next Steps – see it as being very short.  We
should be ready with a summary of comments to date (Jesse/Clarke – if you could help
collect what Theo has heard, that would be great).  We may want to jump on the
phone Monday to talk about what exactly we will present for this – we have the NOP,
Commission meetings, design, etc. coming up.  I was thinking the item could read
something like the following:
 


1. Discussion Item: Overview of Next Steps for the Warriors Mixed-Use
Project, Representatives from the Warriors Team, OCII and Office of
Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) - 15 minutes


Description of Item:  The Warriors team and OCII/OWED staff will provide a brief
overview of comments received to date on the project and what the upcoming next steps
will be for the Warriors project.


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


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
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THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:30 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I think Next Steps should be a separate agenda information item with at least a
tentative time schedule.
Corinne
 
 
Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" 
Date:11/07/2014 10:22 AM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda


Will do – can we include the Comments and Responses as part of the “next steps” for
the Warriors project as part of the TMP update or under Agency updates?    I will work
with OEWD to get the list up and running and make sure we have coordinated with
Theo on comments he’s received.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING


THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't
find any current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge
questions and what they're doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the
WTA?
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Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have
anything to add?  The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management
plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th,
RETURNING THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:57:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png


I can jump on the phone briefly at 1.30 (have a 2PM).  Chat then.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:50 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
 
I am actually taking Monday off, but can jump on a call after 1:30PM.  I can start a draft of “running
themes” for us to discuss.  I’ve recorded most of the CAC meetings…
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:16 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
John – are you around Monday to talk about pulling together the comments received so we can give
an update on major themes?  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Gavin, John (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:52:53 AM
Attachments: image002.png


Regarding the oewd mission bay pavilion website etc….I haven’t updated it in a while bc we are in
the process of a complete overhaul of our oewd website.
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:16 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
John – are you around Monday to talk about pulling together the comments received so we can give
an update on major themes?  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?
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Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Gavin, John (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:50:06 AM
Attachments: image002.png


I am actually taking Monday off, but can jump on a call after 1:30PM.  I can start a draft of “running
themes” for us to discuss.  I’ve recorded most of the CAC meetings…
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:16 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: FW: CAC Agenda
 
John – are you around Monday to talk about pulling together the comments received so we can give
an update on major themes?  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 10:13 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: CAC Agenda
 
I'd like to see an update on Comments and Responses to the Warriors proposal.  I don't find any
current information on the website, and think it's important to acknowledge questions and what they're
doing about the issues.  


How is this information being compiled and where can we find it?


Could you also include a link on the agenda to the SFMTA public meeting about the WTA?
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Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Nov 7, 2014 9:58 am
Subject: CAC Agenda


Hi, Corinne – I am putting together the CAC agenda for next week.  Do you have anything to add? 
The one item I have is the draft Warriors transportation management plan.  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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6th
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Oerth, Sally (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Maher, Christine (CII); Rice, Don (CII);


Nguyen, Lucinda (CII); Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond C. (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: Off-site Meetings Today and Tomorrow
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 6:58:53 AM


I have off-site meetings today and tomorrow for the Warriors project.  I'm hoping it will only
last today.  But, in case, I will still be checking emails, but if anything comes up that needs a
quick response, please text me at 510-282-9907.  That will get the quickest response.


Thanks


Catherine
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com; Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Brian Boxer
Subject: Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 12:55:39 PM
Attachments: Pile Driving CONDITION OF APPROVAL.doc


Summary of Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy.docx
noise conditions of approval example.doc


All
 
Per Catherine’s request, I am sending language governing Mission Bay extreme noise activities
in Mission Bay.
 
Manny
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 5:33 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Brian
Boxer
Subject: Agenda for GSW MB 11/12 work session
 
All,
Attached is the agenda for the work session.  ESA will have copies available for everyone's
use at the meeting.
We are hopeful that we can complete everything on Weds.
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com



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



Finalized August 25, 2006


Linked to CD approval


Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity



Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturday, Sundays and holidays.  Requests for pile driving on Saturdays may be considered on a case by case basis by the Redevelopment Agency with approval at the sole discretion of the Agency Director.  




Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy





[bookmark: _GoBack]Type of Noise Covered by Policy:  Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity.





Policy Language:  “Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturday, Sundays and holidays.  Requests for pile driving on Saturdays may be considered on a case by case basis by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) with approval at the sole discretion of the Executive Director. “ 


(Please note - we rarely/never approve Saturday work.)





Applicability of Policy:  Applies to all Mission Bay development.  It does not apply outside of Mission Bay.





Holidays Recognized under the Policy: For purposes of the Policy, OCII and the community recognizes the City’s official holiday schedule, as follows:


· New Years Day - Tuesday, January 1, 2013


· Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Day - Monday, January 21, 2013


· President's Day - Monday, February 18, 2013


· Memorial Day - Monday, May 27, 2013


· Independence Day - Thursday, July 4, 2013


· Labor Day - Monday, September 2, 2013


· Columbus Day - Monday, October 14, 2013


· Veterans Day - Monday, November 11, 2013


· Thanksgiving Day and the Day After - Thursday, November 28 & Friday, November 29, 2013


· Christmas Day - Wednesday, December 25, 2013




1. Construction Noise Conditions


· The applicant shall limit construction to 7:00 am to 7:00 pm, Monday through Friday.    Saturday construction hours and any other construction activity outside of the standard work hours of 7:00 am to 7:00 pm Monday through Friday shall be regulated as set forth in Condition of Approval #2.  Extreme noise generating activity, including pile driving, is subject to Condition of Approval #3 below.


· The applicant shall post signs at the construction site that include permitted construction days and hours, a day and evening contact number for the job site and a day and evening contact number for the City in the event of problems or complaints.


2. Saturday Construction


The following requirements and standards apply if Saturday construction or construction not within the standard weekday time frame is requested by the applicant:  



· Saturday hours may be permitted on a routine basis once the building is closed in, including doors and windows, subject to the prior approval of the Building Department.  Construction activity shall be limited to interior work only, and hours shall be limited to 9:00 am to 5:00 pm.  



· In the event of an extraordinary construction activity, such as the need for a continuous concrete pour, Saturday construction hours may be allowed for exterior work, subject to approval by the Building Department and the condition set forth in sub-section d below.



· No construction is permitted on Sunday.


3. Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity


Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (90 dBA or above) shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday.  No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturday, Sundays and holidays.  Pile driving on Saturdays will be evaluated on a case by case basis, with criteria including the proximity of residential uses and a survey of residents and businesses preferences for whether Saturday activity is acceptable if the overall duration of the pile driving is shortened.







From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com; Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Brian Boxer
Subject: Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 12:55:39 PM
Attachments: Pile Driving CONDITION OF APPROVAL.doc


Summary of Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy.docx
noise conditions of approval example.doc


All
 
Per Catherine’s request, I am sending language governing Mission Bay extreme noise activities
in Mission Bay.
 
Manny
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 5:33 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Brian
Boxer
Subject: Agenda for GSW MB 11/12 work session
 
All,
Attached is the agenda for the work session.  ESA will have copies available for everyone's
use at the meeting.
We are hopeful that we can complete everything on Weds.
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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CONDITION OF APPROVAL



Finalized August 25, 2006


Linked to CD approval


Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity



Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturday, Sundays and holidays.  Requests for pile driving on Saturdays may be considered on a case by case basis by the Redevelopment Agency with approval at the sole discretion of the Agency Director.  




Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy





[bookmark: _GoBack]Type of Noise Covered by Policy:  Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity.





Policy Language:  “Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet) shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturday, Sundays and holidays.  Requests for pile driving on Saturdays may be considered on a case by case basis by the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) with approval at the sole discretion of the Executive Director. “ 


(Please note - we rarely/never approve Saturday work.)





Applicability of Policy:  Applies to all Mission Bay development.  It does not apply outside of Mission Bay.





Holidays Recognized under the Policy: For purposes of the Policy, OCII and the community recognizes the City’s official holiday schedule, as follows:


· New Years Day - Tuesday, January 1, 2013


· Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Day - Monday, January 21, 2013


· President's Day - Monday, February 18, 2013


· Memorial Day - Monday, May 27, 2013


· Independence Day - Thursday, July 4, 2013


· Labor Day - Monday, September 2, 2013


· Columbus Day - Monday, October 14, 2013


· Veterans Day - Monday, November 11, 2013


· Thanksgiving Day and the Day After - Thursday, November 28 & Friday, November 29, 2013


· Christmas Day - Wednesday, December 25, 2013




1. Construction Noise Conditions


· The applicant shall limit construction to 7:00 am to 7:00 pm, Monday through Friday.    Saturday construction hours and any other construction activity outside of the standard work hours of 7:00 am to 7:00 pm Monday through Friday shall be regulated as set forth in Condition of Approval #2.  Extreme noise generating activity, including pile driving, is subject to Condition of Approval #3 below.


· The applicant shall post signs at the construction site that include permitted construction days and hours, a day and evening contact number for the job site and a day and evening contact number for the City in the event of problems or complaints.


2. Saturday Construction


The following requirements and standards apply if Saturday construction or construction not within the standard weekday time frame is requested by the applicant:  



· Saturday hours may be permitted on a routine basis once the building is closed in, including doors and windows, subject to the prior approval of the Building Department.  Construction activity shall be limited to interior work only, and hours shall be limited to 9:00 am to 5:00 pm.  



· In the event of an extraordinary construction activity, such as the need for a continuous concrete pour, Saturday construction hours may be allowed for exterior work, subject to approval by the Building Department and the condition set forth in sub-section d below.



· No construction is permitted on Sunday.


3. Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity


Pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity (90 dBA or above) shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday.  No pile driving or other extreme noise generating activity is permitted on Saturday, Sundays and holidays.  Pile driving on Saturdays will be evaluated on a case by case basis, with criteria including the proximity of residential uses and a survey of residents and businesses preferences for whether Saturday activity is acceptable if the overall duration of the pile driving is shortened.







From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Cc: Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: Planning Commission Meeting Date Reminder
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 9:28:00 AM


Hi, David – I just wanted to check in and see if you were able to get the GSW Major Phase onto the
12/18 Planning Commission 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 MONDAY OCTOBER 27th, RETURNING THURSDAY,


NOVEMBER 6th


 



mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org

mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya


(CPC); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)";
bsaltsman@gibsondunn.com


Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; Joyce; Karl  Heisler; Jonathan Carey
Subject: Printcheck NOP/IS, NOA, and NOC for GSW at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 4:02:08 PM
Importance: High


All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Printcheck Draft NOP/Initial Study (track change version in WORD, clean
version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center and
Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 for your review.  This is complete
except for Figure 4 (Conceptual Project Site Plan), which the Warriors provided to today, and
which we will format per our discussion on Wednesday and be able to share by Monday.
 


2.        a draft copy of the Notice of Availability (NOA) and Notice of Completion (NOC) for your
review.


 
·         When reviewing the Printcheck Draft NOP/Initial Study, please make your recommended


edits/comments to the clean WORD document using track changes. 


·         We are requesting you submit any comments to City Planning or before Noon Monday,
November 17, 2014.


 


Catherine:  Also by noon Monday, November 17, 2014, please have the appropriate OCII person
sign, date (use either 11/17 or 11/18 for your date) and return to ESA electronically the following:


1.        Page 2 of the NOP
2.        Page 136 of the Initial Study (Determination page)
3.        The second page of the NOC


 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
 
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya


(CPC); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)";
bsaltsman@gibsondunn.com


Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; Joyce; Karl  Heisler; Jonathan Carey
Subject: Printcheck NOP/IS, NOA, and NOC for GSW at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 4:02:08 PM
Importance: High


All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Printcheck Draft NOP/Initial Study (track change version in WORD, clean
version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center and
Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 for your review.  This is complete
except for Figure 4 (Conceptual Project Site Plan), which the Warriors provided to today, and
which we will format per our discussion on Wednesday and be able to share by Monday.
 


2.        a draft copy of the Notice of Availability (NOA) and Notice of Completion (NOC) for your
review.


 
·         When reviewing the Printcheck Draft NOP/Initial Study, please make your recommended


edits/comments to the clean WORD document using track changes. 


·         We are requesting you submit any comments to City Planning or before Noon Monday,
November 17, 2014.


 


Catherine:  Also by noon Monday, November 17, 2014, please have the appropriate OCII person
sign, date (use either 11/17 or 11/18 for your date) and return to ESA electronically the following:


1.        Page 2 of the NOP
2.        Page 136 of the Initial Study (Determination page)
3.        The second page of the NOC


 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
 
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya


(CPC); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)";
bsaltsman@gibsondunn.com


Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; Joyce; Karl  Heisler; Jonathan Carey
Subject: Printcheck NOP/IS, NOA, and NOC for GSW at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 4:02:06 PM
Importance: High


All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Printcheck Draft NOP/Initial Study (track change version in WORD, clean
version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center and
Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 for your review.  This is complete
except for Figure 4 (Conceptual Project Site Plan), which the Warriors provided to today, and
which we will format per our discussion on Wednesday and be able to share by Monday.
 


2.        a draft copy of the Notice of Availability (NOA) and Notice of Completion (NOC) for your
review.


 
·         When reviewing the Printcheck Draft NOP/Initial Study, please make your recommended


edits/comments to the clean WORD document using track changes. 


·         We are requesting you submit any comments to City Planning or before Noon Monday,
November 17, 2014.


 


Catherine:  Also by noon Monday, November 17, 2014, please have the appropriate OCII person
sign, date (use either 11/17 or 11/18 for your date) and return to ESA electronically the following:


1.        Page 2 of the NOP
2.        Page 136 of the Initial Study (Determination page)
3.        The second page of the NOC


 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
 
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya


(CPC); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; "Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)";
bsaltsman@gibsondunn.com


Cc: Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; Joyce; Karl  Heisler; Jonathan Carey
Subject: Printcheck NOP/IS, NOA, and NOC for GSW at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 4:02:08 PM
Importance: High


All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:
 


1.        a copy of the Printcheck Draft NOP/Initial Study (track change version in WORD, clean
version in WORD, and clean version in PDF with figures) for the proposed Event Center and
Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 for your review.  This is complete
except for Figure 4 (Conceptual Project Site Plan), which the Warriors provided to today, and
which we will format per our discussion on Wednesday and be able to share by Monday.
 


2.        a draft copy of the Notice of Availability (NOA) and Notice of Completion (NOC) for your
review.


 
·         When reviewing the Printcheck Draft NOP/Initial Study, please make your recommended


edits/comments to the clean WORD document using track changes. 


·         We are requesting you submit any comments to City Planning or before Noon Monday,
November 17, 2014.


 


Catherine:  Also by noon Monday, November 17, 2014, please have the appropriate OCII person
sign, date (use either 11/17 or 11/18 for your date) and return to ESA electronically the following:


1.        Page 2 of the NOP
2.        Page 136 of the Initial Study (Determination page)
3.        The second page of the NOC


 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
 
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Jesse Blout; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com);


pj@pjcommunications.com; Theo Ellington (tellington@warriors.com); Gail Hunter (ghunter@warriors.com);
Raymond Ridder


Subject: GSW TMP preso draft for 11/13 CAC
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 9:54:49 AM
Attachments: 2014.11.13_CAC_TMP_Framework_v3.pptx


Catherine, attached is the latest version of the CAC presentation for Thursday night. I did dry runs of
it today with Corinne and the MB Biotech Roundtable group. Both had constructive feedback to
improve the presentation, and both generally had the same attitude of, “It looks good on paper, but
we’ll want to see how it actually performs,” which I interpret to be a positive review. Please share
your comments when you’ve had a chance to review as well.
 
Adam, John, to the extent you have feedback based on today’s conversation with the Roundtable
group, feel free to shoot them my way.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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Project Overview and Transportation Management Plan Context


Analytical Assumptions


Peak Event Pre-Event Plans


Peak Event Post-Event Plans


Additional Transportation Demand Strategies


Agenda
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Project Location:





Mission Bay


Blocks 29-32








Site introduction


Mission Bay, south of AT&T Park and just north of Dogpatch
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Approximately 18,000 seat multi-purpose arena


Approximately 600,000 sq ft of Office/Lab


Approximately 125,000 sq ft of Retail


3.2 acres of plazas and public space


Approximately 950 parking spaces








Blocks 29-32


Project Elements
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Project introduction/recap


New numbers (different from previously shown)


- Represents ongoing design development, in collaboration with OCII, the Planning Dpt, and this CAC
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South St. 


16th St. 


Third St. 


Terry Francois Blvd.


Gene Friend Way


Campus Lane


Bridgeview Way


Illinois St. 









































Bicycle Valet


Bayfront Park





























Pedestrian Access


Vehicle Access





November 2014


GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development





Next month we’ll talk about design in more depth (Major Phase, part II)


For now, we can use this layout to explain the site context and entries for vehicles and pedestrians 


ANIMATE: Adjacent streets


ANIMATE: Additional smaller streets in vicinity 


ANIMATE: Two garage driveways, at 16th St. and South St. 


16th St. will be the primary driveway for event-related traffic


South St. will be used often for retail patrons (ex: going to a sit-down dinner)


Porous pedestrian entries to the site (organic design)


Two main pedestrian entrances to Event Center (NW and SE)


- Both off generous plazas


Bike valet will be provided along TFB (joint use facility for Warriors event center and public park)
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ANALYSIS


Travel Demand Memo


Transportation Management Plan (TMP)


SFCTA Waterfront Analysis


SEIR


Technical Analysis 


Mode splits, no. of auto trips generated*


*Data not yet available


Operations Plan


“Last mile” strategies


Technical Analysis


Regional traffic patterns, forecasts, and strategies














MANAGEMENT


Transportation Management Plan (TMP)


Transportation Demand Strategies


Operations Plan


Strategies for reducing auto mode


Technical CEQA Document


Transportation impacts and proposed mitigations








Transit Service Plan


Operations Plan


Special Event transit service for pre- and post-event








Operations Plan


Ongoing revisions


“Last mile” strategies


ONGOING COLLABORATION WITH MTA








Summarizes the universe of transportation analysis and planning efforts


– TMP is one of several elements





* “Last mile” operations planning


* Living document with iterative input/vetting from MTA, UCSF, biotech firms, neighbors


* Incorporated into CEQA transportation analysis (and then modified based on impacts and mitigations)


* Includes plans for:


Curb management


Enforcement and traffic control


Intersection signalization


Signage & wayfinding





As we’ve mentioned before, this project will product an EIR


Part of that analysis work also includes a Travel Demand memo


Predicts the number of vehicle trips the project will add to the network 


- Numbers not yet available; will be made publicly available once finalized
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Transportation Management Plan Goals


Maximize safety for all site visitors





Promote the use of sustainable transport options, specifically non-automobile transportation, including transit, walking, and bicycling





Reduce vehicular impacts and prevent pedestrian spillover into streets and adjacent neighborhoods
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* Safety, safety, safety


* Reduce reliance on autos


* Strong “Good neighbor” commitment
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Project Overview and Transportation Management Plan Context


Analytical Assumptions


Peak Event Pre-Event Plans


Peak Event Post-Event Plans


Additional Transportation Demand Strategies


Agenda
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Projected Event Count and Attendance (2)


Attendance


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.


The project TMP also accounts for a typical (no-event) day with up to 2,700 office/retail employees on-site.


55


EVENTS


41


EVENTS


31


EVENTS


30


EVENTS


30


EVENTS


15


EVENTS


2-3


EVENTS


Average








9,300








* Family Shows represent the largest segment of events anticipated and represents just over 10% of a sell-out Giants game


Average attendance across the 205 events per year represents about 20% of a sell-out Giants game





The event scenario we’ll review in depth today is for Peak Events, which we’re defining as GSW games and large concerts





The TMP also looks at a number of other events, which we’ll review briefly tonight as well 
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Actuals	


Family Shows	GSW Regular Season (1)	Other Rentals	Concerts-Arena	Other Sports Events	Concerts-Theater Configuration	GSW Preseason	5000	17000	9000	12500	7000	3000	11000	








Mode Split Assumptions


			Mode			GSW Peak Event Attendees (1)						SF Giants 
(2000)			SF Giants 
(2012)			Sacramento Kings


			Transit			35%						39%			44%			26%


			Auto			55%						49%			38%			74%


			Bike			2%						Included in Other			2%			Not reported separately


			Walk			4%						7%			11%			Not reported separately


			Other (2)			4% 						5%			5%			Not reported separately





Average Weekday


For the Blocks 29-32 project, “Other” includes: Taxi, TMA  shuttle, TNC (Uber, Lyft), pedicab
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GSW v. Giants:


GSW bike = Giants bike (good comp)


Simply won’t get as many people walking from downtown offices or the Ferry Building/dock





GSW v. Sacramento:


We’ll have much greater transit ridership 





“We are having conversations with some of the pedicab operators to understand their needs for safe staging, and the guest demand they might serve”





TNC = Transportation Network Company
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Transit Improvement Assumptions


Central Subway


Caltrain Electrification


Muni Forward (TEP implementation)


Blue Greenway


Completion of Mission Bay road network








November 2014


GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development





Fortunately, lots of projects in the pipeline for the area right now


(reference Waterfront Transportation Assessment) 
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Transit Service Assumptions


Supplemental Muni service


3 Muni Special Event shuttle routes


Additional rail service 


Capital improvements (lengthening platform)
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Outlines special event service as discussed to date with Muni





Based on relieving excess pressure on the T-line, mostly using existing capital (extra buses)





Effort will involve some capital investment – good for the whole network, not just GSW 
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Event Parking Assumptions


On-site: approximately 950 stalls


Approx. 20 minute post-event egress 


Includes valet area for Retail





Off-site/Satellite: 


Office parking


Ex: 450 South Street


Event parking 


Ex: Lot A, UCSF, and underutilized existing garages





Street parking: heavily discouraged


Limited meter hours (shorter than event duration)


Special Event pricing
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Catherine: say we’re in conversations with folks re: parking structures in the area; different responses from people


13





Lane Striping & Signal Assumptions














Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan


Proposed Revisions


Adds:


All-way stop signs


Neighborhood metered street parking (non-event hours)


Port-approved Cycletrack


Buffered bike lanes on 16th 


TMA Shuttle stop
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Here’s what’s in the plan:


Alignment of TFB,


cycletrack on TFB


16th st. punching through





Here’s what we add:


additional safe biking facilities


shuttle stop for the TMA


daytime (non-event hour) metered street parking for neighbors and businesses
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Project Overview and Transportation Management Plan Context


Analytical Assumptions


Peak Event Pre-Event Plans


Peak Event Post-Event Plans


Additional Transportation Demand Strategies


Agenda
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Pre-Event Preferred Routes








PEAK
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Developed in close conjunction with MTA





Reminder that # of vehicles is still TBD.





More later on efforts to effectively park incoming vehicles so they don’t get close to the site
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Pre-Event 
Curb Management


Accommodates dispersed event arrivals over a ~2 hour period


Separates office/retail traffic (outbound) from event traffic (inbound)


Highlights the evening role of commuter Muni buses and TMA shuttles 


Maintains clear inbound/outbound through-access for local neighbors and businesses 





Blocks 29-32





PEAK
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Developed in close conjunction with MTA


17





Pre-Event Curb Management: Northwest Corner














Blocks 29-32








PEAK
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Accommodations for office workers who want to leave as event attendees begin to arrive (shared space transitions from daytime to evening use)
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Pre-Event Curb Management: Northeast Corner











Blocks 29-32








PEAK
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South St. Taxi will be primarily for retail guests (ex: sit-down dinner)


TFB Taxi will be primarily for event center guests (enter arena off the SE plaza)
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Pre-Event Curb Management: Southeast Corner














Blocks 29-32








PEAK
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Bikes get prominent placement in/around the park and cycltrack AND just in front of a main arena entrance


Re-worked bike lanes to create more of a physical barrier between cyclists and cars 
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Pre-Event Curb Management: Southwest Corner











Blocks 29-32








PEAK
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Pre-Event 
PCO Locations











Parking Control Officer (PCO)





Variable Message Sign (VMS)

















PEAK
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PCOs positioned to:


ensure pedestrian safety


handle traffic signal overrides


smooth operation of MUNI


seamless entry into site garage, INCLUDING CHECKING CREDENTIALS 


also includes roving PCOs dedicated to ticketing vehicles parked illegally in residential parking areas and towing





Complemented by 20-25 GSW staff in similar locations around the site 
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Project Overview and Transportation Management Plan Context


Analytical Assumptions


Peak Event Pre-Event Plans


Peak Event Post-Event Plans


Additional Transportation Demand Strategies


Agenda
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Post-Event Preferred Routes





PEAK
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Developed in close conjunction with MTA


Structured to disperse people from the area ASAP


Multiple freeway entrances nearby to relieve congestion on local streets
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Post-Event Curb Management





Blocks 29-32


Designed to facilitate efficient, intuitive building exit 


Based on separation of modes:


West: Transit


NE/East: Auto


SE/East: Bike/Walk 


Temporary street closures clear traffic and fans from the vicinity as quickly and safely as possible





PEAK
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Blocks 29-32





Post-Event Curb Management: Northwest Corner











PEAK
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Clustered transit uses
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Blocks 29-32





Post-Event Curb Management: Northeast Corner











PEAK
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Utilizing all of TFB (west side) for pick-up/drop-off by various services
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Post-Event Curb Management: Southeast Corner














Blocks 29-32








PEAK
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South-bound black car/TNC will load on TFB (head down TFB)


North-bound black car/TNC will load on 16th St. (turn left up TFB towards the city)





Illinois. St shuttle bus loading will NOT hamper local access in/out of the garage at 409/499 Illinois 
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Blocks 29-32





Post-Event Curb Management: Southwest Corner














PEAK
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Garage egress patterns designed to minimize conflict
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Post-Event
PCO Locations











Parking Control Officer (PCO)





Variable Message Sign (VMS)

















PEAK
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PCOs positioned to:


ensure pedestrian safety


***enable street and lane closures


handle traffic signal overrides


smooth operation of MUNI


seamless egress from site garage


Complemented by GSW staff in similar locations around the site 
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Dual Event
PCO Locations











Parking Control Officer (PCO) – GSW





Parking Control Officer (PCO) – GIANTS





Variable Message Sign (VMS)




















PEAK
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Event overlap of Giants game (41,500) and GSW game (18,000) is fewer than one per year, on average, plus concerts. SFG and GSW are meeting regularly to develop a schedule coordination agreement.





Significant neighborhood coverage!
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Additional Transportation Demand Strategies
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Event Controls Summary


			Traffic Control Strategy			No 
Event			Convention/Small Event			Arena Concert			Peak Event/ NBA Game			Dual Event


			Coordinate with SFMTA Special Events Team															


			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni, TMA, SFBC															


			Coordinate with Giants Special Events Staff															


			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office															


			Taxi Zone on Terry Francois Blvd															


			Taxi Zone on South Street															


			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop															


			Dedicated Muni Event Shuttle Stops															


			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Control Room															


			PCOs Positioned on and around site															


			Post-Event Lane Closures															


			Bike Valet Operating															











While we only covered Peak Events tonight, additional scenarios are analyzed as part of the TMP
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Representative Travel Demand Strategies


Appoint Event Center Transportation Coordinator


Utilize dynamic wayfinding and communication


Provide substantial bicycle parking spaces


Price parking to discourage driving


“Know Before You Go” app and webpage
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Designed to educate fans/employees, facilitate and encourage use of non-auto options, reduce congestion, etc. 
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Menu options: show drive/park options last, rate by sustainability, etc. 


Show garages, major transit stations, bike share pods, etc.


If driving, reserve your spot in advance (no more circling)


Personalize trip options
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One example of a holistic transportation map


“Menu of options” allows guests to screen by price, walking distance, time, sustainability, etc. 


Showcases local resources like Bike Share pods


Permits pre-reservation for parking spaces…captures people closer to freeway exits (market pricing) and reduces circling/traffic near site
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Monitoring and Refinement


Tools:


Regular Coordination Meetings with MTA’s Special Event Team and Ballpark Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


Event attendee and employee surveys


Parking utilization data collection


Documentation:


TMP Travel Survey Memo (first year)


TMP Monitoring Report (annually)


Update presentations to Mission Bay community (as needed)
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Living document, iterative process


Ongoing dialogue
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Project Next Steps


Notice Of Preparation (NOP) & Initial Study Release: Nov. 19


Topics for upcoming CAC meetings:


Major Phase design updates


Schematic design


CEQA Draft Publication: Spring 2015





November 2014


GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development





VOICEOVER: will also soon cover pre- and post-event management strategies (security, post-event clean-up, etc.)
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Thank You





GSW Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
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				 				Actuals				Forecast				Series 3



				Family Shows				5,000				$   76.9



				GSW Regular Season (1)				17,000								2



				Other Rentals				9,000				$   66.6



				Concerts-Arena				12,500								5



				Other Sports Events				7,000				$   73.2
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft Initial Study No. 2
Date: Friday, November 07, 2014 12:55:26 PM


Manny:
 


·         We have already received EP and sponsor comments on the Administrative Draft Initial
Study No. 2, but are still awaiting OCII’s.  Just a gentle reminder to submit OCII comments
today.


·         Also, Brett has responded regarding the mailing distribution questions we posed to him. 
However, we are still waiting the following from you: 1)  electronic copy of the Mission Bay
CAC mailing list, 2) confirmation that the Mission Bay CAC mailing list will be sufficient for
mailing within Mission Bay  and 3) confirm if scoping meeting is schedueld for December 2 or
3; and provide the exact proposed time and location(address/room number, etc.) for the
meeting.


 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: GSW scoping meeting
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 8:24:18 AM


Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya would prefer we hold the scoping meeting on 12/10. Does that work for you?
 
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: corinnewoods@cs.com
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: MBCAC 11/13/14
Date: Thursday, November 06, 2014 10:42:33 AM


Would like to talk to you about:


1.  CAC agenda - Warriors?


2.  Getting a room at the Senior building at 3:00 on the 13th for a MBDG/MCHA meeting


Thanks,


Corinne
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout; david.carlock@machetegroup.com; Ben Draa; Molly Hayes; Jerry Li; Julia Nunes;


David Manica; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com
Subject: Major Phase Draft Application Submission
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 5:49:34 PM
Attachments: image001.png
Importance: High


Catherine –
 
Please find our revised Major Phase draft submittal available at this link:
https://www.dropbox.com/s/apaulcuphoe4o6l/2014.11.14_Major_Phase_SUBMISSION_GSW.pdf?
dl=0
 
We’ll look forward to discussing the document with you in the near future. Please let us know when
you’ll be able to provide dates for final copies, screen checks, etc. ahead of the Commission meeting
so our design team can plan accordingly.
 
Thanks and 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: dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Mission Bay CAC / Warriors Arena
Date: Sunday, November 09, 2014 2:33:37 PM


Hello Catherine, 


Just checking to see if you know yet.. if their will be a Mission Bay CAC mtg this week, or maybe not til
December?


Thanks.. and hope all is going well ~ (&.. weren't the Giants Victories Amazing!!?;)


Take care,
Dennis
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