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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Re: UCSF Cover Letter Notes
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 4:41:07 PM


Good point. 


On Mar 5, 2015, at 4:39 PM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org> 
wrote:


Oh, I did add TBD to change to SUM in next version
 
From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 4:34 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Re: UCSF Cover Letter Notes
 
This looks fine to me.
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 


 
On Mar 5, 2015, at 11:50 AM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org> wrote:


Below is some email language I will send to UCSF along with the transportation section. 
Let me know if you have anything to add or that needs clarification. Thanks.
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN) 
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 5:31 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: UCSF Cover Letter Notes
 
OK, if it was my document to send, I would say the following:
 
Attached please find an advance copy of the Admin Draft SEIR Transportation and 
Circulation chapter.  We are providing this to you as a government agency courtesy so 
you can simultaneously review it as the City goes through the document and makes 
edits and corrections with our project sponsor.
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A couple of notes:
-        The analysis assumes baseline conditions from 2013/2014 survey data and 


includes the travel demand estimates for your recently opened MB Hospital as 
well as the soon to be opened Public Safety Building. LRDP travel demand is 
included in the cumulative conditions. 


-        It further assumes no coordination with Giants games, UCSF, the City, regional 
transit providers or other citywide events and as such represents a worst case 
scenario for concurrent events.  We are in the midst of crafting a series of 
solutions to address this – both avoiding conflicts in the first place as well as 
triggering conditions when they cannot be avoided – and will share it with you 
and the broader CAC shortly.


-        While we used best efforts to identify traffic and transit impacts in advance of 
the analysis, the model identified additional locations where we could expect 


impacts (such as 7th and Mission Bay Drive) and mitigation measures could be 
applied to address LOS impacts in these locations. 


-        We’ve discussed creating an areawide wayfinding plan in our staff level 
meetings and the Ad Draft codifies this as a Mitigation Measure.


-        The City has committed to funding and delivering the Transit Service Plan.  In 
the absence of a Development Agreement we have included performance 
standards for auto mode share, vehicle queuing, pedestrian flows, bicycle 
parking, transit boarding times and TMA shuttles and lists a series of measures 
that could meet them in the event  the City cannot fully fund them for any 
reason in the future.   


-        The City has always recognized the challenge of cumulative conditions in 


Mission Bay which is why we initiated the Central Subway, 16th Street BRT, the 


Waterfront Transportation Assessment and are exploring a ferry landing at 16th 
Street, a potential Caltrain realignment and even a second Transbay BART 
tube.  This is related to our discussion on the LRDP cushioning agreement. 


-        Finally, and most importantly, the deadline for comments is next Friday, 
March 13.  We look forward to your feedback.


 
Best,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-6625








From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: David Manica
Cc: Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: meeting today
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 6:59:18 AM


The city folks are available but havent heard from the gsw folks. Could you go ahead
and change the time until 4.30 for now and we can adjust as necessary once we
hear back from gsw. Clark - could you let us know?  Thanks


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: David Manica
Date:03/05/2015 6:53 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)"
Cc: Clarke Miller
Subject: meeting today


Hi Catherine,
Are we organized for a 4:30PT call today?  Just let me know.  I’ll be on a plane – but with wifi and
email – so I can correspond with you through the day as necessary.
Thanks and talk soon,
D
 
David L. Manica
AIA, NCARB, LEED AP
 


M A N I C A
a r c h i t e c t u r e
1915 W 43rd Ave  Ste 100
Kansas City, KS    66103
 
T     +1 816 421 8890
M    +1 816 786 9610
Skype   david.manica
manicaarchitecture.com
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From: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC)
To: Catherine Mukai; Kern, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Chris Sanchez; Paul Mitchell; Michael Keinath; Joyce Hsiao; Range, Jessica (CPC)
Subject: Re: AQ Scenarios 2 and 3 text
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 4:31:15 PM


I'm just cc'ing Jessica to keep in her informed as she will be taking this back over once she
returns.


Wade Wietgrefe, AICP
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
t. 415.575.9050 • f. 415.558.6409
www.sfplanning.org


From: Catherine Mukai <cmukai@environcorp.com>
Sent: Friday, March 6, 2015 4:21 PM
To: Kern, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Chris Sanchez; Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Michael Keinath;
Joyce Hsiao
Subject: GSW: AQ Scenarios 2 and 3 text
 
Hi all,
 
As we discussed yesterday, the BAAQMD is still interested in a write-up describing the three scenarios
under consideration. Here’s a brief description of the scenarios and a reference to the AB900
application, which uses Scenario 3.
 
Scenarios
Scenario 2: Project operational emissions with reduction in regional VMT-related emissions due to
relocation of Warriors games from Oakland to SF only;
Scenario 3: Project operational emissions with reduction in regional VMT-related emissions due to
relocation of Warriors games from Oakland to SF and relocation of 50% non-NBA events from Oakland
to SF
 
Scenarios 2 and 3 include reduction in mobile emissions due to relocation of GSW games from Oracle
Arena to the new Event Center in San Francisco. There will not be another NBA franchise in the Bay
Area so all of the games are transferred to the new Event Center. Support for this approach, which
assumes that Oracle Arena will not have a full slate of replacement events comparable to Warriors
Games, is found in the analysis performed by the City of Oakland as well as in the experience of
similar venues in the Bay Area. The City of Oakland accordingly has been planning for the potential
departure of one or more of the three professional sports franchises currently located in Oakland. The
City prepared a draft re-use plan for the entire area called the Coliseum Area Specific Plan and
published a Draft Environmental Impact Report on August 22, 2014 (the DEIR) analyzing the proposed
plan. In this DEIR, the City acknowledges the existing Oracle Arena is considered an outdated facility
by its current users.
 
As assumed in the AB900 application, the demand for non-sporting event entertainment is not limitless
and the outdated Arena would be in direct competition with the new arena the Warriors would have
built in San Francisco. While Oracle Arena will presumably continue to host concerts, ice shows, and
family shows, the number of bookings may change. The supply option of a new, state of the art event
center in San Francisco would likely absorb much of the demand for such events in Oakland, thereby
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further reducing the financial viability of the outdated Arena. A review of other Bay Area sporting
venues where the anchor sports franchise left reinforces that such outdated venues struggle to survive
because the potential revenue stream does not support the necessary upgrades and improvements to
attract revenue generating events. Examples of this phenomenon include Candlestick Park, Kezar
Stadium, and the Cow Palace. To account for uncertainty and future changes in event programming,
Scenario 3 assumes 50% of non-game events transfer to the new Event Center.
 
Thanks,
 
Catherine
 


 


Catherine Mukai, PE | Manager
ENVIRON International Corporation
201 California Street, Suite 1200 | San Francisco, CA 94111
T: +1 415 426 5014 | F: +1 415 398 5812
cmukai@environcorp.com
 


This message contains information that may be confidential, privileged or otherwise
protected by law from disclosure. It is intended for the exclusive use of the Addressee(s).
Unless you are the addressee or authorized agent of the addressee, you may not review,
copy, distribute or disclose to anyone the message or any information contained within. If
you have received this message in error, please contact the sender by electronic reply to
email@environcorp.com and immediately delete all copies of the message.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "David Manica"
Subject: RE: meeting today
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 11:52:00 AM


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


From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 7:14 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: meeting today
 
Ok.  Sent out update.  Hopefully I didn’t screw it up. J
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 8:59 AM
To: David Manica
Cc: Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: meeting today
 
The city folks are available but havent heard from the gsw folks. Could you go ahead and
change the time until 4.30 for now and we can adjust as necessary once we hear back from
gsw. Clark - could you let us know?  Thanks
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: David Manica
Date:03/05/2015 6:53 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)"
Cc: Clarke Miller
Subject: meeting today
 
Hi Catherine,
Are we organized for a 4:30PT call today?  Just let me know.  I’ll be on a plane – but with wifi and
email – so I can correspond with you through the day as necessary.
Thanks and talk soon,
D
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David L. Manica
AIA, NCARB, LEED AP
 


M A N I C A
a r c h i t e c t u r e
1915 W 43rd Ave  Ste 100
Kansas City, KS    66103
 


T     +1 816 421 8890
M    +1 816 786 9610
Skype   david.manica
manicaarchitecture.com
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From: Catherine Mukai
To: Kern, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Chris Sanchez; Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Michael Keinath; Joyce Hsiao
Subject: GSW: AQ Scenarios 2 and 3 text
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 4:22:11 PM


Hi all,
 
As we discussed yesterday, the BAAQMD is still interested in a write-up describing the three scenarios
under consideration. Here’s a brief description of the scenarios and a reference to the AB900
application, which uses Scenario 3.
 


Scenarios
Scenario 2: Project operational emissions with reduction in regional VMT-related emissions due
to relocation of Warriors games from Oakland to SF only;
Scenario 3: Project operational emissions with reduction in regional VMT-related emissions due
to relocation of Warriors games from Oakland to SF and relocation of 50% non-NBA events
from Oakland to SF
 
Scenarios 2 and 3 include reduction in mobile emissions due to relocation of GSW games from
Oracle Arena to the new Event Center in San Francisco. There will not be another NBA
franchise in the Bay Area so all of the games are transferred to the new Event Center. Support
for this approach, which assumes that Oracle Arena will not have a full slate of replacement
events comparable to Warriors Games, is found in the analysis performed by the City of
Oakland as well as in the experience of similar venues in the Bay Area. The City of Oakland
accordingly has been planning for the potential departure of one or more of the three
professional sports franchises currently located in Oakland. The City prepared a draft re-use
plan for the entire area called the Coliseum Area Specific Plan and published a Draft
Environmental Impact Report on August 22, 2014 (the DEIR) analyzing the proposed plan. In
this DEIR, the City acknowledges the existing Oracle Arena is considered an outdated facility
by its current users.
 
As assumed in the AB900 application, the demand for non-sporting event entertainment is not
limitless and the outdated Arena would be in direct competition with the new arena the
Warriors would have built in San Francisco. While Oracle Arena will presumably continue to
host concerts, ice shows, and family shows, the number of bookings may change. The supply
option of a new, state of the art event center in San Francisco would likely absorb much of the
demand for such events in Oakland, thereby further reducing the financial viability of the
outdated Arena. A review of other Bay Area sporting venues where the anchor sports franchise
left reinforces that such outdated venues struggle to survive because the potential revenue
stream does not support the necessary upgrades and improvements to attract revenue
generating events. Examples of this phenomenon include Candlestick Park, Kezar Stadium,
and the Cow Palace. To account for uncertainty and future changes in event programming,
Scenario 3 assumes 50% of non-game events transfer to the new Event Center.


 
Thanks,
 
Catherine
 


 


Catherine Mukai, PE | Manager
ENVIRON International Corporation
201 California Street, Suite 1200 | San Francisco, CA 94111
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T: +1 415 426 5014 | F: +1 415 398 5812
cmukai@environcorp.com
 


This message contains information that may be confidential, privileged or otherwise
protected by law from disclosure. It is intended for the exclusive use of the
Addressee(s). Unless you are the addressee or authorized agent of the addressee,
you may not review, copy, distribute or disclose to anyone the message or any
information contained within. If you have received this message in error, please
contact the sender by electronic reply to email@environcorp.com and immediately
delete all copies of the message.








From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
To: pettys@samtrans.com
Cc: Miller, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wycko, William (CPC); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: Caltrain Special Event Service for Proposed Warriors Arena
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 12:31:02 PM


Hello Sebastian:


Thanks for taking the time to talk on the phone earlier today.  As I mentioned, we’re in the midst of our Ad Draft Subsequent EIR and we just
received the TIS this week.  Excerpted below are the tables summarizing the inbound ridership and baseline capacity projections by service
provider for various event and time of day scenarios.  As you can see, without augmented regional service we show an impact on Caltrain
during the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


A few questions as we begin to develop project mitigation measures:
1.        Do you have any details you can share on the timing, ridership capacity and/or projected use (ie, only during peak periods?  All trains? 


Weekdays?) of the refurbished Bombardier trains from Metrolink that will allow you to run 6-car trains during peak periods?  You
mentioned this would be operational in time for 2017.  Could this accommodate the ridership projections below?


2.        Is Caltrain planning to add special event service beyond the P.M. peak commute hour (ie, nights and weekends)?
 
Depending on the answers to the above, it might make sense to meet and discuss as we work toward a late May publication of our Draft SEIR.
 
TABLE 5.2-39
TRANSIT ANALYSIS - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – WITHOUT SF GIANTS GAME – WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR


Inbound


NO EvENT CONvENTION EvENT BASKETBALL GAME


Ridership Capacity


Capacity


Utilizationa Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization


San Francisco          


T Third 2,467 3,808 64.8% 3,037 3,808 79.7% 2,441 3,808 64.1%


22 Fillmore/55 16th Streetb 874 788 111.0% 879 788 111.5% 696 788 108.6%
Total 3,841 4,596 72.7% 3,915 4,596 85.2% 3,137 4,591 71.7%


East Bay          
BART 19,965 22,050 90.5% 20,076 22,050 91.0% 19,903 22,050 90.3%
AC Transit 2,297 3,926 58.5% 2,309 3,926 58.6% 2,277 3,926 58.0%
Ferries 813 1,615 50.3% 817 1,615 50.6% 813 1,615 50.3%
Total 23,075 27,591 83.6% 23,203 27,591 84.1% 22,993 27,591 83.3%


North Bay          
Buses 1,399 2,817 49.6% 1,399 2,817 49.7% 1,394 2,817 49.5%
Ferries 976 1,959 49.8% 976 1,959 49.8% 976 1,959 49.8%
Total 2,374 4,776 49.7% 2,375 4,776 49.7% 2,369 4,776 49.6%


South Bay          
BART 10,766 14,910 72.2% 10,775 14,910 72.3% 10,704 14,910 71.8%
Caltrain 2,472 3,100 79.7% 2,498 3,100 80.6% 2,444 3,100 78.8%
SamTrans 147 320 45.9% 147 320 46.0% 142 320 44.4%
Total 13,385 18,330 76.6% 13,421 18,330 73.2% 13,290 18,330 72.5%


NOTES:


    For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions,  capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in hold.  Significant project impacts shaded.
    Ridership and capacity include the 33 Stanyan route that provides complimentary service to the 22 Fillmore at the maximum load point.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
 


TABLE 5.2-40
TRANSIT ANALYSIS - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – WITHOUT SF GIANTS GAME – WEEKDAY EvENING AND LATE EvENING
PEAK HOURS


Inbound


BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO


WEEKDAY EvENING


BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO


WEEKDAY LATE EvENING


Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization


San Francisco       


T Third 4,542 3,713 122.3% 3,572 4,927 72.5%
22 Fillmore/55 16th Street 363 788 46.1% 265 420 63.1%
Special Event Shuttles 1,139 1,344 84.7% 1,133 1,188 95.4%
Total 6,044 5,845 103.4% 4,970 6,535 76.0%


East Bay       
BART 4,892 15,400 31.8% 4,782 5,750 83.2%
AC Transit 306 520 58.9% 192 200 96.2%


a
b
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Ferries 101 576 17.5% 0 0 0%
Total 5,299 16,496 32.1% 4974 5,950 83.6%


North Bay       
Buses 110 120 91.75% 231 80 288.3%
Ferries 469 1,357 34.5% 739 637 116.1%
Total 579 1,477 39.2% 970 717 135.3%


South Bay       
BART 3,589 17,760 20.2% 1,942 4,400 44.1%
Caltrain 2,641 2,600 101.6% 902 650 138.8%
SamTrans 44 160 27.3% 32 40 79.0%
Total 6,273 20,520 30.6% 2,876 5,090 56.5%


NOTES:


    For pre-event and post-event conditions,  capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in hold.  Significant project impacts shaded.
    Ridership and capacity include the 33 Stanyan route that provides complimentary service to the 22 Fillmore at the maximum load point.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
 


 


 
TABLE 5.2-41
TRANSIT ANALYSIS - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – 
WITHOUT SF GIANTS GAME – SATURDAY EvENING PEAK HOURS


Inbound


NO EvENT BASKETBALL GAME


Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization


San Francisco       


T Third 507 1,714 29.6% 2,947 4,570 64.5%
22 Fillmore/55 16th Street 394 420 93.7% 333 420 79.3%
Special Event Shuttles 0 0 0% 1,188 1,372 86.6%
Total 901 2,134 41.9% 4,468 6,362 70.2%


East Bay       
BART 2,266 8,630 26.3% 3,813 8,630 44.2%
AC Transit 54 200 27.2% 113 200 56.7%
Ferries 0 0 0% 0 0 0%
Total 2,321 8,830 26.3% 3,927 8,830 44.5%


North Bay       
Buses 80 137 58.6% 128 137 93.2%
Ferries 826 1,594 51.6% 1,173 1,594 73.6%
Total 906 1,731 52.4% 1,301 1,731 75.1%


South Bay       
BART 2,052 11,520 17.8% 2,256 11,520 19.6%
Caltrain 694 1,300 53.4% 1,307 1,300 100.5%
SamTrans 20 80 0% 29 80 36.4%
Total 2,767 12,900 21.4% 3,592 12,900 27.8%


NOTE:


    For No Event  scenario, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in hold.  For pre-event conditions,  capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in
hold.  Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
 


 


Thanks Sebastian,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-6625
 


a
b
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From: Catherine Mukai
To: Kern, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Chris Sanchez; Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Michael Keinath; Joyce Hsiao
Subject: GSW: AQ Scenarios 2 and 3 text
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 4:22:13 PM


Hi all,
 
As we discussed yesterday, the BAAQMD is still interested in a write-up describing the three scenarios
under consideration. Here’s a brief description of the scenarios and a reference to the AB900
application, which uses Scenario 3.
 


Scenarios
Scenario 2: Project operational emissions with reduction in regional VMT-related emissions due
to relocation of Warriors games from Oakland to SF only;
Scenario 3: Project operational emissions with reduction in regional VMT-related emissions due
to relocation of Warriors games from Oakland to SF and relocation of 50% non-NBA events
from Oakland to SF
 
Scenarios 2 and 3 include reduction in mobile emissions due to relocation of GSW games from
Oracle Arena to the new Event Center in San Francisco. There will not be another NBA
franchise in the Bay Area so all of the games are transferred to the new Event Center. Support
for this approach, which assumes that Oracle Arena will not have a full slate of replacement
events comparable to Warriors Games, is found in the analysis performed by the City of
Oakland as well as in the experience of similar venues in the Bay Area. The City of Oakland
accordingly has been planning for the potential departure of one or more of the three
professional sports franchises currently located in Oakland. The City prepared a draft re-use
plan for the entire area called the Coliseum Area Specific Plan and published a Draft
Environmental Impact Report on August 22, 2014 (the DEIR) analyzing the proposed plan. In
this DEIR, the City acknowledges the existing Oracle Arena is considered an outdated facility
by its current users.
 
As assumed in the AB900 application, the demand for non-sporting event entertainment is not
limitless and the outdated Arena would be in direct competition with the new arena the
Warriors would have built in San Francisco. While Oracle Arena will presumably continue to
host concerts, ice shows, and family shows, the number of bookings may change. The supply
option of a new, state of the art event center in San Francisco would likely absorb much of the
demand for such events in Oakland, thereby further reducing the financial viability of the
outdated Arena. A review of other Bay Area sporting venues where the anchor sports franchise
left reinforces that such outdated venues struggle to survive because the potential revenue
stream does not support the necessary upgrades and improvements to attract revenue
generating events. Examples of this phenomenon include Candlestick Park, Kezar Stadium,
and the Cow Palace. To account for uncertainty and future changes in event programming,
Scenario 3 assumes 50% of non-game events transfer to the new Event Center.


 
Thanks,
 
Catherine
 


 


Catherine Mukai, PE | Manager
ENVIRON International Corporation
201 California Street, Suite 1200 | San Francisco, CA 94111
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T: +1 415 426 5014 | F: +1 415 398 5812
cmukai@environcorp.com
 


This message contains information that may be confidential, privileged or otherwise
protected by law from disclosure. It is intended for the exclusive use of the
Addressee(s). Unless you are the addressee or authorized agent of the addressee,
you may not review, copy, distribute or disclose to anyone the message or any
information contained within. If you have received this message in error, please
contact the sender by electronic reply to email@environcorp.com and immediately
delete all copies of the message.








From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); joyce@orionenvironment.com
Cc: Paul Mitchell; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN); Miller, Erin


(MTA)
Subject: RE: planning for GSW meeting on March 12
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 11:50:00 AM


Looks good to me and I agree, UCSF does not have to be invited.  We may need to have a follow up
meeting with them if we need clarification to their comments, but think we need to have an internal


discussion first.  Once we see UCSF’s comments on the 13th we can decide the next steps with them.
 
Thanks all
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kern, Christopher (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 11:49 AM
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com
Cc: Paul Mitchell; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN);
Miller, Erin (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: planning for GSW meeting on March 12
 
Hi Joyce,
Your proposed agenda looks good. Bill, Luba and MTA staff should definitely be invited for the
transportation discussion. I’ll defer to Brett, Bill and Erin re who to include from MTA. I don’t think
we should invite UCSF to this session (though we might ask them to attend the 3/25-26 work
sessions), but would like Adam’s and Catherine’s opinions on that question.
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: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 11:35 AM
To: Kern, Christopher (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell
Subject: planning for GSW meeting on March 12
 
Hi Chris and Brett,
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Based on yesterday's meeting, we want to confirm with you the purpose (and more
importantly, the invite list) for next week's meeting on Thursday, March 12.  As you recall,
this date was originally set aside to review/resolve comments on Ad Draft #1, but from
yesterday's discussion, we all agreed to re-purpose the meeting to preview Trans comments.


Who should be invited to the meeting?  Currently neither MTA staff nor Bill Wycko
are on the list (or Luba).  Should they be, and if so, who at MTA? What about UCSF?
? The current invite list includes only the usual representatives from OCII, EP, CAO,
OEWD, GSW, and of course ESA/Orion.  Please let us know who should be on this list
so we can re-issue the meeting invite (and to cancel the Weds meeting)


Below is a draft proposed agenda for this meeting:


1. 9 AM to noon:  Preview transportation comments from OCII, EP, CAO, OEWD, and
GSW.  The purpose of this preview is


To highlight any issues that require immediate action and then to strategize
what/how needs to be done
To clarify any questions from commenters to help them present their comments
To prioritize issues to be resolved during the Work Sessions on March 25 and 26


2. Noon: lunch break
3. 1-2 PM: Noise and AQ comments on Ad Draft #1A (including outcome of the AQ


meeting today)
4. 2-3 PM:  Other misc comments on Ad Draft #1A, like AB 900


Please let us know your thoughts on the invite list for the meeting as well as on the proposed
agenda, and we will send out the revised meeting invite along with the agenda.


Thanks,
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: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Example CAC presentations - SDs
Date: Monday, March 02, 2015 1:01:54 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Catherine,
Can you share some ppts from other developers going before the CAC with schematic designs?
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Kern, Christopher (CPC)
To: Catherine Mukai
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Chris Sanchez; Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Michael Keinath; Joyce Hsiao;


Range, Jessica (CPC)
Subject: RE: AQ Scenarios 2 and 3 text
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 5:23:50 PM


Thanks Catherine. We’ll share with the Air District and let you know if we need anything else, but
this looks convincing to me.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Catherine Mukai [mailto:cmukai@environcorp.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 4:22 PM
To: Kern, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Chris Sanchez; Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Michael Keinath; Joyce
Hsiao
Subject: GSW: AQ Scenarios 2 and 3 text
 
Hi all,
 
As we discussed yesterday, the BAAQMD is still interested in a write-up describing the three scenarios
under consideration. Here’s a brief description of the scenarios and a reference to the AB900
application, which uses Scenario 3.
 


Scenarios
Scenario 2: Project operational emissions with reduction in regional VMT-related emissions due
to relocation of Warriors games from Oakland to SF only;
Scenario 3: Project operational emissions with reduction in regional VMT-related emissions due
to relocation of Warriors games from Oakland to SF and relocation of 50% non-NBA events
from Oakland to SF
 
Scenarios 2 and 3 include reduction in mobile emissions due to relocation of GSW games from
Oracle Arena to the new Event Center in San Francisco. There will not be another NBA
franchise in the Bay Area so all of the games are transferred to the new Event Center. Support
for this approach, which assumes that Oracle Arena will not have a full slate of replacement
events comparable to Warriors Games, is found in the analysis performed by the City of
Oakland as well as in the experience of similar venues in the Bay Area. The City of Oakland
accordingly has been planning for the potential departure of one or more of the three
professional sports franchises currently located in Oakland. The City prepared a draft re-use
plan for the entire area called the Coliseum Area Specific Plan and published a Draft
Environmental Impact Report on August 22, 2014 (the DEIR) analyzing the proposed plan. In
this DEIR, the City acknowledges the existing Oracle Arena is considered an outdated facility
by its current users.
 
As assumed in the AB900 application, the demand for non-sporting event entertainment is not
limitless and the outdated Arena would be in direct competition with the new arena the
Warriors would have built in San Francisco. While Oracle Arena will presumably continue to
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host concerts, ice shows, and family shows, the number of bookings may change. The supply
option of a new, state of the art event center in San Francisco would likely absorb much of the
demand for such events in Oakland, thereby further reducing the financial viability of the
outdated Arena. A review of other Bay Area sporting venues where the anchor sports franchise
left reinforces that such outdated venues struggle to survive because the potential revenue
stream does not support the necessary upgrades and improvements to attract revenue
generating events. Examples of this phenomenon include Candlestick Park, Kezar Stadium,
and the Cow Palace. To account for uncertainty and future changes in event programming,
Scenario 3 assumes 50% of non-game events transfer to the new Event Center.


 
Thanks,
 
Catherine
 


 


Catherine Mukai, PE | Manager
ENVIRON International Corporation
201 California Street, Suite 1200 | San Francisco, CA 94111
T: +1 415 426 5014 | F: +1 415 398 5812
cmukai@environcorp.com
 
 


This message contains information that may be confidential, privileged or otherwise
protected by law from disclosure. It is intended for the exclusive use of the Addressee(s).
Unless you are the addressee or authorized agent of the addressee, you may not review, copy,
distribute or disclose to anyone the message or any information contained within. If you have
received this message in error, please contact the sender by electronic reply to
email@environcorp.com and immediately delete all copies of the message.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Kate Aufhauser"
Subject: RE: BCSD Data Chart Follow-Up
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 10:59:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Thanks for all this.  Now to review it all.  Bleh.  But guess better than the EIR I am ignoring.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 9:28 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Lauren Weingartner; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com; 'Mallory Shure'; Emily Woods; Clarke Miller; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: BCSD Data Chart Follow-Up
 
Whoops! I just realized I had attached the wrong file. Sorry about that. Here’s the revised project data summary. Please disregard the
(now outdated) submissions tracker.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Saturday, February 28, 2015 3:55 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: 'Lauren Weingartner'; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com; Mallory Shure; Emily Woods; 'Clarke Miller'; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: BCSD Data Chart Follow-Up
 
Catherine –
 
A follow-up to my last BCSD email, dated 2/26, with a number of questions about the data charts. After further discussion with the
team I have some additional thoughts for your review:
 


1)       Project data summary: A new proposal is attached. As you can see, the top portion of the table (land use, parcel land area,
site coverage, etc.) would be consistent across each package. The bottom portion of the table (floor areas, heights, stories,
setbacks, etc.) would be specific to the structures in each package. Would that work? We’d also still like your feedback on the
actual line items, since there’s some inconsistency in what got included across past packages.
 


2)       Other development data: The more we thought about it, the more we felt that pg. 16 of our Major Phase (copied below)
would be more appropriate to include in the SD packages than the exclusions and cumulative comparisons of the more
thorough document you received (“GSW development exclusions V5 final”). Our reasoning is that the MP was more
concerned with our fit into the Plan, while our SD packages will focus more explicitly on what we intend to build. Please let us
know if you agree.
 


3)       Section 321 authorization: To that end, would the same table (MP pg. 16) fulfill the requirements for showing Section 321
authorization? I suspect so but am a little unclear about the best way to show retail and various exclusions.
 


4)       Package-specific data charts: Will be mocked-up and sussed out via scheduled draft reviews.
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Thanks,
Kate
 
 


Pg. 16:


 
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: UCSF Cover Letter Notes
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 5:31:04 PM


OK, if it was my document to send, I would say the following:
 
Attached please find an advance copy of the Admin Draft SEIR Transportation and Circulation
chapter.  We are providing this to you as a government agency courtesy so you can simultaneously
review it as the City goes through the document and makes edits and corrections with our project
sponsor.


A couple of notes:
-          The analysis assumes baseline conditions from 2013/2014 survey data and includes the


travel demand estimates for your recently opened MB Hospital as well as the soon to be
opened Public Safety Building. LRDP travel demand is included in the cumulative conditions. 


-          It further assumes no coordination with Giants games, UCSF, the City, regional transit
providers or other citywide events and as such represents a worst case scenario for
concurrent events.  We are in the midst of crafting a series of solutions to address this –
both avoiding conflicts in the first place as well as triggering conditions when they cannot be
avoided – and will share it with you and the broader CAC shortly.


-          While we used best efforts to identify traffic and transit impacts in advance of the analysis,


the model identified additional locations where we could expect impacts (such as 7th and
Mission Bay Drive) and mitigation measures could be applied to address LOS impacts in
these locations. 


-          We’ve discussed creating an areawide wayfinding plan in our staff level meetings and the Ad
Draft codifies this as a Mitigation Measure.


-          The City has committed to funding and delivering the Transit Service Plan.  In the absence of
a Development Agreement we have included performance standards for auto mode share,
vehicle queuing, pedestrian flows, bicycle parking, transit boarding times and TMA shuttles
and lists a series of measures that could meet them in the event  the City cannot fully fund
them for any reason in the future.   


-          The City has always recognized the challenge of cumulative conditions in Mission Bay which


is why we initiated the Central Subway, 16th Street BRT, the Waterfront Transportation


Assessment and are exploring a ferry landing at 16th Street, a potential Caltrain realignment
and even a second Transbay BART tube.  This is related to our discussion on the LRDP
cushioning agreement. 


-          Finally, and most importantly, the deadline for comments is next Friday, March 13.  We
look forward to your feedback.


 
Best,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
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City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-6625
 








From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: FW: 3D physical model
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 8:43:26 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Warriors3D Arena PrintEstimate_021915.pdf


Catherine,
 
Please see attached and below for the physical model we’re considering for the May Commissions.
Given the amount of time we’ll have between the April 9 CAC and the May 5 & 7, this is the fastest
model-making we can find, and as you can see from the proposal, it’s very expensive and takes a full
month to produce and color. Can you approve the size (20” x 24”) is acceptable? Also, should I
check with David Winslow to confirm this will suffice for the Planning Commission as well?
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Julia Nunes [mailto:JNunes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 19, 2015 2:01 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Subject: RE: 3D physical model
 
Steelblue got back to me today about doing a model. Please see attached for their proposal. It
includes a basic 3D printed model around 20”x24”. This is the maximum size without having to split
the model into multiple prints. It would take 3 weeks to produce plus a week to add color.
 
Here’s an example of what color would look like:
 
Three colors
* The base original print color
* A tone of blue to represent glass
* A darker tone of the warriors logo on the top
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steelblue 



 
 
steelbluellc.com  |  580 Howard St., Suite 204  |  San Francisco, CA  94105  |  (415) 590-7156 



 
1 



February 19, 2015 
 
Julia Nunes 
Golden State Warriors 
 
 
 
Julia,  
 
Below are two images that show the approximate level of detail and size you would get with a 3D print that is ~20” x 
24”.  This is the maximum size we could print without needing to split the arena into multiple prints. It is possible to 
create a larger model but I would think the increasing cost with the increasing size would make the smaller scale 
more attractive.  We are assuming just a solid looking model as shown in these images (not distinguishing between 
glass and other materials.   



 
 



 











steelblue 



 
 
steelbluellc.com  |  580 Howard St., Suite 204  |  San Francisco, CA  94105  |  (415) 590-7156 
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I have included a few size options for you to consider as with 3D printing, the size largely effects the cost of the 
model.  The pricing is just an estimate because preparing more in depth material cost is a time consuming process 
and we want to verify this is the direction you want to go. The majority of the cost is the 3D printing itself but these 
cost include the 3D file preparation and full assembly.  The images on the previous page is the larger of the 3 files.  



 
 



South St. Length  3rd St. Length  Heights  estimate:  



24"  22.12" 4.5" Stadium  $           23,000.00  



    6.1" Towers   



        



South St. Length  3rd St. Length  Heights   



22.8" 18.5" 3.6" Stadium  $            18,000.00  



    5.15" Towers   



        



South St. Length  3rd St. Length  Heights   



21.2" 17.2" 3.25" Stadium  $            15,200.00  



    4.5" Towers   



 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to speaking with you in more detail. 
 
Sincerely, 



 
O’Brien Chalmers 
President, steelblue 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 












 








From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Kate Aufhauser"
Subject: RE: BCSD Data Chart Follow-Up
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 10:59:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Thanks for all this.  Now to review it all.  Bleh.  But guess better than the EIR I am ignoring.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 9:28 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Lauren Weingartner; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com; 'Mallory Shure'; Emily Woods; Clarke Miller; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: BCSD Data Chart Follow-Up
 
Whoops! I just realized I had attached the wrong file. Sorry about that. Here’s the revised project data summary. Please disregard the
(now outdated) submissions tracker.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Saturday, February 28, 2015 3:55 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: 'Lauren Weingartner'; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com; Mallory Shure; Emily Woods; 'Clarke Miller'; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: BCSD Data Chart Follow-Up
 
Catherine –
 
A follow-up to my last BCSD email, dated 2/26, with a number of questions about the data charts. After further discussion with the
team I have some additional thoughts for your review:
 


1)       Project data summary: A new proposal is attached. As you can see, the top portion of the table (land use, parcel land area,
site coverage, etc.) would be consistent across each package. The bottom portion of the table (floor areas, heights, stories,
setbacks, etc.) would be specific to the structures in each package. Would that work? We’d also still like your feedback on the
actual line items, since there’s some inconsistency in what got included across past packages.
 


2)       Other development data: The more we thought about it, the more we felt that pg. 16 of our Major Phase (copied below)
would be more appropriate to include in the SD packages than the exclusions and cumulative comparisons of the more
thorough document you received (“GSW development exclusions V5 final”). Our reasoning is that the MP was more
concerned with our fit into the Plan, while our SD packages will focus more explicitly on what we intend to build. Please let us
know if you agree.
 


3)       Section 321 authorization: To that end, would the same table (MP pg. 16) fulfill the requirements for showing Section 321
authorization? I suspect so but am a little unclear about the best way to show retail and various exclusions.
 


4)       Package-specific data charts: Will be mocked-up and sussed out via scheduled draft reviews.
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Thanks,
Kate
 
 


Pg. 16:


 
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN); Nicole Agbayani
Cc: Pamela Lewis; Mary McCue
Subject: RE: Warriors Event Management Costs
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 10:21:00 AM


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


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN) 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 9:35 AM
To: Nicole Agbayani
Cc: Pamela Lewis; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Mary McCue
Subject: Re: Warriors Event Management Costs
 
Friday at 2p works for me.


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 Mar 3, 2015, at 9:14 AM, Nicole Agbayani <nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org> wrote:


Hi all,
 
Mary and I will be together at 2 PM on Friday afternoon and can call in at that time.  Please
confirm if that will work, thanks! -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 415.684.9896 F 415.543.3448
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From: Pamela Lewis [mailto:Pamela.Lewis@fsresidential.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 7:45 AM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'; 'Mary McCue'; Nicole Agbayani
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Subject: RE: Warriors Event Management Costs
 
As a follow up to my last email. I am talking with Katie Aufhauser, Project Analyst for the
Warriors,  regarding Mission Bay Commercial Maintenance Corporation and the TMA fees. The
Lots that the Warriors own are legally obligated to participate in the TMA shuttle service,
however they are not legally obligated to participate in MBCMC. The Warrior are trying to
determine what type of service they are looking for related to the TMA Shuttle (i.e. upgraded
service; more buses; Saturday service). Cost for the upgrades would be a direct charge to the
Warriors. The same questions are related to MBCMC.. (i.e. do they want to participate; what
kind of service are they expecting; are they going to get their own service etc.) With that said, I
can’t anticipate the cost for the Corporation until I speak to Kate. However, I am still available
for a conference call.
 
 
 
<image003.png>
 
 
Pam Lewis
General Manager
Mission Bay Maintenance Corporation
410 China Basin|San Francisco|CA, 94158
FirstService Residential Management, Inc.
Pamela.lewis@fsresidential.com
415-355-6689
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: March-02-15 6:00 PM
To: 'Mary McCue'; Pamela Lewis; Nicole Agbayani
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Subject: Warriors Event Management Costs
 
Mary/Pam/Nicole – we are working on getting final cost estimates for event management and
make sure we have a plan for collect/expenditure of fees.
 
Do the three of you have time to jump on the phone later this week, and prior to that update
the estimate for what it is anticipate to cost to for park/private maintenance association
additional costs related to the Warriors?
 
Let us know your availability Thursday/Friday.


Thanks
 



mailto:Pamela.Lewis@fsresidential.com

http://www.fsresidential.com/

mailto:Pamela.lewis@fsresidential.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org





Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Rice, Don (CII)
Subject: FW: OCII & GSW billing for Q2, FY 14-15
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 9:48:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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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/
 


From: Zhu, Karen (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 11:32 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Levenson, Leo; Torres, Rosa (CII); Talwar, Amit (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Oerth, Sally (CII);
Ko, Yvonne (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC); Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett
(CPC)
Subject: OCII & GSW billing for Q2, FY 14-15
 
Hi Catherine,
 


Attached please find the OCII and GSW billing invoices for the 2nd quarter FY 14-15. Please let me
know if you have any questions about these invoices.
 
We are very sorry for the delay on these bills due to our new PPTS (Project & Permit Tracking
System) implementation and thank you very much for your understanding.
 
Thanks,
 
Karen Zhu
Finance Division
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6408│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: karen.zhu@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:karen.zhu@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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COUN. 



(’\ SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING 



February 18, 2015 



Catherine Reilly, Project Manager 
OC 11 
One south Van Ness Ave, 5 1h  Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 



DEPARTMENT 



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



Reception: 
415.558.6378 



Subject: 	OCII Projects 
Fee Collection for 2nd  quarter, FY 14-15 (10/1/2014-12/31/2014) 



Dear Ms. Reilly, 



Attached please find a detail Time Accounting Cost Report for the following accounts listed of staff 
time spent on OCII projects. The total amount is $21,645.66 covered period 10/1/2014-
12/31/2014. 



Account # Account Name Hours Cost 



2007.0946E_14 Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 60.25 $8,298.24 



20101847CWP OCII Design Transbay 41.00 $5,017.01 



2013.0005U Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Review 13.25 $1,599.86 



2013.0196U Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 1 13.75 $1,657.01 



2014.0748E 4101 Third Street 13.50 $1,192.56 



2014-000652GEN OCII 4101 3rd Street 7.25 $944.88 



2014-000693GEN OCII Design General 5.50 $651.28 



2014-000696GEN OClI Design Transbay B1k9 4.00 $470.51 



2014-000697GEN OCII Design BIk 8 1.00 $117.06 



2014-000698GEN OCII Design Transabay BIk 5 1.50 $175.59 



2014-000699GEN OCII Env. Transabay BIk 5 3.00 $360.67 



2014-000789CWP OCII Design Transbay B1k9 3.50 $421.79 



2014-000790CWP OCII Design Transbay BIk 1 5.00 $573.89 



2014-000953GEN OCII Transbay BIk 1 ENV 1.50 $165.33 



Total  174.00 $21,645.66 



This letter is to inform you that the above fee is due now. Please remit payment to our index code 
290225 and sub-object 49997. 



If there are any questions in regards to this billing, please contact Karen Zhu at 415-558-6408 or 
Karen.zhu@sfgov.org . Thank you for your prompt response. 



Si e el 



Keith D 	tini 
Finance & I 	ariager 



C.C. 	Wade Wietgrefe, Planner 



Fax: 
415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 











Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable NOTATION 



2007.0946E_14 Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 Contact: 	Tiffany Bohee 



JNAVARRE 
10/23/2014 JNAVARRE 1.00 142.92 Y revising Addendum 3 
10/24/2014 JNAVARRE 1.00 142.92 Y phone call wCA 
10/28/2014 JNAVARRE 1.50 214.38 Y Conference call 
10/30/2014 JNAVARRE 1.00 142.92 Y Addendum 3 revision 
10/30/2014 JNAVARRE 0.50 71.46 Y conference call 
11/03/2014 JNAVARRE 1.00 142.92 Y Addendum 3 
11/04/2014 JNAVARRE 1.50 214.38 Y Conference calls re AQ 
11/05/2014 JNAVARRE 2.00 285.84 Y Air Quality 
11/06/2014 JNAVARRE 1.50 214.38 Y Addendum 3-Air Quality 
11/14/2014 JNAVARRE 1.00 142.92 Y air quality 
11/20/2014 JNAVARRE 1.50 214.38 Y Internal Meeting Conference Call 
12/04/2014 JNAVARRE 1.50 214.38 Y demo permit issued 
12/10/2014 JNAVARRE 3.00 428.76 Y meeting and document prep 
12/11/2014 JNAVARRE 3.00 428.76 Y conference call and addendum prep 
12/12/2014 JNAVARRE 1.00 142.92 Y addendum prep 
12/16/2014 JNAVARRE 5.00 714.60 Y document drafting, meeting 
12/17/2014 JNAVARRE 2.00 285.84 Y Internal meeting 
12/18/2014 JNAVARRE 2.00 285.84 Y addendum 3 
12/22/2014 JNAVARRE 1.50 214.38 Y Addendum and AQ 
12/23/2014 JNAVARRE 3.00 428.76 Y meetings and addendum 3 prep 



37.50 5,073.66 



J RANGE 
10/28/2014 JRANGE 0.50 68.06 Y meeting 
11/04/2014 JRANGE 1.00 136.11 Y conference call with environ and coordination 
11/05/2014 JRANGE 0.50 68.06 Y Internal meeting 
11/14/2014 JRANGE 0.50 68.06 Y review SOW and brief call with ENVIRON 
12/02/2014 JRANGE 0.75 102.08 Y conference call 
12/10/2014 JRANGE 3.50 476.39 Y ReviewAQ analysis 
12/17/2014 JRANGE 2.00 272.22 Y review draft 2 of AQ report for addendum #3 
12/22/2014 JRANGE 1.00 136.11 Y review addendum 
12/23/2014 JRANGE 1.00 136.11 Y review/ input comments into addendum. 



10.75 1,463.18 



RDEAN 
10/07/2014 	RDEAN 	 5.50 	643.86 Y 	ASA & ATP for Sub-Phases CP-02 - CP-05 
10/12/2014 	RDEAN 	 6.50 	783.34 Y 	draft ASA-TP for CP-02 throught CP-05 Redevelopment Areas 
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Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 
Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable NOTATION 



12.00 1,427.20 



SJONES 
12/29/2014 SJONES 2.00 334.20 Y ERO review of addendum 



2.00 334.20 



62.25 8,358.24 



20101847CWP 0011 Design Transbay Contact: 



DWINSLOW 
10/02/2014 DWINSLOW 0.50 55.74 Y Transbay Block 1 design 
10/03/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 111.48 Y Transbaty Block 1 design 
10/20/2014 DWINSLOW 3.50 421.79 Y Design review meeting: Transbay BLOCK 9 
10/21/2014 DWINSLOW 2.50 301.28 Y DESIGN REVIEW MISSION BAY BLOCK 40:1.25 HOURS 



DESIGN REVIEW: 4101 THRID STREET: 1.25 HOURS 
10/22/2014 DWINSLOW 1.50 180.77 Y Design review meeting: BLOCK 1 
10/24/2014 DWINSLOW 0.50 60.26 Y DESIGN 000RD. BLOCK 1 



9.50 1,131.30 



JSWITZKY 
10/21/2014 JSWITZKY 0.50 71.46 Y Block 5 
10/23/2014 JSWITZKY 0.50 71.46 Y Block 5 
10/24/2014 JSWITZKY 1.00 142.92 Y Blocks I and 5 
10/27/2014 JSWITZKY 0.50 71.46 Y Block 5 
10/30/2014 JSWITZKY 1.00 142.92 Y Block 5 
11/24/2014 JSWITZKY 0.50 71.46 Y Block  



4.00 571.68 



MSMALL 
10/27/2014 MSMALL 2.50 301.28 Y Block 5 meeting and review 
10/28/2014 MSMALL 1.00 120.51 Y design review/ meeting 
10/29/2014 MSMALL 2.00 241.02 Y Design review/ meeting 
10/30/2014 MSMALL 3.00 361.53 Y Design review/ meeting 
10/31/2014 MSMALL 0.50 60.26 Y design review 
11/04/2014 MSMALL 0.50 60.26 Y Design comments to 0011 for CAC review 
11/06/2014 MSMALL 1.00 120.51 Y Design review Block 5 
11/07/2014 MSMALL 1.50 180.77 Y Design review comments Block 5 
11/10/2014 MSMALL 1.00 120.51 Y Design review Block 5 
11/12/2014 MSMALL 0.50 60.26 Y Design review discussion 
11/12/2014 MSMALL 2.00 241.02 Y Block 8 schematic submittal meeting 
11/19/2014 MSMALL 0.50 60.26 Y review and analysis 
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Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable NOTATION 



11/20/2014 MSMALL 1.00 120.51 Y design review 
11/21/2014 MSMALL 3.00 361.53 Y design review 
11/24/2014 MSMALL 1.00 120.51 Y Block 5 design review 
11/24/2014 MSMALL 0.75 90.38 Y Block 8 schematic design comments 
11/25/2014 MSMALL 1.50 180.77 Y Block 5 design review discussion with architect 
11/25/2014 MSMALL 1.50 180.77 Y Design review meeting: Transbay BLOCK 9 
12/01/2014 MSMALL 0.50 60.26 Y Block 8 design review - schematic comments 
12/02/2014 MSMALL 0.75 90.38 Y Block 8 Design review comments 
12/04/2014 MSMALL 1.50 180.77 Y Block 8- design review meeting with sponsors 



27.50 3,314.03 



41.00 5,017.01 



2013.0005U Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Review Contact: 	Wells Lawson 



JSWITZKY 
10/08/2014 JSWITZKY 0.50 69.40 Y mtg 



0.50 69.40 



MSMALL 
11/26/2014 MSMALL 1.75 210.89 Y Design review - Alice Griffith Block 1 



1.75 210.89 



MSNYDER 
10/02/2014 MSNYDER 0.50 58.53 Y CP Center 
10/08/2014 MSNYDER 0.75 87.80 Y parking discussion and follow up 
10/09/2014 MSNYDER 0.50 58.53 Y D4D language and e-mail 
10/16/2014 MSNYDER 0.25 30.12 Y drd email 
10/27/2014 MSNYDER 0.25 30.13 Y D4D language, misc. e-mails 
11/18/2014 MSNYDER 1.50 180.77 Y review, meet regarding block 1 of AG; correspondence regarding Gilman 



11/20/2014 MSNYDER 0.75 90.38 Y write up and send of comments on Alice Griffith Block I Design 
11/24/2014 MSNYDER 1.25 150.64 Y meeting -Glilman improvements 
12/13/2014 MSNYDER 0.75 90.38 Y initial review of pre-sub phase app 
12/16/2014 MSNYDER 1.00 120.51 Y review of pre-application 
12/17/2014 MSNYDER 1.00 120.51 Y review of pre-app; correspondence with other planning staff, 
12/22/2014 MSNYDER 2.00 241.02 Y prep for sub-phase pre-app; pre-app meeting with DCII, DPW and MTA 
12/23/2014 MSNYDER 0.50 60.26 Y briefing with other staff on Sub-Phase ap. 



11.00 1,319.57 



13.25 1,599.86 



2013.0196U Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 1 Contact: 	Wells Lawson 
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Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS (covered 1011/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable NOTATION 



DWINSLOW 
11/04/2014 DWINSLOW 1.50 180.77 Y schematic Design revision review mtg 
11/07/2014 DWINSLOW 2.00 241.02 Y design review 
11/10/2014 DWINSLOW 1.50 180.77 Y design review coord and comments 
11/13/2014 DWINSLOW 1.50 180.77 Y deign review notes draft and submit 



6.50 783.32 



MSNYDER 
11/04/2014 MSNYDER 1.75 210.89 Y Block 56 and 57, review of plans; meeting; 
11/07/2014 MSNYDER 1.50 180.77 Y reivew of Blocks 56 and 57 
11/07/2014 MSNYDER 1.50 180.77 Y reivew of Blocks 56 and 57 
11/12/2014 MSNYDER 0.75 90.38 Y add to Block 56 and 57 comments 
11/13/2014 MSNYDER 0.25 30.13 Y review comments of blocks 56 and 57 
11/20/2014 MSNYDER 1.00 120.51 Y review and comment on HPS I D41D amendments 
12/08/2014 MSNYDER 0.25 30.13 Y e-mails - meeting planning 
12/13/2014 MSNYDER 0.25 30.13 Y arrange meeting - review of app 



7.25 873.70 



13.75 1,657.01 



2014.0748E 4101 Third Street Contact: 	Christine Maher 



EJASZEWS 
10/17/2014 EJASZEWS 0.25 20.89 Y transpo determination admin 



0.25 20.89 



RDEAN 
10/24/2014 RDEAN 1.00 120.51 Y preliminary archeo review 
11/13/2014 RDEAN 1.00 120.51 Y PAR 



2.00 241.02 



SNGAN 
10/09/2014 SNGAN 2.50 202.93 Y Reviewed project information, coordinated with project sponsor, prepared transportation 



determination request 
10/10/2014 SNGAN 1.50 121.76 Y Reviewing revised information 
10/24/2014 SNGAN 1.00 83.58 Y Reviewed transportation comments from transportation team, responded to public 



inquiry about project and provided plans. 



10/29/2014 SNGAN 0.75 62.69 Y Call in with project sponsor to discuss notice, provided status update to project sponsor, 
checked in with staff archaeologist, reviewed project files 



10/29/2014 SNGAN 0.75 62.69 Y Notice preparation, sent draft notice to project sponsor for review 
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Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate 	USER NAME 	 Hours 	Cost Billable NOTATION 



11/05/2014 	SNGAN 	 1.75 	146.27 Y 	Reviewed department policies for neighborhood noticing, responding to project team on 
next steps, project management to determine outstanding items and timeline 



11/25/2014 	SNGAN 	 3.00 	250.74 Y 	Document drafting and review of redevelopment 



	



11.25 	930.65 



	



13.50 	1,192.56 



2014-000652GEN 	OCIl 4101 3rd Street Contact: 	Jessica Range 



DWINSLOW 
10/09/2014 DWINSLOW 0.50 55.74 Y coord mtg. 
10/10/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 111.48 Y draft design review notes 
10/27/2014 DWINSLOW 2.00 241.02 Y design review 
10/29/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y design review comments to OCll 



4.50 	528.75 



VMASS 
10/08/2014 VMASS 2.75 416.13 Y Team meeting to discuss 1DM; emails/coordination meetings 



2.75 416.13 



7.25 944.88 



2014-000693GEN OCll Design General Contact: 	Viktoriya Mass 



DWINSLOW 
10/15/2014 DWINSLOW 2.00 229.49 Y design review and drafting Mission Bay Hotel 
11/06/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y schematic design review for Mission Bay Block 1 Hotel 
11/07/2014 DWINSLOW 0.50 60.26 Y schematic design review Mission Bay Block 1 Hotel 
11/13/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y MB blk40 design review mtg. 
11/20/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y design review and coord. TB blk. 1 



5.50 651.28 



5.50 651.28 



2014-000696GEN 	OCII Design Transbay B1k9 Contact: 	Viktoriya Wise 



DWINSLOW 
10/17/2014 DWINSLOW 2.00 229.49 Y mtg w proj. sposnor 
12/08/2014 DWINSLOW 2.00 241.02 Y review conditions of approval 



4.00 470.51 



4.00 470.51 



2014-000697GEN 	OClI Design BIk 8 Contact: 	Viktoriya Wise 
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Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate 	USER NAME 	 Hours 	Cost Billable NOTATION 



MSMALL 
10/06/2014 	MSMALL 	 1.00 	117.06 Y 	meeting 



	



1.00 	117.06 



	



1.00 	117.06 



2014-000698GEN 	OCII Design Transbay B1k5 Contact: 	Viktoriya Wise 



MSMALL 
10/01/2014 MSMALL 	 1.00 117.06 Y notes 
10/02/2014 MSMALL 	 0.50 58.53 Y design review notes 



1.50 175.59 



1.50 175.59 



2014-000699GEN OCII Env. Transbay BIk 5 Contact: 	Chris Kern 



SMICKELS 
10/08/2014 SMICKELS 	 0.25 29.26 Y check-in 
10/15/2014 SMICKELS 	 2.50 301.28 Y check in; tc to Josh; review development controls and July powerpoint; check in on 



archeo; develop list of questions for Planning/archeo/air 



11/19/2014 SMICKELS 	 0.25 30.13 Y Check in re: review 



3.00 360.67 



3.00 360.67 



2014-000789CWF 	OCII Design Transbay B1k9 Contact: 	David Winslow 



DWINSLOW 
10/31/2014 DWINSLOW 	 1.50 180.77 Y design review meetingcoordination 
11/03/2014 DWINSLOW 	 2.00 241.02 Y Design review 



3.50 421.79 



3.50 421.79 



2014-000790CWF 	OCII Design Transbay BIk 1 Contact: 	David Winslow 



DWINSLOW 
10/28/2014 DWINSLOW 	 1.00 120.51 Y design review 
10/30/2014 DWINSLOW 	 1.00 120.51 Y parking access and alley 
11/03/2014 DWINSLOW 	 1.00 120.51 Y design review 



3.00 361.53 



KUCHIDA 
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Time Accounting Records for Set OCII ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable NOTATION 



10/02/2014 KUCHIDA 0.25 26.54 Y Shadow 
10/08/2014 KUCHIDA 1.50 159.28 Y Shadow assumption review and comments 
10/09/2014 KUCHIDA 0.25 26.54 Y Supervisor update 



2.00 212.36 



5.00 573.89 



2014-000953GEN 	201420510011 - Transbay BIk 1 Env. Contact: 	Kansai Uchida 



KUCHIDA 
11/06/2014 KUCHIDA 0.50 54.66 Y Shadow 
11/12/2014 KUCHIDA 0.25 27.33 Y Shadow 
11/20/2014 KUCHIDA 0.50 54.66 Y Circulation planning scope review/response 
12/10/2014 KUCHIDA 0.25 28.69 Y Shadow 



	



1.50 
	



165.33 



	



1.50 	165.33 



Grand Total: 
	



176.00 21,645.66 
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ID COUIV~~ 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



February 18, 2015 
Mission St. 



Suite 400 
San Francisco, 



Golden State Warriors 
CA 94103-2479 



do Ms. Catherine Reilly, Project Manager Reception: 



OCII 415.558.6378 



1 South Van Ness, 5th  Floor Fax: 



San Francisco, CA 94103 415.558.6409 



Planning 
Information: 



Subject: 	GSW Projects 415.558.6377 



Fee Collection for 2u1  Quarter FY 14 15 (10/1/2014-12/31/2014) 



Dear Ms. Reilly, 



Attached please find a detail Time Accounting Report for the following accounts listed of staff 
time spent on GSW projects. The total amount is $60,747.28 covered period 10/1/2014-
12/31/2014. 



Account # Account Name Hours Cost 



2014.1441E GSW Event Center & Mixed Use Development 758.75 $60,729.96 



2014-0027010FA GSW Event Center & Mixed Use Development 0.25 $17.32 



Total  759.00 $60,747.28 



This letter is to inform you that the above fee is due now. Please remit payment to "San 
Francisco Planning Department" and specify the project title, given above, on the check, and 
address it to 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 to the attention of Karen 
Zhu. 



If there are any questions in regards to this billing, please contact Karen Zhu at 415-558-6408 or 
Karen.zhusfgov.org . Thank you for your prompt response. 



Sincerely, 



Finance & 



C.C. 	Wade Wietgrefe, Planner 
Chris Kern, Planner 
Brett Bollinger, Planner 











Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable NOTATION 



2014.1441E GSW Event Center & Mixed UseDevelopment Contact: 	Clarke Miller 



BBOLLING 
10/01/2014 BBOLLING 5.00 585.33 Y Meeting and prep. TMP review. 
10/02/2014 BBOLLING 5.00 585.33 Y TMP review. Transit service plan coordination. EIR emails/phone 
10/03/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 351.20 Y TMP review 
10/06/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 351.20 Y TMP comments 
10/08/2014 BBOLLING 6.00 702.40 V Meeting prep. Meetings. IS review. TMP comments review 
10/09/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 234.13 Y Email. IS consolidation 
10/14/2014 BBOLLING 4.00 482.05 V Email. Phone. Meeting Prep 
10/15/2014 BBOLLING 4.00 482.05 Y Meetings and prep. emails. phone 
10/16/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 V SB743. 
10/20/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 V Meeting prep. Email/phone correspondence 
10/27/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y email and phone correspondence 
10/27/2014 BBOLLING 1.00 120.51 Y Meeting with Trans Consultants 
11/04/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Discussproject events over last two weeks in my absence. 
11/04/2014 BBOLLING 0.75 90.38 Y Email/Phone 
11/04/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Discussproject events over last two weeks in my absence. 
11/05/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Emails/phone correspondence 
11/05/2014 BBOLLING 1.00 120.51 Y Archeo meeting. 
11/05/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Emails/phone correspondence 
11/06/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y Review IS comments 
11/06/2014 BBOLLING 1.00 120.51 V mtg 
11/10/2014 BBOLLING 5.00 602.55 Y Review IS/NOP comments. Other project CEQA issues. Phone. Email. 
11/12/2014 BBOLLING 8.00 964.08 Y Initial Study review session at ESA 
11/13/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 V Transit Meeting 
11/13/2014 BBOLLING 1.00 120.51 Y Newspaper Ad 
11/13/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Transit Meeting 
11/14/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y NOA, NOC. Email. 
11/17/2014 BBOLLING 1.50 180.77 Y Review 
11/17/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 V NOP/IS 
11/17/2014 BBOLLING 0.50 60.26 Y Review 
11/18/2014 BBOLLING 0.50 60.26 V Review 
11/18/2014 BBOLLING 1.50 180.77 Y Weekly City Hall GSW Meeting 
11/18/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y Email, phone and review of revised GSW schedule 
11/18/2014 BBOLLING 0.50 60.26 V Schedule 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/112014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable NOTATION 



11/19/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y review 
11/19/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y Info needs. Phone/email, meeting cooridnation 
11/20/2014 BBOLLING 2.50 301.28 Y Meeting-Project Info 
11/20/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Email/Phone correspondence 
11/25/2014 BBOLLING 6.00 723.06 Y Travel Demand Memo and TMP/Meeting 
12/02/2014 BBOLLING 4.00 482.04 Y TMP Meeting prep and attendance 
12/02/2014 BBOLLING 5.00 602.55 Y TMP/Trans Impact Statement review 
12/03/2014 BBOLLING 5.00 602.55 Y Meeting and meeting prep. 
12/04/2014 BBOLLING 2.50 301.28 Y Scoping meeting 
12/08/2014 BBOLLING 5.00 602.55 Y Scoping Meeting prep/review 
12/09/2014 BBOLLING 6.00 723.06 Y Meeting and prep 
12/10/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y Storm/Waste-Water Meeting 
12/11/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Meeting 
12/12/2014 BBOLLING 4.00 482.04 Y Scoping Meeting prep/review 
12/15/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y Email/Phone/Document review 
12/16/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y Email/Phone/Document review 
12/17/2014 BBOLLING 4.00 482.04 Y Meetings. prep. 
12/22/2014 BBOLLING 4.00 482.04 Y PD review 
12/23/2014 BBOLLING 3.00 361.53 Y PD review 
12/30/2014 BBOLLING 2.00 241.02 Y Emails/Document review 



156.25 18,747.06 



CKERN 
10/01/2014 CKERN 4.00 581.64 	Y 
10/02/2014 CKERN 4.00 581.64 	Y 
10/06/2014 CKERN 1.00 145.41 	Y 
10/07/2014 CKERN 1.00 145.41 	Y 
10/08/2014 CKERN 5.00 727.05 	Y 
10/09/2014 CKERN 3.00 436.23 	Y 
10/17/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 	Y 
10/20/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
10/20/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
10/20/2014 CKERN 2.00 271.42 	Y 
10/21/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
10/21/2014 CKERN 2.50 339.28 	Y 
10/22/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 	Y 



project management/review documents/meeting 
projetc management/review documents 
project management 
project management 
project management/meetings/review documents 
project management/review and consolidate comments 



Phone calls re project description changes. 
coordination re SFPUC comments on Draft IS 
Email/Phone Correspondence 
Weekly interdepartmental coordination meeting 
Project management; conference call re SFPUC admin draft IS Comments 
internal meetings, conference call with project team, project management 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate 	USER NAME 	 Hours 	Cost Billable NOTATION 



10/23/2014 	CKERN 	 2.00 	271.42 Y 	coordination with SFPUc and consultants re Utilities analysis; project 
management 



10/27/2014 CKERN 1.50 203.57 	Y 
10/28/2014 CKERN 7.00 949.97 	Y 
10/29/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 	Y 
10/30/2014 CKERN 8.00 1,085.68 	Y 
10/31/2014 CKERN 3.50 474.99 	Y 
11/03/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 	Y 
11/04/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 	Y 
11/05/2014 CKERN 6.00 814.26 	Y 
11/10/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 	Y 



11/12/2014 CKERN 8.50 1,153.54 	Y 



11/13/2014 CKERN 0.50 67.86 	Y 
11/18/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
11/19/2014 CKERN 1.50 203.57 	Y 
11/20/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 	Y 



11/24/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
11/25/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
11/26/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
12/01/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
12/02/2014 CKERN 0.50 67.86 	Y 
12/03/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 	Y 
12/09/2014 CKERN 3.00 407.13 	Y 
12/09/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 	Y 
12/09/2014 CKERN 1.00 135.71 	Y 
12/10/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 	Y 
12/15/2014 CKERN 0.50 67.86 	Y 
12/16/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 	Y 
12/17/2014 CKERN 7.50 1,017.83 	Y 



12/18/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 	Y 
12/22/2014 CKERN 9.00 1,221.39 	Y 
12/23/2014 CKERN 7.00 949.97 	Y 



internal project management; coordination wiht consultants 
Review IS Admin Draft 2 
review IS admin draft 2 
Review admin draft IS 2 & related coordination 
Coordination with OCII, CAO, and consultants re IS admin draft 2. 
coordination with OCII, CAO, Consultant, Sponsor re arche resources 
Review admin draft IS 
review admin draft IS 2 
review comments from OCII, CAO and GSW on IS Draft2. Coordination with 
consultants re IS review sessions. Coordination with OCII re scoping meeting. 
work session at ESA to finalize IS; internal coordination re NOP publication 
process 
finalize IS/NOP 
coordination re schedule 
review and coordination re schedule for EIR 
meeting re DEIR info needs and schedule; follow up coordination with 
consultants, OCII, DPW and SFPUC 
coordination/project management re infrastructure requirements for project. 
Project management 
project management 
project management 
Project management 
CEQA team meeting; project management 
scoping meeting 
CEQA team meeting 
prep for scoping meeting 
Meetings re infrastructure requirements and schedule 
meeting re schedule 
review ADEIR1 PD section 
project management, meeting at OEWD, CEQA team meeting, review 
ADEIR1 
CPC info hearing, review ADEIR1 
Review ADEIR1 sections and project management 
review ADEIR1 and project management 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable NOTATION 



12/24/2014 CKERN 4.00 542.84 Y review ADEIR1 and project management 
12/29/2014 CKERN 8.00 1085.68 Y review ADEIR1 & TMP correspondence 
12/30/2014 CKERN 9.00 1,221.39 Y review TMP & project management 



160.50 21,956.06 



DWINSLOW 
10/02/2014 DWINSLOW 1.50 167.22 Y team mtg. wsponsior 
10/06/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 111.48 Y coordination and review 
10/07/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 111.48 Y meeting 
10/09/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 111.48 Y weekly mtg. 
10/16/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 114.74 Y design review and coord. mtg 
10/21/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y Weekly interdepartmental coordination meeting 
10/21/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y Weekly interdepartmental coordination meeting 
11/06/2014 DWINSLOW 2.00 241.02 Y design review meeting 
11/07/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y coordination 
11/13/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y Newspaper Ad 
12/08/2014 DWINSLOW 3.50 421.79 Y informational hearing calenar description and memo 
12/09/2014 DWINSLOW 1.50 180.77 V hearing memo / exec sumamry. briefing director, team coord 
12/09/2014 DWINSLOW 1.50 180.77 V coord. 
12/11/2014 DWINSLOW 1.50 180.77 Y hearing document prep 
12/12/2014 DWINSLOW 3.00 361.53 V hearing prep and coord. 
12/15/2014 DWINSLOW 2.00 241.02 V hearing prep and coord. 
12/16/2014 DWINSLOW 1.00 120.51 Y hearing prep 
12/17/2014 DWINSLOW 3.00 361.53 Y hearing prep and coord 
12/18/2014 DWINSLOW 6.00 723.06 Y hearing prep and attendance 



34.50 4,111.19 



EWATTY 
10/01/2014 EWATTY 0.50 75.66 V Reviewed project appvl list. 



0.50 75.66 



JRANGE 
10/22/2014 JRANGE 0.50 68.06 V AQ meeting with consultants 
12/17/2014 JRANGE 2.50 340.28 V Internal meeting and review of draft AQ impacts and AQ impact EIR 



discussion. 



3.00 408.33 



JSWITZKY 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable 



10/16/2014 JSWITZKY 100 142.91 Y 
11/06/2014 JSWITZKY 1.00 142.92 Y 
11/13/2014 JSWITZKY 1.00 142.92 Y 
11/20/2014 JSWITZKY 2.00 285.84 Y 
11/25/2014 JSWITZKY 0.50 71.46 Y 
12/09/2014 JSWITZKY 1.00 142.92 Y 
12/18/2014 JSWITZKY 1.50 214.38 Y 



8.00 1,143.35 



RDEAN 
10/21/2014 RDEAN 5.00 602.55 Y 



10/24/2014 RDEAN 5.50 662.81 Y 
10/27/2014 RDEAN 0.50 60.26 Y 
10/28/2014 RDEAN 0.50 60.26 Y 
10/30/2014 RDEAN 1.00 120.51 Y 
10/30/2014 RDEAN 1.00 120.51 Y 
10/30/2014 RDEAN 1.00 120.51 Y 
11/07/2014 RDEAN 1.00 120.51 Y 
11/14/2014 RDEAN 0.50 60.26 Y 
11/17/2014 RDEAN 1.50 180.77 Y 



17.50 2,108.93 



VMASS 
10/01/2014 VMASS 3.50 529.62 Y 
10/02/2014 VMASS 1.50 226.98 Y 



10/05/2014 VMASS 3.00 453.96 Y 
10/06/2014 VMASS 1.50 226.98 Y 



10/09/2014 VMASS 1.25 189.15 Y 



10/10/2014 VMASS 1.50 226.98 Y 
10/13/2014 VMASS 8.00 1,246.88 Y 
10/14/2014 VMASS 2.25 350.68 Y 



NOTATION 



mtg 
mtg 
Newspaper Ad 
Email/Phone correspondence 
coordination 
review 
info hearing 



review of IS and research of background material; project was not submitted 
for PAR review nor archeological scoping previously per standard EP 



review of draft IS and background material 
Comments on I.S. 
Comments on I.S. 
teleconference regarding comments 
teleconference regarding comments 
teleconference regarding comments 
comments on revision of archeo sub-section 
discussion about archeo mit measure, etc. 
review, comments, revisions of SOW for ATP 



Team meeting and emails. 
met with Brett; baseline analysis and meetings with Sarah; call with Jose; etc. 



IMP review 
Conference call with OCII and consultants about No Project alternative; sent 
bb comments on TMP and other emails from GSW. 
Discussion with Chris about schedule (appeals, etc.); email from Brett and 
with Jose/Luba; etc. approved billing for quarter. 



Started IS review 
Reviewed the Initial Study 
finished IS review and met with Chris and Brett to discuss the 6 or so main 
comments; email to MTA about curb management for post event; call with 
Erin Miller. 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable 



10/15/2014 VMASS 3.50 545.51 Y 
10/27/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
10/30/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
11/04/2014 VMASS 4.50 701.37 Y 
11/05/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 



11/07/2014 VMASS 0.75 116.90 Y 
11/10/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
11/12/2014 VMASS 8.00 1,246.88 Y 
11/12/2014 VMASS 1.25 194.83 Y 
11/12/2014 VMASS 1.75 272.76 Y 



11/13/2014 VMASS 1.25 194.83 Y 
11/14/2014 VMASS 8.00 1,246.88 Y 
11/14/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
11/16/2014 VMASS 2.00 311.72 Y 
11/18/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
11/19/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
11/20/2014 VMASS 0.75 116.90 Y 



11/23/2014 VMASS 2.00 311.72 Y 
11/24/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 



11/25/2014 VMASS 0.25 38.97 Y 
11/25/2014 VMASS 0.75 116.90 Y 
11/30/2014 VMASS 0.75 116.90 Y 
12/01/2014 VMASS 0.75 116.90 Y 



12/02/2014 VMASS 2.00 311.72 Y 



NOTATION 



transportation meeting; team meeting for IS comments; email 
Conference Call with Luba, Jose and Brett 
Meeting with Chris to discuss Archeology; email response to Jose. 
Reviewed Initial Study 
Met with Chris and Brett to go over Initial Study comments and outstanding 
items for publication. 



Reviewed J. Malamut comments; general email. 
Conference call with Luba 
Initial Study review session at ESA 
Reviewed the revised Archeo section 
Reviewed the revised PD for initial study including comments from staff, OCII 
and project sponsor; went over all the various emails from last week. 



Meeting with MTA and LCW/Jose 
IS war room meeting 
Meeting with Randall; call with GSW about scope 
Screencheck Review 
Schedule 
email exchanges 
Project team meeting to go over outstanding information needs, particularly 
around transportation 



Review of the Travel Demand Memo and draft email to City Atty 
email to chris about budget; email to brett about my comments; call with 
Adam; email to City Atty 



call with Adam and Ken 
call with Jose and Luba to finalize the Travel Demand Memo 
Review of the TMP in anticipation of meeting on Tuesday 
Call with Julie and Jeff to discuss Transit Service Plan issues (saturday, with 
giants, 2020 model); read email from City Attorney; follow up email to 
jose/Iuba/brett 
finished reviewing the TDM plan and had a team meeting with MTA; followed 
up by a short meeting with jose/Iuba/brett to discuss Transit Service plan items 



12/04/2014 	VMASS 	 2.00 	311.72 Y 	regular meeting - discussed GHG, alternatives and Transportation section 
organization; 
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Time Accounting Records for Set GSW ACCOUNTS (covered 10/l/2014-12/31/2014) 



Workdate USER NAME Hours Cost Billable 



12/04/2014 VMASS 1.50 233.79 Y 



12/08/2014 VMASS 0.50 77.93 Y 
12/10/2014 VMASS 2.50 389.65 Y 
12/11/2014 VMASS 1.00 155.86 Y 
12/12/2014 VMASS 0.25 38.97 Y 
12/16/2014 VMASS 0.75 116.90 Y 
12/16/2014 VMASS 1.25 194.83 Y 
12/17/2014 VMASS 3.00 467.58 Y 
12/18/2014 VMASS 1.00 155.86 Y 



78.50 12,179.39 



458.75 60,729.96 



2014-0027010FA 	GSW Event Center & Mixed Use Development 



AHUISMAN 
12/12/2014 AHUISMAN 0.25 17.32 Y 



0.25 17.32 



0.25 17.32 



Grand Total: 459.00 60,747.28 



NOTATION 
Reviewed the document organization for transportation impacts and discussed 
with Brett briefly; call to Luba. 
Call about the Travel Demand Memo 
Team meeting and meeting with Chris about schedule 
conference call with brett and consultants 
John Malamut email exchange 
did some research on candlestick to see if we can use the same approach 
call with John Malamut about TSP approach; called adam; updatec Chris 
team meeting; meeting with sarah to discuss TSP appraoch 
read some emails and watched the commission hearing; followed up with 
chris about pile driving and visual sims 



Contact: BAY JACARANDA NO 2932 LLC 



created record only for billing purposes 
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Kern, Chris (CPC); Miller, Erin (MTA); Kate Aufhauser; 


Clarke Miller
Cc: Jose Farran; Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Eric Womeldorff; Dana Weissman; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: GSW - Transportation Impact Statement Summary
Date: Monday, March 02, 2015 8:02:13 AM
Attachments: GSW Transp Impact Statement Summary 2-27-15.pdf


ATT00001.htm


Hi all
For your use in reviewing the transportation section of the EIR distributed last Friday 
- a summary of the transportation impact statements, the impact determination, and 
the mitigation and/or improvement measures.
Please distribute as you see appropriate.
Thank you,
Luba



mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:erin.miller@sfmta.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:jifarran@adavantconsulting.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:E.Womeldorff@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:D.Weissman@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=53ddc14b15cb409584d3f7b15453f64a-Viktoriya Wise
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GSW	  Event	  Center	  and	  Mixed	  Use	  Development	  at	  Mission	  Bay	  Blocks	  29-‐32
Transportation	  Impact	  Statements,	  Impact	  Determination,	  and	  Mitigation	  and	  Improvement	  Measures



Section/	  
Impact	  No. Impact	  Statement



Impact	  
Determination Mitigation	  Measure Improvement	  Measure



5.2.5.4	  Impact	  Evaluation
Project	  Impacts:	  Construction



TR-‐1
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  construction-‐related	  transportation	  impacts	  
because	  of	  their	  temporary	  and	  limited	  duration. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐1:	  
Construction	  Management	  Plan	  and	  
Public	  Updates



Project	  Impacts:	  Operations
Conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  Game	  at	  AT&T	  Park



TR-‐2



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  multiple	  intersections	  
that	  would	  operate	  at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  
Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2a:	  
Areawide	  Wayfinding	  Plan	  for	  
Parking	  Facilities	  Serving	  the	  Event	  
Center,	  and	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2b:	  
Additional	  PCOs	  during	  Events -‐-‐



TR-‐3



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  freeway	  ramps	  that	  
would	  operate	  at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  
Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park SU -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐4



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  
not	  be	  accommodated	  by	  adjacent	  Muni	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  
impacts	  to	  Muni	  transit	  service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  
without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4a:	  
Additional	  Muni	  Service,	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4b:	  
Additional	  Mission	  Bay	  TMA	  Shuttle	  
Service -‐-‐



TR-‐5



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  
not	  be	  accommodated	  by	  regional	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  impacts	  
to	  regional	  transit	  service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  
Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a:	  
Additional	  Caltrain	  Service,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a:	  
Additional	  North	  Bay	  Ferry	  and	  Bus	  
Service -‐-‐



TR-‐6



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  overcrowding	  on	  public	  sidewalks,	  
nor	  create	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  pedestrians,	  or	  otherwise	  interfere	  with	  
pedestrian	  accessibility	  on	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  
conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐7



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  bicyclists,	  or	  
otherwise	  substantially	  interfere	  with	  bicycle	  accessibility	  to	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  
under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐8



The	  proposed	  project’s	  loading	  demand	  would	  be	  accommodated	  within	  the	  proposed	  on-‐
site	  loading	  facilities,	  and	  would	  not	  create	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  or	  significant	  
delays	  for	  traffic,	  transit,	  bicyclists,	  or	  pedestrians	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐8:	  Truck	  
and	  Service	  Vehicle	  Loading	  
Operations	  Plan



TR-‐9
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  air	  traffic	  under	  Existing	  
plus	  Project	  conditions.	   LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐
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GSW	  Event	  Center	  and	  Mixed	  Use	  Development	  at	  Mission	  Bay	  Blocks	  29-‐32
Transportation	  Impact	  Statements,	  Impact	  Determination,	  and	  Mitigation	  and	  Improvement	  Measures



Section/	  
Impact	  No. Impact	  Statement



Impact	  
Determination Mitigation	  Measure Improvement	  Measure



TR-‐10
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  
under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10a:	  UCSF	  
Emergency	  Vehicle	  Access	  and	  Garage	  
Signage	  Plan,	  Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐
TR-‐10b:	  Mariposa	  Street	  Restriping	  
Study



Conditions	  with	  a	  SF	  Giants	  Game	  at	  AT&T	  Park



TR-‐11



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  multiple	  intersections	  
that	  would	  operate	  at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  
concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. TBD



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐11a:	  
Additional	  PCOs	  during	  Concurrent	  
Events,	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐11b:	  
Update	  Ballpark/Mission	  Bay	  
Transportation	  Coordinating	  
Committee -‐-‐



TR-‐12



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  freeway	  ramps	  that	  
would	  operate	  at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  concurrent	  
SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. TBD



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐11a:	  
Additional	  PCOs	  during	  Concurrent	  
Events -‐-‐



TR-‐13



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  
not	  be	  accommodated	  by	  adjacent	  Muni	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  
impacts	  to	  Muni	  transit	  service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  
concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. TBD Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4 -‐-‐



TR-‐14



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  
not	  be	  accommodated	  by	  regional	  transit	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  impacts	  to	  
regional	  transit	  service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  
concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park TBD



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5b,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐14:	  
Additional	  BART	  Service	  to	  the	  East	  
Bay -‐-‐



TR-‐15



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  overcrowding	  on	  public	  sidewalks,	  
nor	  create	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  pedestrians,	  or	  otherwise	  interfere	  with	  
pedestrian	  accessibility	  on	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  
conditions	  with	  a	  concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐16



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  bicyclists,	  or	  
otherwise	  substantially	  interfere	  with	  bicycle	  accessibility	  to	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  
under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐17
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  
under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10,	  and	  
Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10b
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GSW	  Event	  Center	  and	  Mixed	  Use	  Development	  at	  Mission	  Bay	  Blocks	  29-‐32
Transportation	  Impact	  Statements,	  Impact	  Determination,	  and	  Mitigation	  and	  Improvement	  Measures



Section/	  
Impact	  No. Impact	  Statement



Impact	  
Determination Mitigation	  Measure Improvement	  Measure



Conditions	  without	  implemetation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan



TR-‐18



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  result	  in	  additional	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  intersections	  that	  would	  operate	  
at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions.	   SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2b,	  and	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐18:	  Auto	  
Mode	  Share	  Performance	  Standard	  
and	  Monitoring -‐-‐



TR-‐19



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  result	  in	  additional	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  freeway	  ramps	  that	  would	  operate	  
at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions.	   SU	  w/	  Mitigation Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐18	   -‐-‐



TR-‐20



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  not	  be	  accommodated	  
by	  adjacent	  Muni	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  impacts	  to	  Muni	  transit	  
service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4a,	  	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4b,	  and	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐18 -‐-‐



TR-‐21



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  not	  be	  accommodated	  
by	  regional	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  impacts	  to	  regional	  transit	  
service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. SU	  with	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a,	  and	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5b -‐-‐



TR-‐22



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  overcrowding	  on	  public	  sidewalks,	  nor	  create	  potentially	  
hazardous	  conditions	  for	  pedestrians,	  or	  otherwise	  interfere	  with	  pedestrian	  accessibility	  
on	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐23



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  result	  in	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  bicyclists,	  or	  otherwise	  
substantially	  interfere	  with	  bicycle	  accessibility	  to	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  under	  
Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐24
Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  loading	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions LTS -‐-‐ Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐8



TR-‐25



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  under	  Existing	  plus	  
Project	  conditions. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10a,	  and	  
Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10b
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GSW	  Event	  Center	  and	  Mixed	  Use	  Development	  at	  Mission	  Bay	  Blocks	  29-‐32
Transportation	  Impact	  Statements,	  Impact	  Determination,	  and	  Mitigation	  and	  Improvement	  Measures



Section/	  
Impact	  No. Impact	  Statement



Impact	  
Determination Mitigation	  Measure Improvement	  Measure



5.2.5.5	  Cumulative	  Impacts



C-‐TR-‐1



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  construction-‐related	  
transportation	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐2



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  cumulative	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  multiple	  intersections	  in	  
the	  project	  vicinity	  under	  2040	  Cumulative	  conditions.	   SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2b,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  TR-‐11a,	  and	  
Mitigation,	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐11b -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐3



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  cumulative	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  multiple	  freeway	  ramps	  
in	  the	  project	  vicinity	  under	  2040	  Cumulative	  conditions.	   SU -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐4



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  have	  significant	  transit	  impacts	  on	  Muni	  service	  under	  2040	  Cumulative	  
conditions,	  and	  therefore	  would	  contribute	  to	  significant	  cumulative	  transit	  impacts	  at	  
Muni	  screenlines. SU	  w/	  Mitigation Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4 -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐5



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  have	  significant	  transit	  impacts	  on	  regional	  transit	  under	  2040	  Cumulative	  
conditions. SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5b,	  and	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐14 -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐6
The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  pedestrian	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐7
The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  bicycle	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐8
The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  loading	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐8



C-‐TR-‐9
The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  air	  traffic	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐10



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  
impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



5.2.5.6	  Parking	  Conditions For	  Information	  Only
LTS	  =	  Less	  than	  Significant,	  SU	  =	  Significant	  and	  Unavoidable,	  TBD	  =	  To	  be	  Determined











Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031












From: Pamela Lewis
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); "Mary McCue"; Nicole Agbayani
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Subject: RE: Warriors Event Management Costs
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 7:44:53 AM
Attachments: image001.png


As a follow up to my last email. I am talking with Katie Aufhauser, Project Analyst for the Warriors,
 regarding Mission Bay Commercial Maintenance Corporation and the TMA fees. The Lots that the
Warriors own are legally obligated to participate in the TMA shuttle service, however they are not
legally obligated to participate in MBCMC. The Warrior are trying to determine what type of service
they are looking for related to the TMA Shuttle (i.e. upgraded service; more buses; Saturday
service). Cost for the upgrades would be a direct charge to the Warriors. The same questions are
related to MBCMC.. (i.e. do they want to participate; what kind of service are they expecting; are
they going to get their own service etc.) With that said, I can’t anticipate the cost for the Corporation
until I speak to Kate. However, I am still available for a conference call.
 
 


 
 
Pam Lewis
General Manager
Mission Bay Maintenance Corporation
410 China Basin|San Francisco|CA, 94158
FirstService Residential Management, Inc.
Pamela.lewis@fsresidential.com
415-355-6689
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: March-02-15 6:00 PM
To: 'Mary McCue'; Pamela Lewis; Nicole Agbayani
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Subject: Warriors Event Management Costs
 
Mary/Pam/Nicole – we are working on getting final cost estimates for event management and make
sure we have a plan for collect/expenditure of fees.
 
Do the three of you have time to jump on the phone later this week, and prior to that update the
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estimate for what it is anticipate to cost to for park/private maintenance association additional costs
related to the Warriors?
 
Let us know your availability Thursday/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/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Pamela Lewis"; "Nicole Agbayani"; "Mary McCue"
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Subject: RE: Warriors Event Management Costs
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 10:56:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Great – Adam. Do you have a call in number we can use?  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Pamela Lewis [mailto:Pamela.Lewis@fsresidential.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 10:31 AM
To: 'Nicole Agbayani'; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); 'Mary McCue'
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Subject: RE: Warriors Event Management Costs
 
Works for me.
 
 


 
 
Pam Lewis
General Manager
Mission Bay Maintenance Corporation
410 China Basin|San Francisco|CA, 94158
FirstService Residential Management, Inc.
Pamela.lewis@fsresidential.com
415-355-6689
 


From: Nicole Agbayani [mailto:nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org] 
Sent: March-03-15 9:14 AM
To: Pamela Lewis; 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'; 'Mary McCue'
Cc: 'Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)'
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Subject: RE: Warriors Event Management Costs
 
Hi all,
 
Mary and I will be together at 2 PM on Friday afternoon and can call in at that time.  Please confirm if
that will work, thanks! -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 415.684.9896 F 415.543.3448
 


 


 


 


 
 


From: Pamela Lewis [mailto:Pamela.Lewis@fsresidential.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 7:45 AM
To: 'Reilly, Catherine (ADM)'; 'Mary McCue'; Nicole Agbayani
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Subject: RE: Warriors Event Management Costs
 
As a follow up to my last email. I am talking with Katie Aufhauser, Project Analyst for the Warriors,
 regarding Mission Bay Commercial Maintenance Corporation and the TMA fees. The Lots that the
Warriors own are legally obligated to participate in the TMA shuttle service, however they are not
legally obligated to participate in MBCMC. The Warrior are trying to determine what type of service
they are looking for related to the TMA Shuttle (i.e. upgraded service; more buses; Saturday service).
Cost for the upgrades would be a direct charge to the Warriors. The same questions are related to
MBCMC.. (i.e. do they want to participate; what kind of service are they expecting; are they going to
get their own service etc.) With that said, I can’t anticipate the cost for the Corporation until I speak to
Kate. However, I am still available for a conference call.
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Pam Lewis
General Manager
Mission Bay Maintenance Corporation
410 China Basin|San Francisco|CA, 94158
FirstService Residential Management, Inc.
Pamela.lewis@fsresidential.com
415-355-6689
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: March-02-15 6:00 PM
To: 'Mary McCue'; Pamela Lewis; Nicole Agbayani
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Subject: Warriors Event Management Costs
 
Mary/Pam/Nicole – we are working on getting final cost estimates for event management and make
sure we have a plan for collect/expenditure of fees.
 
Do the three of you have time to jump on the phone later this week, and prior to that update the
estimate for what it is anticipate to cost to for park/private maintenance association additional costs
related to the Warriors?
 
Let us know your availability Thursday/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/
 



http://www.fsresidential.com/

mailto:Pamela.lewis@fsresidential.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN); Clarke Miller; David Manica
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Winslow, David (CPC); Arce,


Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 11:54:00 AM


Can you make 4.30?


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 11:54 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Clarke Miller; David Manica
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Winslow, David
(CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt


I can make Thursday at 3.


A


-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 11:07 AM
To: Clarke Miller; David Manica
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR) (ECN); Winslow, David (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt


PS - I am hoping my 3PM would be done by 4.30, so including Pedro and David W to see if that time
would work for  them, along with Adam.


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 10:59 AM
To: David Manica; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt
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Catherine, we've learned the Owners Meeting on Thursday from noon - 3pm that Jesse mentioned will
include SWA and Richy, so our team wouldn't be available until 3pm. Does a 3pm start (GoTo + dial-in)
work for your team?


Manica, same question for you about 3pm PT start time.


Thanks,
Clarke


-----Original Message-----
From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 9:58 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Thursday 2pm Pt


Ok. So sounds like we are waiting for Jesse to confirm 2pm PT. But in either case, I will send you some
shots for Thursday morning.   You can plan on it.


I am all for the charter btw. I'm all in.


David Manica
MANICA Architecture


> On Mar 3, 2015, at 8:26 PM, Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> OCII/City is, but it sounds like the GSW team may be meeting with ownership.  Jesse was going circle
the troops and see what to do.  Let us know.  I think we could also do the hardcopy snap shots and
use the standard Thursday time slot for City folks to talk internally and give any comments.  It was in
pretty good shape for the 12th, so I'd be ok with that approach.
>
> Still like the idea of the charter plane to some place fun, but guessing that isn't going to happen.
>
> Catherine Reilly
> Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
>    Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
> 1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> 415-749-2516 (direct)
> http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 8:24 PM
> To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Miller Clarke; Aufhauser Kate; Blout Jesse
> Subject: Thursday 2pm Pt
>
> Catherine,
> Are you and others available to switch out review time to Thursday at 2pm PT?  Would love to get
your thoughts integrated before the push for the 12th CAC.
>
> Thanks for your flexibility. Let me know. Thanks Catherine.
>
> David Manica
> MANICA Architecture
>
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Kern, Chris (CPC); Miller, Erin (MTA); Kate Aufhauser; 


Clarke Miller
Cc: Jose Farran; Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Eric Womeldorff; Dana Weissman; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: GSW - Transportation Impact Statement Summary
Date: Monday, March 02, 2015 8:02:18 AM
Attachments: GSW Transp Impact Statement Summary 2-27-15.pdf


ATT00001.htm


Hi all
For your use in reviewing the transportation section of the EIR distributed last Friday 
- a summary of the transportation impact statements, the impact determination, and 
the mitigation and/or improvement measures.
Please distribute as you see appropriate.
Thank you,
Luba
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Transportation	  Impact	  Statements,	  Impact	  Determination,	  and	  Mitigation	  and	  Improvement	  Measures



Section/	  
Impact	  No. Impact	  Statement



Impact	  
Determination Mitigation	  Measure Improvement	  Measure



5.2.5.4	  Impact	  Evaluation
Project	  Impacts:	  Construction



TR-‐1
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  construction-‐related	  transportation	  impacts	  
because	  of	  their	  temporary	  and	  limited	  duration. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐1:	  
Construction	  Management	  Plan	  and	  
Public	  Updates



Project	  Impacts:	  Operations
Conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  Game	  at	  AT&T	  Park



TR-‐2



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  multiple	  intersections	  
that	  would	  operate	  at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  
Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2a:	  
Areawide	  Wayfinding	  Plan	  for	  
Parking	  Facilities	  Serving	  the	  Event	  
Center,	  and	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2b:	  
Additional	  PCOs	  during	  Events -‐-‐



TR-‐3



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  freeway	  ramps	  that	  
would	  operate	  at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  
Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park SU -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐4



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  
not	  be	  accommodated	  by	  adjacent	  Muni	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  
impacts	  to	  Muni	  transit	  service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  
without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4a:	  
Additional	  Muni	  Service,	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4b:	  
Additional	  Mission	  Bay	  TMA	  Shuttle	  
Service -‐-‐



TR-‐5



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  
not	  be	  accommodated	  by	  regional	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  impacts	  
to	  regional	  transit	  service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  
Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a:	  
Additional	  Caltrain	  Service,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a:	  
Additional	  North	  Bay	  Ferry	  and	  Bus	  
Service -‐-‐



TR-‐6



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  overcrowding	  on	  public	  sidewalks,	  
nor	  create	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  pedestrians,	  or	  otherwise	  interfere	  with	  
pedestrian	  accessibility	  on	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  
conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐7



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  bicyclists,	  or	  
otherwise	  substantially	  interfere	  with	  bicycle	  accessibility	  to	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  
under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐8



The	  proposed	  project’s	  loading	  demand	  would	  be	  accommodated	  within	  the	  proposed	  on-‐
site	  loading	  facilities,	  and	  would	  not	  create	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  or	  significant	  
delays	  for	  traffic,	  transit,	  bicyclists,	  or	  pedestrians	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐8:	  Truck	  
and	  Service	  Vehicle	  Loading	  
Operations	  Plan



TR-‐9
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  air	  traffic	  under	  Existing	  
plus	  Project	  conditions.	   LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐
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Section/	  
Impact	  No. Impact	  Statement



Impact	  
Determination Mitigation	  Measure Improvement	  Measure



TR-‐10
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  
under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10a:	  UCSF	  
Emergency	  Vehicle	  Access	  and	  Garage	  
Signage	  Plan,	  Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐
TR-‐10b:	  Mariposa	  Street	  Restriping	  
Study



Conditions	  with	  a	  SF	  Giants	  Game	  at	  AT&T	  Park



TR-‐11



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  multiple	  intersections	  
that	  would	  operate	  at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  
concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. TBD



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐11a:	  
Additional	  PCOs	  during	  Concurrent	  
Events,	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐11b:	  
Update	  Ballpark/Mission	  Bay	  
Transportation	  Coordinating	  
Committee -‐-‐



TR-‐12



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  freeway	  ramps	  that	  
would	  operate	  at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  concurrent	  
SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. TBD



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐11a:	  
Additional	  PCOs	  during	  Concurrent	  
Events -‐-‐



TR-‐13



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  
not	  be	  accommodated	  by	  adjacent	  Muni	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  
impacts	  to	  Muni	  transit	  service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  
concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. TBD Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4 -‐-‐



TR-‐14



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  
not	  be	  accommodated	  by	  regional	  transit	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  impacts	  to	  
regional	  transit	  service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  
concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park TBD



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5b,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐14:	  
Additional	  BART	  Service	  to	  the	  East	  
Bay -‐-‐



TR-‐15



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  overcrowding	  on	  public	  sidewalks,	  
nor	  create	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  pedestrians,	  or	  otherwise	  interfere	  with	  
pedestrian	  accessibility	  on	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  
conditions	  with	  a	  concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐16



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  bicyclists,	  or	  
otherwise	  substantially	  interfere	  with	  bicycle	  accessibility	  to	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  
under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐17
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  
under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10,	  and	  
Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10b











GSW	  Transp	  Impact	  Statement	  Summary	  2-‐27-‐15.xlsx page	  3	  of	  4



GSW	  Event	  Center	  and	  Mixed	  Use	  Development	  at	  Mission	  Bay	  Blocks	  29-‐32
Transportation	  Impact	  Statements,	  Impact	  Determination,	  and	  Mitigation	  and	  Improvement	  Measures



Section/	  
Impact	  No. Impact	  Statement



Impact	  
Determination Mitigation	  Measure Improvement	  Measure



Conditions	  without	  implemetation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan



TR-‐18



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  result	  in	  additional	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  intersections	  that	  would	  operate	  
at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions.	   SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2b,	  and	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐18:	  Auto	  
Mode	  Share	  Performance	  Standard	  
and	  Monitoring -‐-‐



TR-‐19



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  result	  in	  additional	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  freeway	  ramps	  that	  would	  operate	  
at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions.	   SU	  w/	  Mitigation Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐18	   -‐-‐



TR-‐20



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  not	  be	  accommodated	  
by	  adjacent	  Muni	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  impacts	  to	  Muni	  transit	  
service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4a,	  	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4b,	  and	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐18 -‐-‐



TR-‐21



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  not	  be	  accommodated	  
by	  regional	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  impacts	  to	  regional	  transit	  
service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. SU	  with	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a,	  and	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5b -‐-‐



TR-‐22



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  overcrowding	  on	  public	  sidewalks,	  nor	  create	  potentially	  
hazardous	  conditions	  for	  pedestrians,	  or	  otherwise	  interfere	  with	  pedestrian	  accessibility	  
on	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐23



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  result	  in	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  bicyclists,	  or	  otherwise	  
substantially	  interfere	  with	  bicycle	  accessibility	  to	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  under	  
Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐24
Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  loading	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions LTS -‐-‐ Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐8



TR-‐25



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  under	  Existing	  plus	  
Project	  conditions. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10a,	  and	  
Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10b
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Section/	  
Impact	  No. Impact	  Statement



Impact	  
Determination Mitigation	  Measure Improvement	  Measure



5.2.5.5	  Cumulative	  Impacts



C-‐TR-‐1



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  construction-‐related	  
transportation	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐2



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  cumulative	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  multiple	  intersections	  in	  
the	  project	  vicinity	  under	  2040	  Cumulative	  conditions.	   SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2b,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  TR-‐11a,	  and	  
Mitigation,	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐11b -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐3



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  cumulative	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  multiple	  freeway	  ramps	  
in	  the	  project	  vicinity	  under	  2040	  Cumulative	  conditions.	   SU -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐4



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  have	  significant	  transit	  impacts	  on	  Muni	  service	  under	  2040	  Cumulative	  
conditions,	  and	  therefore	  would	  contribute	  to	  significant	  cumulative	  transit	  impacts	  at	  
Muni	  screenlines. SU	  w/	  Mitigation Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4 -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐5



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  have	  significant	  transit	  impacts	  on	  regional	  transit	  under	  2040	  Cumulative	  
conditions. SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5b,	  and	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐14 -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐6
The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  pedestrian	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐7
The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  bicycle	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐8
The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  loading	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐8



C-‐TR-‐9
The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  air	  traffic	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐10



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  
impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



5.2.5.6	  Parking	  Conditions For	  Information	  Only
LTS	  =	  Less	  than	  Significant,	  SU	  =	  Significant	  and	  Unavoidable,	  TBD	  =	  To	  be	  Determined











Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031












From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Clarke Miller"; David Manica
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Van de Water, Adam (MYR)


(ECN); Winslow, David (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 11:07:00 AM


PS - I am hoping my 3PM would be done by 4.30, so including Pedro and David W to see if that time
would work for  them, along with Adam.


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 10:59 AM
To: David Manica; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt


Catherine, we've learned the Owners Meeting on Thursday from noon - 3pm that Jesse mentioned will
include SWA and Richy, so our team wouldn't be available until 3pm. Does a 3pm start (GoTo + dial-in)
work for your team?


Manica, same question for you about 3pm PT start time.


Thanks,
Clarke


-----Original Message-----
From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 9:58 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Thursday 2pm Pt


Ok. So sounds like we are waiting for Jesse to confirm 2pm PT. But in either case, I will send you some
shots for Thursday morning.   You can plan on it.


I am all for the charter btw. I'm all in.


David Manica
MANICA Architecture


> On Mar 3, 2015, at 8:26 PM, Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> OCII/City is, but it sounds like the GSW team may be meeting with ownership.  Jesse was going circle
the troops and see what to do.  Let us know.  I think we could also do the hardcopy snap shots and
use the standard Thursday time slot for City folks to talk internally and give any comments.  It was in
pretty good shape for the 12th, so I'd be ok with that approach.
>
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> Still like the idea of the charter plane to some place fun, but guessing that isn't going to happen.
>
> Catherine Reilly
> Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
>    Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
> 1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> 415-749-2516 (direct)
> http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 8:24 PM
> To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Miller Clarke; Aufhauser Kate; Blout Jesse
> Subject: Thursday 2pm Pt
>
> Catherine,
> Are you and others available to switch out review time to Thursday at 2pm PT?  Would love to get
your thoughts integrated before the push for the 12th CAC.
>
> Thanks for your flexibility. Let me know. Thanks Catherine.
>
> David Manica
> MANICA Architecture
>
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Satterwhite, Grahm (MTA); Julie Kirschbaum
Cc: Jeffrey Flynn; Jose Farran; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Re: Warriors Service Plans by Type
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 3:41:26 PM


Hi Julie and Grahm
We managed to obtain the inputs and outputs for the SF-CHAMP model run used in 
the 2020 ridership calculations.


For TAZ 649, which is bounded by Mission Bay Boulevard South, Third, 16th, Illinois, 
and Terry A. Francois, there is a projected growth between 2012 and 2020 of about 
740 employees and about 60 PM peak hour transit trips.  This is a fairly large zone, 
and it seems that the projections take into account some of the planned 
development on these Mission Bay blocks - most likely one of the two buildings 
between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. 


So, our transit analysis does not double-count the trips to/from the project site, and 
we do not need to make any adjustments to the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street project 
ridership estimates.


We will see you next Thursday. Have a great weekend.
Luba


Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031


On Mar 2, 2015, at 1:53 PM, Satterwhite, Grahm <Grahm.Satterwhite@sfmta.com> 
wrote:


Hi Luba,
For 2020 we used the Fleet Plan CHAMP Model run.
You didn’t ask for 2040, but just reconfirming we used the Central SOMA CHAMP run 
for that ridership.
 
Thanks,
 
Grahm Satterwhite, P.E.
Complete Streets Program Manager
Office:   415-701-4482
Grahm.Satterwhite@sfmta.com
 
From: Kirschbaum, Julie B 
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Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 1:04 PM
To: 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; Flynn, Jeffrey; Satterwhite, Grahm
Cc: Jose Farran; Bollinger, Brett
Subject: RE: Warriors Service Plans by Type
 
Hi Graham,
Can you let Luba know what Champ run you used for the demand analysis for the 
warriors? Thanks, Julie
 
From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2015 12:25 PM
To: Kirschbaum, Julie B; Flynn, Jeffrey
Cc: Jose Farran; Bollinger, Brett
Subject: Re: Warriors Service Plans by Type
 
Hi Julie and Jeff
With respect to the double counting of project trips in the transit impact analysis 
for the Warriors, we would like to know what version of the SF-CHAMP model 
run was used to come up with the 2020 transit forecasts.  We would then request 
information on the inputs and outputs from SFCTA, and see how much 
development on the project site was actually accounted for in the 2020. Then we 
can determine if and how much credit we need to apply to the 2020 ridership 
data.
 
We obviously can't do this before the end of the day, but would like to get 
moving on it as soon as possible.
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 Feb 25, 2015, at 6:26 PM, Kirschbaum, Julie B 
<Julie.Kirschbaum@sfmta.com> wrote:
 


Hi Luba,
 
Try this:
“Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full of customers, 
rather than operating on a preset headway.”
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The attached spreadsheet has the 33 Stanyan. Note that the 22 capacity is still wrong, 
so please use the updated number from yesterday.
 
Sincerely,
Julie
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 4:26 PM
To: Flynn, Jeffrey; Kirschbaum, Julie B
Subject: Re: Warriors Service Plans by Type
 
Jeff and Julie
Two quick questions.
1. When you say that the Van Ness Shuttle and Transbay shuttle is "On demand, 
load and go", do you have a one line description to describe this?
My brain can't think of the words, and I would like to include a description in a 
footnote in the EIR.
 
2. So we are not incorporating the 33 Stanyan into the analysis? correct?  I have 
not received anything from Grahm.
 
Thank you for your help.
Luba
 
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 


 
On Feb 4, 2015, at 3:47 PM, Flynn, Jeffrey <Jeffrey.Flynn@sfmta.com> wrote:


Here are a summary of the service plans in headways.  For the non-basketball and 
convention events, we projected demand based on a percentage of the basketball 
games.  Also note that these plans will change with different demand numbers.
 
Weekday Basketball Game – Pre-event
Transbay/Ferry Shuttle – 10 min
T Third with Special Event Shuttles – Approximately 3 min


16th Street Shuttle – 10 min
Van Ness Shuttle – 12 min
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Weekday Basketball game – Post-event
Transbay/Ferry Shuttle – On demand, load and go
T Third with Special Event Shuttles – Approximately 4 min


16th Street Shuttle – 7-8 min
Van Ness Shuttle – On demand, load and go
 
Weekend Basketball game – Pre-event
Transbay/Ferry Shuttle – 8-9 min
T Third with Special Event Shuttles – Approximately 5 min


16th Street Shuttle – 10 min
Van Ness Shuttle – 15 min
 
Weekend Basketball game – Post-event
Transbay/Ferry Shuttle – On demand, load and go
T Third with Special Event Shuttles – Approximately 5 min


16th Street Shuttle – 7-8 min
Van Ness Shuttle – On demand, load and go
 
Concert Game – Pre-event
T Third with Special Event Shuttles – Approximately 3 min


16th Street Shuttle – 10 min
 
Concert Game – Pre-event
T Third with Special Event Shuttles – Approximately 3 min


16th Street Shuttle – 10 min
 
Convention Event – Post-event
T Third – 3.75 min planned peak service + 1 shuttle on demand for post event
 
Arena Theater Event – Post-event
T Third with Special Event Shuttles – Load and go service with three 2-car trains


16th Street Shuttle – Load and go service with one bus
 
Family Event – Post-event
T Third with Special Event Shuttles – Load and go service with five 2-car trains


16th Street Shuttle – Load and go service with two buses
 
Other Sport Event – Post-event
T Third with Special Event Shuttles – Load and go service with seven 2-car trains


16th Street Shuttle – Load and go service with two buses
 
 
 







Jeff Flynn
Service Planning Manager
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency


1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor, #7463
San Francisco, CA 94103-5417
415.701.4646
jeffrey.flynn@sfmta.com
 
<GSW Transit Analysis 2-25-15 ver 3_GS.XLSX>
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Kern, Chris (CPC); Miller, Erin (MTA); Kate Aufhauser; 


Clarke Miller
Cc: Jose Farran; Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Eric Womeldorff; Dana Weissman; Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: GSW - Transportation Impact Statement Summary
Date: Monday, March 02, 2015 8:02:12 AM
Attachments: GSW Transp Impact Statement Summary 2-27-15.pdf


ATT00001.htm


Hi all
For your use in reviewing the transportation section of the EIR distributed last Friday 
- a summary of the transportation impact statements, the impact determination, and 
the mitigation and/or improvement measures.
Please distribute as you see appropriate.
Thank you,
Luba
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GSW	  Event	  Center	  and	  Mixed	  Use	  Development	  at	  Mission	  Bay	  Blocks	  29-‐32
Transportation	  Impact	  Statements,	  Impact	  Determination,	  and	  Mitigation	  and	  Improvement	  Measures



Section/	  
Impact	  No. Impact	  Statement



Impact	  
Determination Mitigation	  Measure Improvement	  Measure



5.2.5.4	  Impact	  Evaluation
Project	  Impacts:	  Construction



TR-‐1
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  construction-‐related	  transportation	  impacts	  
because	  of	  their	  temporary	  and	  limited	  duration. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐1:	  
Construction	  Management	  Plan	  and	  
Public	  Updates



Project	  Impacts:	  Operations
Conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  Game	  at	  AT&T	  Park



TR-‐2



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  multiple	  intersections	  
that	  would	  operate	  at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  
Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2a:	  
Areawide	  Wayfinding	  Plan	  for	  
Parking	  Facilities	  Serving	  the	  Event	  
Center,	  and	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2b:	  
Additional	  PCOs	  during	  Events -‐-‐



TR-‐3



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  freeway	  ramps	  that	  
would	  operate	  at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  
Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park SU -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐4



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  
not	  be	  accommodated	  by	  adjacent	  Muni	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  
impacts	  to	  Muni	  transit	  service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  
without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4a:	  
Additional	  Muni	  Service,	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4b:	  
Additional	  Mission	  Bay	  TMA	  Shuttle	  
Service -‐-‐



TR-‐5



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  
not	  be	  accommodated	  by	  regional	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  impacts	  
to	  regional	  transit	  service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  
Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a:	  
Additional	  Caltrain	  Service,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a:	  
Additional	  North	  Bay	  Ferry	  and	  Bus	  
Service -‐-‐



TR-‐6



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  overcrowding	  on	  public	  sidewalks,	  
nor	  create	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  pedestrians,	  or	  otherwise	  interfere	  with	  
pedestrian	  accessibility	  on	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  
conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐7



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  bicyclists,	  or	  
otherwise	  substantially	  interfere	  with	  bicycle	  accessibility	  to	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  
under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐8



The	  proposed	  project’s	  loading	  demand	  would	  be	  accommodated	  within	  the	  proposed	  on-‐
site	  loading	  facilities,	  and	  would	  not	  create	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  or	  significant	  
delays	  for	  traffic,	  transit,	  bicyclists,	  or	  pedestrians	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐8:	  Truck	  
and	  Service	  Vehicle	  Loading	  
Operations	  Plan



TR-‐9
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  air	  traffic	  under	  Existing	  
plus	  Project	  conditions.	   LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐
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GSW	  Event	  Center	  and	  Mixed	  Use	  Development	  at	  Mission	  Bay	  Blocks	  29-‐32
Transportation	  Impact	  Statements,	  Impact	  Determination,	  and	  Mitigation	  and	  Improvement	  Measures



Section/	  
Impact	  No. Impact	  Statement



Impact	  
Determination Mitigation	  Measure Improvement	  Measure



TR-‐10
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  
under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  without	  a	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10a:	  UCSF	  
Emergency	  Vehicle	  Access	  and	  Garage	  
Signage	  Plan,	  Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐
TR-‐10b:	  Mariposa	  Street	  Restriping	  
Study



Conditions	  with	  a	  SF	  Giants	  Game	  at	  AT&T	  Park



TR-‐11



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  multiple	  intersections	  
that	  would	  operate	  at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  
concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. TBD



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐11a:	  
Additional	  PCOs	  during	  Concurrent	  
Events,	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐11b:	  
Update	  Ballpark/Mission	  Bay	  
Transportation	  Coordinating	  
Committee -‐-‐



TR-‐12



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  freeway	  ramps	  that	  
would	  operate	  at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  concurrent	  
SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. TBD



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐11a:	  
Additional	  PCOs	  during	  Concurrent	  
Events -‐-‐



TR-‐13



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  
not	  be	  accommodated	  by	  adjacent	  Muni	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  
impacts	  to	  Muni	  transit	  service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  
concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. TBD Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4 -‐-‐



TR-‐14



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  
not	  be	  accommodated	  by	  regional	  transit	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  impacts	  to	  
regional	  transit	  service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  
concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park TBD



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5b,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐14:	  
Additional	  BART	  Service	  to	  the	  East	  
Bay -‐-‐



TR-‐15



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  overcrowding	  on	  public	  sidewalks,	  
nor	  create	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  pedestrians,	  or	  otherwise	  interfere	  with	  
pedestrian	  accessibility	  on	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  
conditions	  with	  a	  concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐16



The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  bicyclists,	  or	  
otherwise	  substantially	  interfere	  with	  bicycle	  accessibility	  to	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  
under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐17
The	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  
under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions	  with	  a	  concurrent	  SF	  Giants	  game	  at	  AT&T	  Park. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10,	  and	  
Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10b
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Transportation	  Impact	  Statements,	  Impact	  Determination,	  and	  Mitigation	  and	  Improvement	  Measures



Section/	  
Impact	  No. Impact	  Statement



Impact	  
Determination Mitigation	  Measure Improvement	  Measure



Conditions	  without	  implemetation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan



TR-‐18



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  result	  in	  additional	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  intersections	  that	  would	  operate	  
at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions.	   SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2b,	  and	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐18:	  Auto	  
Mode	  Share	  Performance	  Standard	  
and	  Monitoring -‐-‐



TR-‐19



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  result	  in	  additional	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  freeway	  ramps	  that	  would	  operate	  
at	  LOS	  E	  or	  LOS	  F	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions.	   SU	  w/	  Mitigation Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐18	   -‐-‐



TR-‐20



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  not	  be	  accommodated	  
by	  adjacent	  Muni	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  impacts	  to	  Muni	  transit	  
service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4a,	  	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4b,	  and	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐18 -‐-‐



TR-‐21



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  increase	  in	  transit	  demand	  that	  could	  not	  be	  accommodated	  
by	  regional	  transit	  capacity	  such	  that	  significant	  adverse	  impacts	  to	  regional	  transit	  
service	  would	  occur	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. SU	  with	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a,	  and	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5b -‐-‐



TR-‐22



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  result	  in	  a	  substantial	  overcrowding	  on	  public	  sidewalks,	  nor	  create	  potentially	  
hazardous	  conditions	  for	  pedestrians,	  or	  otherwise	  interfere	  with	  pedestrian	  accessibility	  
on	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐23



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  result	  in	  potentially	  hazardous	  conditions	  for	  bicyclists,	  or	  otherwise	  
substantially	  interfere	  with	  bicycle	  accessibility	  to	  the	  site	  and	  adjoining	  areas	  under	  
Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



TR-‐24
Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  loading	  under	  Existing	  plus	  Project	  conditions LTS -‐-‐ Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐8



TR-‐25



Without	  implementation	  of	  the	  Special	  Event	  Transit	  Service	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  impacts	  on	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  under	  Existing	  plus	  
Project	  conditions. LTS -‐-‐



Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10a,	  and	  
Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐10b
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Transportation	  Impact	  Statements,	  Impact	  Determination,	  and	  Mitigation	  and	  Improvement	  Measures



Section/	  
Impact	  No. Impact	  Statement



Impact	  
Determination Mitigation	  Measure Improvement	  Measure



5.2.5.5	  Cumulative	  Impacts



C-‐TR-‐1



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  construction-‐related	  
transportation	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐2



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  cumulative	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  multiple	  intersections	  in	  
the	  project	  vicinity	  under	  2040	  Cumulative	  conditions.	   SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐2b,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  TR-‐11a,	  and	  
Mitigation,	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐11b -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐3



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  result	  in	  significant	  cumulative	  traffic	  impacts	  at	  multiple	  freeway	  ramps	  
in	  the	  project	  vicinity	  under	  2040	  Cumulative	  conditions.	   SU -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐4



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  have	  significant	  transit	  impacts	  on	  Muni	  service	  under	  2040	  Cumulative	  
conditions,	  and	  therefore	  would	  contribute	  to	  significant	  cumulative	  transit	  impacts	  at	  
Muni	  screenlines. SU	  w/	  Mitigation Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐4 -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐5



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  have	  significant	  transit	  impacts	  on	  regional	  transit	  under	  2040	  Cumulative	  
conditions. SU	  w/	  Mitigation



Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5a,	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐5b,	  and	  
Mitigation	  Measure	  M-‐TR-‐14 -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐6
The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  pedestrian	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐7
The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  bicycle	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐8
The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  loading	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ Improvement	  Measure	  I-‐TR-‐8



C-‐TR-‐9
The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  air	  traffic	  impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



C-‐TR-‐10



The	  project,	  in	  combination	  with	  other	  past,	  present,	  and	  reasonably	  foreseeable	  future	  
projects,	  would	  not	  result	  in	  significant	  adverse	  cumulative	  emergency	  vehicle	  access	  
impacts. LTS -‐-‐ -‐-‐



5.2.5.6	  Parking	  Conditions For	  Information	  Only
LTS	  =	  Less	  than	  Significant,	  SU	  =	  Significant	  and	  Unavoidable,	  TBD	  =	  To	  be	  Determined











Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031












From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Kate Aufhauser"; Clarke Miller; Sekhri, Neil
Cc: David Kelly; Maria Jenkerson
Subject: RE: Call to review DforD amendment approach
Date: Monday, March 02, 2015 10:10:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png


I could do 3/9 from 1.30 to 2.30 or after 3.30.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 9:53 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Sekhri, Neil; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: David Kelly; Maria Jenkerson
Subject: RE: Call to review DforD amendment approach
 
The GSW team has a day-long work session on 3/9; we’ve been instructed to clear calendars except
for the Team Weekly call. This group should proceed without me if necessary.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 9:22 AM
To: Sekhri, Neil; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Kate Aufhauser
Cc: David Kelly; Maria Jenkerson
Subject: RE: Call to review DforD amendment approach
 
Friday no longer works for Neil, and he’s critical to this conversation. How’s the group’s availability
Monday March 9 for an hour between 3:00-5:30pm?
Clarke
 


From: Sekhri, Neil [mailto:NSekhri@gibsondunn.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 10:57 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: David Kelly; Maria Jenkerson
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Subject: RE: Call to review DforD amendment approach
 
Next Friday, I’m available any time other than 1-3.
 
Neil  Sekhri
Of Counsel


GIBSON DUNN


Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP
555 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94105-0921
Tel +1 415.393.8334 • Fax +1 415.374.8435  
NSekhri@gibsondunn.com • www.gibsondunn.com
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 8:58 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Sekhri, Neil
Cc: David Kelly; Maria Jenkerson
Subject: RE: Call to review DforD amendment approach
 
I am open anytime next Friday after 8.30.
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: Clarke Miller
Date:02/26/2015 4:15 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Kate Aufhauser ,"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"'Sekhri, Neil (NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'"
Cc: David Kelly ,Maria Jenkerson
Subject: RE: Call to review DforD amendment approach
 
Thanks, Kate. I understand David Kelly’s schedule has some flex to it that day, so the times below
should work for him too. Once Neil and Catherine can confirm what times work best for them, I’ll
send out an invite.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2015 1:52 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org); 'Sekhri, Neil
(NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'
Cc: David Kelly; Maria Jenkerson
Subject: RE: Call to review DforD amendment approach
 
Next Fri (3/6) I am free 8am-10am, 12pm-2pm, or after 3pm.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)



mailto:NSekhri@gibsondunn.com
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kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2015 1:51 PM
To: Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org); 'Sekhri, Neil (NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'; Kate
Aufhauser
Cc: David Kelly
Subject: Call to review DforD amendment approach
 
All,
Catherine suggested a call late next week to discuss the approach to drafting the necessary D4D
amendments. Please let me know your availability next Friday for a one-hour call and I will send out
a meeting invite.
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 


This message may contain confidential and privileged information. If it has been sent to you
in error, please reply to advise the sender of the error and then immediately delete this
message.
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From: Petty, Sebastian
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Cc: Miller, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wycko, William (CPC); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: RE: Caltrain Special Event Service for Proposed Warriors Arena
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 5:02:19 PM


Thanks Adam,
 
I will work with folks in our agency to formulate a response.  Do you have a specific data when you would like to have the below information?
 
Best,
 
Sebastian Petty, AICP
Senior Planner
Caltrain Modernization Program
t: 650.622.7831 c: 650.730.8858
pettys@samtrans.com
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 12:31 PM
To: Petty, Sebastian
Cc: Miller, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wycko, William (CPC); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: Caltrain Special Event Service for Proposed Warriors Arena
 
Hello Sebastian:


Thanks for taking the time to talk on the phone earlier today.  As I mentioned, we’re in the midst of our Ad Draft Subsequent EIR and we just
received the TIS this week.  Excerpted below are the tables summarizing the inbound ridership and baseline capacity projections by service
provider for various event and time of day scenarios.  As you can see, without augmented regional service we show an impact on Caltrain
during the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


A few questions as we begin to develop project mitigation measures:
1.        Do you have any details you can share on the timing, ridership capacity and/or projected use (ie, only during peak periods?  All trains? 


Weekdays?) of the refurbished Bombardier trains from Metrolink that will allow you to run 6-car trains during peak periods?  You
mentioned this would be operational in time for 2017.  Could this accommodate the ridership projections below?


2.        Is Caltrain planning to add special event service beyond the P.M. peak commute hour (ie, nights and weekends)?
 
Depending on the answers to the above, it might make sense to meet and discuss as we work toward a late May publication of our Draft SEIR.
 
TABLE 5.2-39
TRANSIT ANALYSIS - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – WITHOUT SF GIANTS GAME – WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR


Inbound


NO EvENT CONvENTION EvENT BASKETBALL GAME


Ridership Capacity


Capacity


Utilizationa Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization


San Francisco          


T Third 2,467 3,808 64.8% 3,037 3,808 79.7% 2,441 3,808 64.1%


22 Fillmore/55 16th Streetb 874 788 111.0% 879 788 111.5% 696 788 108.6%
Total 3,841 4,596 72.7% 3,915 4,596 85.2% 3,137 4,591 71.7%


East Bay          
BART 19,965 22,050 90.5% 20,076 22,050 91.0% 19,903 22,050 90.3%
AC Transit 2,297 3,926 58.5% 2,309 3,926 58.6% 2,277 3,926 58.0%
Ferries 813 1,615 50.3% 817 1,615 50.6% 813 1,615 50.3%
Total 23,075 27,591 83.6% 23,203 27,591 84.1% 22,993 27,591 83.3%


North Bay          
Buses 1,399 2,817 49.6% 1,399 2,817 49.7% 1,394 2,817 49.5%
Ferries 976 1,959 49.8% 976 1,959 49.8% 976 1,959 49.8%
Total 2,374 4,776 49.7% 2,375 4,776 49.7% 2,369 4,776 49.6%


South Bay          
BART 10,766 14,910 72.2% 10,775 14,910 72.3% 10,704 14,910 71.8%
Caltrain 2,472 3,100 79.7% 2,498 3,100 80.6% 2,444 3,100 78.8%
SamTrans 147 320 45.9% 147 320 46.0% 142 320 44.4%
Total 13,385 18,330 76.6% 13,421 18,330 73.2% 13,290 18,330 72.5%


NOTES:


    For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions,  capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in hold.  Significant project impacts shaded.
    Ridership and capacity include the 33 Stanyan route that provides complimentary service to the 22 Fillmore at the maximum load point.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
 


a
b
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TABLE 5.2-40
TRANSIT ANALYSIS - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – WITHOUT SF GIANTS GAME – WEEKDAY EvENING AND LATE EvENING
PEAK HOURS


Inbound


BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO


WEEKDAY EvENING


BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO


WEEKDAY LATE EvENING


Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization


San Francisco       


T Third 4,542 3,713 122.3% 3,572 4,927 72.5%
22 Fillmore/55 16th Street 363 788 46.1% 265 420 63.1%
Special Event Shuttles 1,139 1,344 84.7% 1,133 1,188 95.4%
Total 6,044 5,845 103.4% 4,970 6,535 76.0%


East Bay       
BART 4,892 15,400 31.8% 4,782 5,750 83.2%
AC Transit 306 520 58.9% 192 200 96.2%
Ferries 101 576 17.5% 0 0 0%
Total 5,299 16,496 32.1% 4974 5,950 83.6%


North Bay       
Buses 110 120 91.75% 231 80 288.3%
Ferries 469 1,357 34.5% 739 637 116.1%
Total 579 1,477 39.2% 970 717 135.3%


South Bay       
BART 3,589 17,760 20.2% 1,942 4,400 44.1%
Caltrain 2,641 2,600 101.6% 902 650 138.8%
SamTrans 44 160 27.3% 32 40 79.0%
Total 6,273 20,520 30.6% 2,876 5,090 56.5%


NOTES:


    For pre-event and post-event conditions,  capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in hold.  Significant project impacts shaded.
    Ridership and capacity include the 33 Stanyan route that provides complimentary service to the 22 Fillmore at the maximum load point.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
 


 


 
TABLE 5.2-41
TRANSIT ANALYSIS - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – 
WITHOUT SF GIANTS GAME – SATURDAY EvENING PEAK HOURS


Inbound


NO EvENT BASKETBALL GAME


Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization


San Francisco       


T Third 507 1,714 29.6% 2,947 4,570 64.5%
22 Fillmore/55 16th Street 394 420 93.7% 333 420 79.3%
Special Event Shuttles 0 0 0% 1,188 1,372 86.6%
Total 901 2,134 41.9% 4,468 6,362 70.2%


East Bay       
BART 2,266 8,630 26.3% 3,813 8,630 44.2%
AC Transit 54 200 27.2% 113 200 56.7%
Ferries 0 0 0% 0 0 0%
Total 2,321 8,830 26.3% 3,927 8,830 44.5%


North Bay       
Buses 80 137 58.6% 128 137 93.2%
Ferries 826 1,594 51.6% 1,173 1,594 73.6%
Total 906 1,731 52.4% 1,301 1,731 75.1%


South Bay       
BART 2,052 11,520 17.8% 2,256 11,520 19.6%
Caltrain 694 1,300 53.4% 1,307 1,300 100.5%
SamTrans 20 80 0% 29 80 36.4%
Total 2,767 12,900 21.4% 3,592 12,900 27.8%


NOTE:


    For No Event  scenario, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in hold.  For pre-event conditions,  capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in
hold.  Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Thanks Sebastian,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-6625
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Clarke Miller"; David Manica
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 11:06:00 AM


I have a meeting at 3PM that I am not sure how long it will go for.


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 10:59 AM
To: David Manica; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt


Catherine, we've learned the Owners Meeting on Thursday from noon - 3pm that Jesse mentioned will
include SWA and Richy, so our team wouldn't be available until 3pm. Does a 3pm start (GoTo + dial-in)
work for your team?


Manica, same question for you about 3pm PT start time.


Thanks,
Clarke


-----Original Message-----
From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 9:58 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Thursday 2pm Pt


Ok. So sounds like we are waiting for Jesse to confirm 2pm PT. But in either case, I will send you some
shots for Thursday morning.   You can plan on it.


I am all for the charter btw. I'm all in.


David Manica
MANICA Architecture


> On Mar 3, 2015, at 8:26 PM, Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> OCII/City is, but it sounds like the GSW team may be meeting with ownership.  Jesse was going circle
the troops and see what to do.  Let us know.  I think we could also do the hardcopy snap shots and
use the standard Thursday time slot for City folks to talk internally and give any comments.  It was in
pretty good shape for the 12th, so I'd be ok with that approach.
>
> Still like the idea of the charter plane to some place fun, but guessing that isn't going to happen.
>
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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/
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 8:24 PM
> To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Miller Clarke; Aufhauser Kate; Blout Jesse
> Subject: Thursday 2pm Pt
>
> Catherine,
> Are you and others available to switch out review time to Thursday at 2pm PT?  Would love to get
your thoughts integrated before the push for the 12th CAC.
>
> Thanks for your flexibility. Let me know. Thanks Catherine.
>
> David Manica
> MANICA Architecture
>
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Dean, Randall (CPC)
Cc: Vanderslice, Allison (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Events Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay (2014.1441E) - ATP
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 8:14:02 AM
Attachments: FW_ Archaeological Testing Proprosal .pdf


Hi Randall,
We discussed this when we were drafting the initial study last fall and agreed the Warriors could
move forward with testing before the DSIER is certified, and you were consulted re selection of the
consultant. Please see attached emails to you on this topic. Here’s how this is discussed in the DSEIR
Project Description:


3.6.3    Pre-Construction Testing
Prior to finalizing the project design, in order to inform design and reduce the risk of
construction delays due to the potential presence of archaeological resources, the project
sponsor is retaining the services of an archaeologist to develop and implement a program of
archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results of the archaeological testing will 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
ground disturbance activities, foundation excavation, and pile driving. In addition, the project
sponsor will conduct a pile test program at Blocks 29-32 to determine site-specific pile
requirements.
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: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 7:56 AM
To: Dean, Randall (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Vanderslice, Allison (CPC)
Subject: Re: Events Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay (2014.1441E) - ATP
 
We discussed awhile back letting the GSW move ahead with the ATP since they are on a
tight schedule. I remember discussing this with you awhile back and eventually taking it to
Sarah/Vik for a final decision. Let me call the consultant and freshen my memory on where
we left off with this issue.


From: Dean, Randall (CPC)
Sent: Monday, March 2, 2015 6:00 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Vanderslice, Allison (CPC)
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From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
To: Dean, Randall (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Archaeological Testing Proprosal
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 4:15:25 PM
Attachments: image001.png




2014.11.13_ArchaeoInvestig_ESA_PROPOSAL_REVIEW.pdf
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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 





 










































 















Subject: Events Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay (2014.1441E) - ATP
 
Hello Brett and Chris,
 
I received electronically from one of the archeologists at ESA a draft archeological testing plan
(ATP)for the above-referenced project.    I do not believe that we can accept this document.  
According to the IS for this project, an ATP is to prepared in the mitigation phase of the project in
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a (Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or
Monitoring….).      Secondly, the same archeological mitigation measure states that OCII shall contact
the EP archeologist to obtain the contact information for the “next three archaeological consultants
on the QACL”.    That, of course, never happened since the project is not yet in the mitigation
phase.   Can either of you enlighten as to any other possible reason I got this document?  Thanks.
 
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


 
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "David Manica"
Cc: Miller Clarke; Aufhauser Kate; Blout Jesse
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 8:25:00 PM


OCII/City is, but it sounds like the GSW team may be meeting with ownership.  Jesse was going circle
the troops and see what to do.  Let us know.  I think we could also do the hardcopy snap shots and
use the standard Thursday time slot for City folks to talk internally and give any comments.  It was in
pretty good shape for the 12th, so I'd be ok with that approach.


Still like the idea of the charter plane to some place fun, but guessing that isn't going to happen.


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


-----Original Message-----
From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 8:24 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Miller Clarke; Aufhauser Kate; Blout Jesse
Subject: Thursday 2pm Pt


Catherine,
Are you and others available to switch out review time to Thursday at 2pm PT?  Would love to get your
thoughts integrated before the push for the 12th CAC.


Thanks for your flexibility. Let me know. Thanks Catherine.


David Manica
MANICA Architecture
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From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
To: Petty, Sebastian
Cc: Miller, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wycko, William (CPC); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: RE: Caltrain Special Event Service for Proposed Warriors Arena
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 5:48:51 PM


An excellent question.  Working backward from our planned DEIR publication date of May 27 do you think you could put something together
by the end of this month/beginning of next so we can build it into the document?  Luba, please add your 2c if you can be more specific.


Adam
 


From: Petty, Sebastian [mailto:Pettys@samtrans.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 5:02 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Cc: Miller, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wycko, William (CPC); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: RE: Caltrain Special Event Service for Proposed Warriors Arena
 
Thanks Adam,
 
I will work with folks in our agency to formulate a response.  Do you have a specific data when you would like to have the below information?
 
Best,
 
Sebastian Petty, AICP
Senior Planner
Caltrain Modernization Program
t: 650.622.7831 c: 650.730.8858
pettys@samtrans.com
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 12:31 PM
To: Petty, Sebastian
Cc: Miller, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wycko, William (CPC); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: Caltrain Special Event Service for Proposed Warriors Arena
 
Hello Sebastian:


Thanks for taking the time to talk on the phone earlier today.  As I mentioned, we’re in the midst of our Ad Draft Subsequent EIR and we just
received the TIS this week.  Excerpted below are the tables summarizing the inbound ridership and baseline capacity projections by service
provider for various event and time of day scenarios.  As you can see, without augmented regional service we show an impact on Caltrain
during the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


A few questions as we begin to develop project mitigation measures:
1.        Do you have any details you can share on the timing, ridership capacity and/or projected use (ie, only during peak periods?  All trains? 


Weekdays?) of the refurbished Bombardier trains from Metrolink that will allow you to run 6-car trains during peak periods?  You
mentioned this would be operational in time for 2017.  Could this accommodate the ridership projections below?


2.        Is Caltrain planning to add special event service beyond the P.M. peak commute hour (ie, nights and weekends)?
 
Depending on the answers to the above, it might make sense to meet and discuss as we work toward a late May publication of our Draft SEIR.
 
TABLE 5.2-39
TRANSIT ANALYSIS - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – WITHOUT SF GIANTS GAME – WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR


Inbound


NO EvENT CONvENTION EvENT BASKETBALL GAME


Ridership Capacity


Capacity


Utilizationa Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization


San Francisco          


T Third 2,467 3,808 64.8% 3,037 3,808 79.7% 2,441 3,808 64.1%


22 Fillmore/55 16th Streetb 874 788 111.0% 879 788 111.5% 696 788 108.6%
Total 3,841 4,596 72.7% 3,915 4,596 85.2% 3,137 4,591 71.7%


East Bay          
BART 19,965 22,050 90.5% 20,076 22,050 91.0% 19,903 22,050 90.3%
AC Transit 2,297 3,926 58.5% 2,309 3,926 58.6% 2,277 3,926 58.0%
Ferries 813 1,615 50.3% 817 1,615 50.6% 813 1,615 50.3%
Total 23,075 27,591 83.6% 23,203 27,591 84.1% 22,993 27,591 83.3%


North Bay          
Buses 1,399 2,817 49.6% 1,399 2,817 49.7% 1,394 2,817 49.5%
Ferries 976 1,959 49.8% 976 1,959 49.8% 976 1,959 49.8%
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Total 2,374 4,776 49.7% 2,375 4,776 49.7% 2,369 4,776 49.6%
South Bay          


BART 10,766 14,910 72.2% 10,775 14,910 72.3% 10,704 14,910 71.8%
Caltrain 2,472 3,100 79.7% 2,498 3,100 80.6% 2,444 3,100 78.8%
SamTrans 147 320 45.9% 147 320 46.0% 142 320 44.4%
Total 13,385 18,330 76.6% 13,421 18,330 73.2% 13,290 18,330 72.5%


NOTES:


    For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions,  capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in hold.  Significant project impacts shaded.
    Ridership and capacity include the 33 Stanyan route that provides complimentary service to the 22 Fillmore at the maximum load point.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
 


TABLE 5.2-40
TRANSIT ANALYSIS - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – WITHOUT SF GIANTS GAME – WEEKDAY EvENING AND LATE EvENING
PEAK HOURS


Inbound


BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO


WEEKDAY EvENING


BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO


WEEKDAY LATE EvENING


Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization


San Francisco       


T Third 4,542 3,713 122.3% 3,572 4,927 72.5%
22 Fillmore/55 16th Street 363 788 46.1% 265 420 63.1%
Special Event Shuttles 1,139 1,344 84.7% 1,133 1,188 95.4%
Total 6,044 5,845 103.4% 4,970 6,535 76.0%


East Bay       
BART 4,892 15,400 31.8% 4,782 5,750 83.2%
AC Transit 306 520 58.9% 192 200 96.2%
Ferries 101 576 17.5% 0 0 0%
Total 5,299 16,496 32.1% 4974 5,950 83.6%


North Bay       
Buses 110 120 91.75% 231 80 288.3%
Ferries 469 1,357 34.5% 739 637 116.1%
Total 579 1,477 39.2% 970 717 135.3%


South Bay       
BART 3,589 17,760 20.2% 1,942 4,400 44.1%
Caltrain 2,641 2,600 101.6% 902 650 138.8%
SamTrans 44 160 27.3% 32 40 79.0%
Total 6,273 20,520 30.6% 2,876 5,090 56.5%


NOTES:


    For pre-event and post-event conditions,  capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in hold.  Significant project impacts shaded.
    Ridership and capacity include the 33 Stanyan route that provides complimentary service to the 22 Fillmore at the maximum load point.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
 


 


 
TABLE 5.2-41
TRANSIT ANALYSIS - EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – 
WITHOUT SF GIANTS GAME – SATURDAY EvENING PEAK HOURS


Inbound


NO EvENT BASKETBALL GAME


Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization Ridership Capacity
Capacity


Utilization


San Francisco       


T Third 507 1,714 29.6% 2,947 4,570 64.5%
22 Fillmore/55 16th Street 394 420 93.7% 333 420 79.3%
Special Event Shuttles 0 0 0% 1,188 1,372 86.6%
Total 901 2,134 41.9% 4,468 6,362 70.2%


East Bay       
BART 2,266 8,630 26.3% 3,813 8,630 44.2%
AC Transit 54 200 27.2% 113 200 56.7%
Ferries 0 0 0% 0 0 0%
Total 2,321 8,830 26.3% 3,927 8,830 44.5%


North Bay       
Buses 80 137 58.6% 128 137 93.2%
Ferries 826 1,594 51.6% 1,173 1,594 73.6%


a
b


a
b







Total 906 1,731 52.4% 1,301 1,731 75.1%
South Bay       


BART 2,052 11,520 17.8% 2,256 11,520 19.6%
Caltrain 694 1,300 53.4% 1,307 1,300 100.5%
SamTrans 20 80 0% 29 80 36.4%
Total 2,767 12,900 21.4% 3,592 12,900 27.8%


NOTE:


    For No Event  scenario, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in hold.  For pre-event conditions,  capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in
hold.  Significant project impacts shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
 


 


Thanks Sebastian,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-6625
 


a








From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Winslow, David (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN); Clarke Miller; David Manica
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 8:21:00 AM


We are holding a 4.30 time slot for now.  No 9.30 meeting this morning.


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Winslow, David (CPC)
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 12:01 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN); Clarke Miller; David Manica
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt


Currently available after three.


-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 11:54 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN); Clarke Miller; David Manica
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Winslow, David
(CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt


Can you make 4.30?


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 11:54 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Clarke Miller; David Manica
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Winslow, David
(CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt


I can make Thursday at 3.


A
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-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 11:07 AM
To: Clarke Miller; David Manica
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR) (ECN); Winslow, David (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt


PS - I am hoping my 3PM would be done by 4.30, so including Pedro and David W to see if that time
would work for  them, along with Adam.


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


-----Original Message-----
From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 10:59 AM
To: David Manica; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout; David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com)
Subject: RE: Thursday 2pm Pt


Catherine, we've learned the Owners Meeting on Thursday from noon - 3pm that Jesse mentioned will
include SWA and Richy, so our team wouldn't be available until 3pm. Does a 3pm start (GoTo + dial-in)
work for your team?


Manica, same question for you about 3pm PT start time.


Thanks,
Clarke


-----Original Message-----
From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 9:58 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Aufhauser Kate; Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Thursday 2pm Pt


Ok. So sounds like we are waiting for Jesse to confirm 2pm PT. But in either case, I will send you some
shots for Thursday morning.   You can plan on it.


I am all for the charter btw. I'm all in.


David Manica
MANICA Architecture


> On Mar 3, 2015, at 8:26 PM, Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> OCII/City is, but it sounds like the GSW team may be meeting with ownership.  Jesse was going circle
the troops and see what to do.  Let us know.  I think we could also do the hardcopy snap shots and
use the standard Thursday time slot for City folks to talk internally and give any comments.  It was in
pretty good shape for the 12th, so I'd be ok with that approach.
>



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com





> Still like the idea of the charter plane to some place fun, but guessing that isn't going to happen.
>
> Catherine Reilly
> Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
>    Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
> 1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> 415-749-2516 (direct)
> http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com]
> Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 8:24 PM
> To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
> Cc: Miller Clarke; Aufhauser Kate; Blout Jesse
> Subject: Thursday 2pm Pt
>
> Catherine,
> Are you and others available to switch out review time to Thursday at 2pm PT?  Would love to get
your thoughts integrated before the push for the 12th CAC.
>
> Thanks for your flexibility. Let me know. Thanks Catherine.
>
> David Manica
> MANICA Architecture
>
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Dean, Randall (CPC)
Cc: Vanderslice, Allison (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Events Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay (2014.1441E) - ATP
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 8:13:00 AM
Attachments: FW_ Archaeological Testing Proprosal .pdf


Hi Randall,
We discussed this when we were drafting the initial study last fall and agreed the Warriors could
move forward with testing before the DSIER is certified, and you were consulted re selection of the
consultant. Please see attached emails to you on this topic. Here’s how this is discussed in the DSEIR
Project Description:


3.6.3    Pre-Construction Testing
Prior to finalizing the project design, in order to inform design and reduce the risk of
construction delays due to the potential presence of archaeological resources, the project
sponsor is retaining the services of an archaeologist to develop and implement a program of
archaeological testing at Blocks 29-32. The results of the archaeological testing will 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
ground disturbance activities, foundation excavation, and pile driving. In addition, the project
sponsor will conduct a pile test program at Blocks 29-32 to determine site-specific pile
requirements.
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: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 7:56 AM
To: Dean, Randall (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Vanderslice, Allison (CPC)
Subject: Re: Events Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay (2014.1441E) - ATP
 
We discussed awhile back letting the GSW move ahead with the ATP since they are on a
tight schedule. I remember discussing this with you awhile back and eventually taking it to
Sarah/Vik for a final decision. Let me call the consultant and freshen my memory on where
we left off with this issue.


From: Dean, Randall (CPC)
Sent: Monday, March 2, 2015 6:00 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Vanderslice, Allison (CPC)
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From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
To: Dean, Randall (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Archaeological Testing Proprosal
Date: Friday, November 14, 2014 4:15:25 PM
Attachments: image001.png




2014.11.13_ArchaeoInvestig_ESA_PROPOSAL_REVIEW.pdf
image002.png
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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 





 










































 















Subject: Events Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay (2014.1441E) - ATP
 
Hello Brett and Chris,
 
I received electronically from one of the archeologists at ESA a draft archeological testing plan
(ATP)for the above-referenced project.    I do not believe that we can accept this document.  
According to the IS for this project, an ATP is to prepared in the mitigation phase of the project in
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a (Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or
Monitoring….).      Secondly, the same archeological mitigation measure states that OCII shall contact
the EP archeologist to obtain the contact information for the “next three archaeological consultants
on the QACL”.    That, of course, never happened since the project is not yet in the mitigation
phase.   Can either of you enlighten as to any other possible reason I got this document?  Thanks.
 
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


 
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Rice, Don (CII)
Subject: Location of Billing Letters
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 9:45:00 AM


S:\PROJECT IMPLEMENT\Mission Bay\Billing and Reimb\Billing Contracts
 
Use Kaiser for Kilroy
Use the Warriors
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Molly Hayes"; "Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)"; Jeffrey Tarantino; "Richard Laureta


(laureta@freyerlaureta.com)"; "Ybarra, Tolio"; David Cantor; Hoey, Janea; VanNoord@aol.com; Pamela Lewis;
Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Justin Winters; Rene Bihan; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson


Subject: RE: Scheduling GSW/ DPW Meeting
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 1:06:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Molly - It may be user error, but I cannot get it to let me sign in.  Suggestions of what I may be doing
wrong?
 
Has there been a City/GSW/MBDG discussion on staging/phasing of the infrastructure
improvements in coordination with the GSW project?  If not, could we also add that to the agenda?
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 10:53 PM
To: 'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Jeffrey Tarantino; 'Richard Laureta
(laureta@freyerlaureta.com)'; 'Ybarra, Tolio'; David Cantor; Hoey, Janea; Reilly, Catherine (ADM);
VanNoord@aol.com; Pamela Lewis; Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Justin Winters; Rene Bihan; Vic
Watson; Zack Peterson
Subject: Scheduling GSW/ DPW Meeting
 


Hi All,


Following up from our coordination last Friday, I’m working with Don Miller of MBTF to have
a larger group discussion with the City regarding several discussion topics:


-          GSW proposed methods to handle differential settlement


-          Material/ streetscape changes within the public right-of-way


-          GSW ideas for the shoring system


Please visit http://when2meet.com/?2787636-XpdFQ to let me know when you’re available
over the next two weeks, so I can suggest a few times to meet with the City.


Thanks,
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Molly


 
--
Molly Hayes
Arena Project Analyst | Golden State Warriors
Direct (571)-216-9205 | mhayes@warriors.com
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Townsend Circle
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 3:18:37 PM


Hi Wade,
 
I want to update Catherine and propose a way forward regarding the Townsend Circle.
 
Currently, the MB SEIR identified a project traffic impact at this location and proposed the
elimination of the circle, a lane reconfiguration, and signalization as a mitigation measure. 
The implementation of this measure was codified in the MB North Area Infrastructure Plan.  
 
At some point, the Agency would like address the this outstanding mitigation measure one
way or another for the reasons we mentioned previously. It is also in the Agency’s interest
to ensure addressing this mitigation measure does not conflict with any other EIR, including
the warrior’s project. Therefore, we’d like to revisit this issue once the SEIR for Blocks 29-32
(aka warriors) is certified and construction work on the project commences. The Agency
cannot let it go any further beyond that due to reasons we previously discussed.
 
From talking to Jose Farran, it appears  the various counts conducted at this location over
the years have shown that the traffic growth in the area assumed in the MB SEIR has not
materialized.  As such, the counts conducted in 2006 and 2011 at Eight/Townsend show
similar levels of traffic to those collected in 1997 as part of the data collection conducted
for the MB SEIR.  This means that in spite of MB being substantially developed and
occupied, the traffic levels at this location have remained somewhat constant.  This could be
due to various factors, including lower auto usage in the Showplace Square area and/or in
MB, vehicles selecting other routes/streets to travel to/from MB, slower/less overall
development in the area outside MB, etc.  The exact reason are unclear at this time. But
once we revisit this issue, we expect EP’s assistance to address the mitigation measure.
 
The Agency will revisit this issue as indicated above in the near future. We will co-ordinate
with EP, Planning and SFMTA and any other relevant city agency on this matter.
 
Please address all correspondence on this matter to Catherine Reilly.
 
Regards,
Manny
 


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


From: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 9:08 AM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: RE:
 
Hi Immanuel,
 
No one is working on the roundabout now, but someone is who familiar with it is
steve.wertheim@sfgov.org.
 
Wade Wietgrefe, AICP
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 9:07 AM
To: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC)
Subject: RE:
 
Wade,
 
Can you email me the name of the person in Planning who is working on the showpiece
roundabout?
 
Thanks
Manny
 
 


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
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From: Beaupre, David (PRT)
To: Oshima, Diane (PRT); Paul Mitchell
Cc: Joyce; Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Warriors SEIR-related question for you.
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 10:35:38 AM


Paul,
 
The cycle track was not approved as a stand alone project by the Port. Terry François Boulevard is a
part of the Mission Bay Redevelopment area and included bicycle facilities as a part  of the
improvements,  based upon our experience with the Embarcadero, the Port, SFMTA and OCII
analyzed if what was identified in the Redevelopment Plan was still the best concept for the street,
after doing so, it was determined that the cycletrack option was the preferable option and was
primarily just a change in the street painting and some sidewalk narrowing from 20- 15’. The
sidewalk narrowing occurs primarily where there uis open space east of the sidewalk and the Bay
edge trail will also be 20’ wide.  I can’t recall how this was handled from an Environmental Review
process, it may have been determined that the change did not require any review or may have been
a note to file. I am ccing Catherin Reilly from OCII and Mike Sallaberry from MTA, who may recall
how we handled it.
 
Thank you,
 
David Beaupre
Port of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco CA 94111
415-274-0539
 
 
 


From: Oshima, Diane (PRT) 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 4:56 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Joyce; Beaupre, David (PRT)
Subject: RE: Warriors SEIR-related question for you.
 
Hi Paul (and Joyce)
So nice to hear from you, and I hope things are still smoother this round. 
 
On your question, I am ccing David.  He has been point with MTA on the two-way bikeway along TFB. 
My understanding was that MTA was responsible for getting separate CEQA review and City
approvals.  I’m hoping David has status or can find out. 
 
Thanks, good luck on the DEIR homestretch.
 
 
Diane
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Diane Oshima
Assistant Director, Waterfront Planning
Port of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco, CA  94111
415.274.0553
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 3:06 PM
To: Oshima, Diane (PRT)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: Warriors SEIR-related question for you.
 
Diane:
 
Hope all has been well with you.  We promise not to drag you back in to the Warriors project. 
However, a small Port-related issue has arisen that I was hoping you could find the right Port person
to respond to.
 
Specifically, we discuss in our administrative draft SEIR that the planned cycletrack that will extend
along  the planned realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard east of the Warriors project site in Mission
Bay was approved as a stand-alone project by the Port (based on information provided by the
sponsor).  Can the Port confirm if it approved the cycletrack as a stand-alone project, and if so,
when this approval happened?
 
Thanks much, and please feel free to call me if it is easier to provide a response that way.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com






From: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Townsend Circle
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 9:46:59 AM


Hi Manny,
 
Understood and thanks for the update.
 
Wade Wietgrefe, AICP
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 3:19 PM
To: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Townsend Circle
 
Hi Wade,
 
I want to update Catherine and propose a way forward regarding the Townsend Circle.
 
Currently, the MB SEIR identified a project traffic impact at this location and proposed the
elimination of the circle, a lane reconfiguration, and signalization as a mitigation measure. 
The implementation of this measure was codified in the MB North Area Infrastructure Plan.  
 
At some point, the Agency would like address the this outstanding mitigation measure one
way or another for the reasons we mentioned previously. It is also in the Agency’s interest
to ensure addressing this mitigation measure does not conflict with any other EIR, including
the warrior’s project. Therefore, we’d like to revisit this issue once the SEIR for Blocks 29-32
(aka warriors) is certified and construction work on the project commences. The Agency
cannot let it go any further beyond that due to reasons we previously discussed.
 
From talking to Jose Farran, it appears  the various counts conducted at this location over
the years have shown that the traffic growth in the area assumed in the MB SEIR has not
materialized.  As such, the counts conducted in 2006 and 2011 at Eight/Townsend show
similar levels of traffic to those collected in 1997 as part of the data collection conducted
for the MB SEIR.  This means that in spite of MB being substantially developed and
occupied, the traffic levels at this location have remained somewhat constant.  This could be
due to various factors, including lower auto usage in the Showplace Square area and/or in
MB, vehicles selecting other routes/streets to travel to/from MB, slower/less overall
development in the area outside MB, etc.  The exact reason are unclear at this time. But
once we revisit this issue, we expect EP’s assistance to address the mitigation measure.
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The Agency will revisit this issue as indicated above in the near future. We will co-ordinate
with EP, Planning and SFMTA and any other relevant city agency on this matter.
 
Please address all correspondence on this matter to Catherine Reilly.
 
Regards,
Manny
 


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


From: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 9:08 AM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: RE:
 
Hi Immanuel,
 
No one is working on the roundabout now, but someone is who familiar with it is
steve.wertheim@sfgov.org.
 
Wade Wietgrefe, AICP
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2015 9:07 AM
To: Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC)
Subject: RE:
 
Wade,
 
Can you email me the name of the person in Planning who is working on the showpiece
roundabout?
 
Thanks
Manny
 
 


Immanuel Bereket
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Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Molly Hayes"; "Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)"; Jeffrey Tarantino; "Richard Laureta


(laureta@freyerlaureta.com)"; "Ybarra, Tolio"; David Cantor; Hoey, Janea; VanNoord@aol.com; Pamela Lewis;
Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Justin Winters; Rene Bihan; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson


Subject: RE: Scheduling GSW/ DPW Meeting
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 1:06:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Molly - It may be user error, but I cannot get it to let me sign in.  Suggestions of what I may be doing
wrong?
 
Has there been a City/GSW/MBDG discussion on staging/phasing of the infrastructure
improvements in coordination with the GSW project?  If not, could we also add that to the agenda?
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 10:53 PM
To: 'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Jeffrey Tarantino; 'Richard Laureta
(laureta@freyerlaureta.com)'; 'Ybarra, Tolio'; David Cantor; Hoey, Janea; Reilly, Catherine (ADM);
VanNoord@aol.com; Pamela Lewis; Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Justin Winters; Rene Bihan; Vic
Watson; Zack Peterson
Subject: Scheduling GSW/ DPW Meeting
 


Hi All,


Following up from our coordination last Friday, I’m working with Don Miller of MBTF to have
a larger group discussion with the City regarding several discussion topics:


-          GSW proposed methods to handle differential settlement


-          Material/ streetscape changes within the public right-of-way


-          GSW ideas for the shoring system


Please visit http://when2meet.com/?2787636-XpdFQ to let me know when you’re available
over the next two weeks, so I can suggest a few times to meet with the City.


Thanks,
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Molly


 
--
Molly Hayes
Arena Project Analyst | Golden State Warriors
Direct (571)-216-9205 | mhayes@warriors.com
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "barryeisenberg@comcast.net"
Cc: "tellington@warriors.com"
Subject: RE: February 12th Mission Bay CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 12:59:00 PM


Hi, Barry – we will be meeting next week, same place, same time.  We will be sending the agenda
out later today and we will be presenting the more details on the arena and retail along Terry
François Blvd. I do know they are planning for ice facilities for Disney on Ice type events, but do not
know if they will be large enough for NHL.  I have cc-ed Theo Ellington from the Warriors to see if he
can answer that.  Otherwise, the design team at next week’s meeting will be to answer that.  If you
are not able to attend, let me know and we can follow up with the design team if Theo does not
know off the top of his head (Thanks, Theo).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: barryeisenberg@comcast.net [mailto:barryeisenberg@comcast.net] 
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 12:42 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: February 12th Mission Bay CAC Agenda
 
Hi Catherine
 
Is there a CAC meeting this month? Will the agenda be identical to last month's canceled
meeting and ditto the location and time? You might recall my special interest is whether
the Warriors plan to install NHL specs ice in the arena.
 
Thanks,
 
Barry Eisenberg
barryeisenberg@comcast.net
eisenbergbarry@gmail.com
 
 
 


From: "Catherine Reilly (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Sent: Friday, February 6, 2015 4:38:44 PM
Subject: February 12th Mission Bay CAC Agenda
 
We look forward to seeing you next week! 
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Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Molly Hayes"
Subject: RE: Scheduling GSW/ DPW Meeting
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 1:47:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


When I hit click it doesn’t do anything.  I have a crappy computer and my internet has been playing
up, so may be that issue. Do you have the times you are looking at so I can give you a response
here?
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 1:40 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); 'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Jeffrey Tarantino;
'Richard Laureta (laureta@freyerlaureta.com)'; 'Ybarra, Tolio'; David Cantor; Hoey, Janea;
VanNoord@aol.com; Pamela Lewis; Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Justin Winters; Rene Bihan; Vic
Watson; Zack Peterson
Subject: RE: Scheduling GSW/ DPW Meeting
 
Catherine,
 
To sign in, you just need to type your name in and click ‘Sign In.’ No need to create a password.
Once you click sign in, the screen should look like the attached image. Then, click and drag on each
of the dates according to your availability. In the end, the green will mark your ‘available’ time. The
schedule on the right will show various intensities of green – the darker green signifies that more
people are available at that given time.
 
GSW and MBDG began construction coordination (including infrastructure improvements and
staging) discussions, as of last week. Mortenson/Clark presented a scheduled coordination diagram
during the meeting. MBDG is currently putting together a version, and our groups will meet again
once theirs is ready for discussion. You are welcome to join when we reconvene for the follow-up
meeting.
 
Best,
Molly
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 1:07 PM
To: Molly Hayes; 'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Jeffrey Tarantino; 'Richard
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Laureta (laureta@freyerlaureta.com)'; 'Ybarra, Tolio'; David Cantor; Hoey, Janea; VanNoord@aol.com;
Pamela Lewis; Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Justin Winters; Rene Bihan; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson
Subject: RE: Scheduling GSW/ DPW Meeting
 
Molly - It may be user error, but I cannot get it to let me sign in.  Suggestions of what I may be doing
wrong?
 
Has there been a City/GSW/MBDG discussion on staging/phasing of the infrastructure
improvements in coordination with the GSW project?  If not, could we also add that to the agenda?
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 10:53 PM
To: 'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Jeffrey Tarantino; 'Richard Laureta
(laureta@freyerlaureta.com)'; 'Ybarra, Tolio'; David Cantor; Hoey, Janea; Reilly, Catherine (ADM);
VanNoord@aol.com; Pamela Lewis; Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Justin Winters; Rene Bihan; Vic
Watson; Zack Peterson
Subject: Scheduling GSW/ DPW Meeting
 


Hi All,


Following up from our coordination last Friday, I’m working with Don Miller of MBTF to have
a larger group discussion with the City regarding several discussion topics:


-          GSW proposed methods to handle differential settlement


-          Material/ streetscape changes within the public right-of-way


-          GSW ideas for the shoring system


Please visit http://when2meet.com/?2787636-XpdFQ to let me know when you’re available
over the next two weeks, so I can suggest a few times to meet with the City.


Thanks,


Molly
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--
Molly Hayes
Arena Project Analyst | Golden State Warriors
Direct (571)-216-9205 | mhayes@warriors.com
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Beaupre, David (PRT); Oshima, Diane (PRT); Paul Mitchell
Cc: Joyce; Sallaberry, Mike (MTA)
Subject: RE: Warriors SEIR-related question for you.
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 10:49:00 AM


I do not know.  I participated in the design review, but not the CEQA side of things. 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Beaupre, David (PRT) 
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 10:36 AM
To: Oshima, Diane (PRT); Paul Mitchell
Cc: Joyce; Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Warriors SEIR-related question for you.
 
Paul,
 
The cycle track was not approved as a stand alone project by the Port. Terry François Boulevard is a
part of the Mission Bay Redevelopment area and included bicycle facilities as a part  of the
improvements,  based upon our experience with the Embarcadero, the Port, SFMTA and OCII
analyzed if what was identified in the Redevelopment Plan was still the best concept for the street,
after doing so, it was determined that the cycletrack option was the preferable option and was
primarily just a change in the street painting and some sidewalk narrowing from 20- 15’. The
sidewalk narrowing occurs primarily where there uis open space east of the sidewalk and the Bay
edge trail will also be 20’ wide.  I can’t recall how this was handled from an Environmental Review
process, it may have been determined that the change did not require any review or may have been
a note to file. I am ccing Catherin Reilly from OCII and Mike Sallaberry from MTA, who may recall
how we handled it.
 
Thank you,
 
David Beaupre
Port of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco CA 94111
415-274-0539
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From: Oshima, Diane (PRT) 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 4:56 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Joyce; Beaupre, David (PRT)
Subject: RE: Warriors SEIR-related question for you.
 
Hi Paul (and Joyce)
So nice to hear from you, and I hope things are still smoother this round. 
 
On your question, I am ccing David.  He has been point with MTA on the two-way bikeway along TFB. 
My understanding was that MTA was responsible for getting separate CEQA review and City
approvals.  I’m hoping David has status or can find out. 
 
Thanks, good luck on the DEIR homestretch.
 
 
Diane
 
Diane Oshima
Assistant Director, Waterfront Planning
Port of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco, CA  94111
415.274.0553
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 3:06 PM
To: Oshima, Diane (PRT)
Cc: Joyce
Subject: Warriors SEIR-related question for you.
 
Diane:
 
Hope all has been well with you.  We promise not to drag you back in to the Warriors project. 
However, a small Port-related issue has arisen that I was hoping you could find the right Port person
to respond to.
 
Specifically, we discuss in our administrative draft SEIR that the planned cycletrack that will extend
along  the planned realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard east of the Warriors project site in Mission
Bay was approved as a stand-alone project by the Port (based on information provided by the
sponsor).  Can the Port confirm if it approved the cycletrack as a stand-alone project, and if so,
when this approval happened?
 
Thanks much, and please feel free to call me if it is easier to provide a response that way.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
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San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Miller Clarke; Blout Jesse; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on SDs to Date
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 4:19:03 PM
Attachments: image004.png


image003.png


Catherine –
Thanks a lot for all of this review. I understand it took some time, but I have passed it on to our
design team and know they will very much appreciate the additional direction.
 
Just want to clarify a few items:


1)       I see no review of the Pfau Long office drafts, which were decently far along (multiple
graphics, not just templates). Should I assume you do not plan to comment on them until
they are delivered as full drafts?


2)       You marked “not yet received” for narrative outlines on parking/open space and both
offices, but returned comments on all three. I’m going to modify the tracker just so we do
not get confused. Similarly you noted that we returned “general mock-up(s) and not focused
on the individual SD topic(s),” but I’d like to point out that each ppt template listed different
intended pedestrian vignettes and rendering views. It was our understanding that that’s
what you wanted to start by approving.


a.       Those comments aside, I also going to simplify this tracker and return it to this
group, based on yesterday’s conversation. It will not be so granular that the above
matters moving forward – just want to make sure we are looking at the same
materials.


3)       I do not follow your comment about D4D exemptions/amendments (your first note in the
email directly below this one). We are planning to include a full appendix with the D4D
amendment’s proposed language, which I reference in the Intro/Project Background text.
We have time on the books to discuss this with a larger group on Monday, so I’ll stay tuned.


4)       No problem on the renderings vs. sketch-up. We think we have found a happy medium.
More to come.


 
I think that’s all for now.
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 9:54 PM
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To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Miller Clarke; Blout Jesse; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: Comments on SDs to Date
 
Kate – Attached are all the sections I have that we have received and have comments in (if we didn’t
make comment in the document I am not sending back).  Pedro has some general comments below. 
Also, see below that responses to some of your questions.  Please review everything (especially the
tracking sheet) and let me know what I have missed (I am sure I have missed something, or some
questions).  I was going back over your emails and some of my comments in the tracking sheet you
may have already answered, but too lazy to update.  Thanks
 


-          DforD exemptions – have not finished that review, but saw that you changed your mind and
proposed the more general table, which is fine – see comments below.


-          MBS GSW Combined BCD-SD checklist (attached) – this is our standard check list for what
needs to be provided for each BC/SD.  To assist our review, please submit a completed
checklist when you give us the complete draft submittal.  Please note that this does not
mean there needs to be a page for every requirement, but rather somewhere in the
document the topic should have been addressed/included.  Ask if you have questions.


-          We had talked about it before, and now seeing the different packets, I am thinking we do a
standalone “Background Appendices” document where you include the shadow, wind, and
context maps – and only include where there is a big need, like maybe the bike/roadway
one in the parking sd since it is so applicable.  Then would reference in the intro to each SD.
Would also save a few trees.  Thoughts?


-          See my note on the model output and the lack of skin.  I am not completely familiar with the
different models, but know a lot have the ability to add in the exterior.  I think that’s the one
big thing missing to allow us to do snapshots from the model.


-          See my notes in the docs about the wall sections (and Pedro’s below)
 
I think that is it for now. Again, please let me know if I missed anything.  Otherwise, tag you are it!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Arce, Pedro (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2015 5:01 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: BCSD East Side Submissions 2/25
 
Catherine here are some observations:


1.        Use of consistent terms: i.e.: the market hall appears as the food hall in some documents,
the events center is in some documents the arena.
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2.        Site Plan (standalone): The Site plan should support the different components; it should
include a legend to identify the different components: event center,
landscaping/parking/gatehouse, retail, market hall and office/R&D


3.       D for D Adjusted Floor Area. I assume that this will be a standalone document. (Please note
that we have not finished our review of this document)


4.        Arena Schematic Design Package: it should be not just Schematic Design but a Combined
Basic Concept/Schematic Design submittal (this is for all packets).
The proposed organization should establish the pattern for the Retail, Office and Open


Space Packages.
The draft includes partial Site Plan information; it should include the following: site
boundaries, building footprint, roads, sidewalks and mid-block connectors, private open
space (public open space will be dealt with separately) and setbacks (very important). These
are missing in the draft – these can be just labels on the site plan, if they do not apply,
ignore.
The elevations included in the Draft appear as rather small, if necessary they should be at a
larger scale to give a better sense of the exterior appearance of the building.
As the draft devotes several pages for materials, it should also include wall assemblies (glass
curtain walls, sections with perforated/non perforated metal panels, building base,
proscenium, etc.) and wall sections if necessary to illustrate recesses, exterior surfaces,
interaction between different wall assemblies (this applies to all SDs with a building)


5.        Project Data Summary (again, I assume that this is a draft master project data summary for
all combined BCD/SD for each of the components: Event Center and gatehouse, retail and
office/R&D)
The Data Summary includes a Column for “Planning Code Section 321 Project
Authorization”. This information is only necessary for the office/R&D projects. It is
unnecessary for the Events Center and for the Market Hall/Retail component. It may be
presented in the form of a separate table as it has been done for other project. (let us know
if you do not have an example of how this was included in another office submittal)
The Data Summary table also has an indication (NA) about mechanical penthouses in
podium buildings; does this mean there is not mechanical equipment; the height of
mechanical equipment is established by the height limit [“ the exemption shall be limited to
the top 10’ of such features where the height limit is 65’ or less and the top 36’ (20’ for
mechanical penthouse, 16’ of a ventilator stack) of such features where the height limit is
more than 65’”]. The podium must have a height limit of 90’. The information needs
correction.
Also, information related to streetwall needs include other standards, not just the maximum
length; the missing information is: Minimum height, Maximum height, corner conditions,
variations and projections (just indicating that it will comply is not sufficient)


6.        Package Texts.
Narrative:
In general it is a good approach; however, I have the following suggestions:
The outline indicates that each application will reference key documents (like D4D),
regulatory processes, and approvals. This may not be necessary since the Project Data
Summary will indicate the applicable standards. I propose eliminating this or just making a
reference to the Project Data Summary.







The outline also indicates that the application will mention presupposes a
forthcoming D4D amendment (fine)


Will explain other packages’ contents (set-up for cross-referencing later in the
document) Fine but brief.


 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 6:12 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com; Lauren Weingartner; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: BCSD East Side Submissions 2/25
 


1)       Project data summary: A new proposal is attached. As you can see, the top portion of the
table (land use, parcel land area, site coverage, etc.) would be consistent across each
package. The bottom portion of the table (floor areas, heights, stories, setbacks, etc.) would
be specific to the structures in each package. Would that work? We’d also still like your
feedback on the actual line items, since there’s some inconsistency in what got included
across past packages. – THE PROJECT DATA SUMMARY SHOULD BE FOCUSED ON THE
SPECIFIC ELEMENT THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THE SD.  THERE MAY BE SOME CASES, SUCH AS
PARKING TO SHOW WHY YOU ARE PROVIDING XX SPACES, WHERE YOU NEED TO INCLUDE
INFO ON THE REST OF THE USES, BUT OTHERWISE, THE DATA SUMMARY TABLES SHOULD BE
AT THE SD (INDIVIDUAL COMPONENT) LEVEL VS. THE MP (WHOLE SITE) LEVEL
 


2)       Other development data: The more we thought about it, the more we felt that pg. 16 of
our Major Phase (copied below) would be more appropriate to include in the SD packages
than the exclusions and cumulative comparisons of the more thorough document you
received (“GSW development exclusions V5 final”). Our reasoning is that the MP was more
concerned with our fit into the Plan, while our SD packages will focus more explicitly on
what we intend to build. Please let us know if you agree. THIS IS THE RIGHT LEVEL OF DETAIL,
BUT ONLY NEED TO SHOW WHAT THE SPECIFIC SD IS COVERING VS. THE ENTIRE PROJECT.
 


3)       Section 321 authorization: To that end, would the same table (MP pg. 16) fulfill the
requirements for showing Section 321 authorization? I suspect so but am a little unclear
about the best way to show retail and various exclusions. SECTION 321 HAS ITS OWN
CALCULATION WHICH IS DIFFERENT THAN ANYTHING YOU HAVE ALREADY CALCULATED. SO,
FOR THE TWO OFFICE BUILDINGS YOU WILL NEED TO SHOW THE CALCULATIONS PER THE
PLANNING CODE.  PLEASE ASK DAVID WINSLOW IF YOU NEED HELP CALCULATING PROP M.
 


4)       Package-specific data charts: Will be mocked-up and sussed out via scheduled draft
reviews.


 
Catherine:
Please find the following attached for both the Arena package and the Market Hall/Retail package:
 


1)       Preliminary draft BCSD packages: InDesign file (basic layout and working labels), vicinity



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com





plans, existing renderings, and a first pass at pedestrian vignettes (eye-level Sketch-up
screenshots)


a.       Q: The last two (renderings/vignettes) are placeholders and do not yet incorporate
updated landscape, retail, etc. We are hoping for feedback on the general format
(i.e., is Sketchup OK?) and the specific views/areas chosen to represent. I AM NOT
SURE WHICH FIGURES YOU MEAN (LOST TRACK), BUT OVERALL THE ONE ISSUE I SEE
WITH USING THE MODEL IS THAT IT HAS NOT INCORPORATED IN THE SKIN OF THE
BUILDING – IE, STILL SEE THE INTERNAL STRUCTURES AND NO SENSE OF COLOR,
MATERIALS, ETC.  WILL THAT BE INCORPORATED INTO THE MODEL? IF NOT, LET’S
TALK – WE MAY NEED TO RETHINK THE APPROACH FOR THE NON-RENDERINGS.


2)       A blank mock-up for the Project Data Summary table
a.       Q: Should this be one table, copied across packages, or should the summary table in


select packages focus only on specific structures? For instance, under “Building
Heights,” we currently have multiple structures listed (instead of one or two). SEE
ABOVE


3)       The last document you received confirming our Adjusted Gross & Leasable calculations
(“GSW development exclusions V5 Final”)


a.       Q: Should these same tables be updated and worked into the BCSD package for the
arena and the retail, as applicable? Or do we not need to repeat?SEE ABOVE


4)       Narrative outlines (key points that will be covered when we translate these to prose)
ATTACHED COMMENTS


 
I am also including a color-coded site plan to confirm which areas are covered by which package – as
you requested last Thursday. We don’t yet have an updated rendered site plan, so please disregard
the old office massing and slightly different arena shape at the SE corner. The ideas should be clear.
As discussed, the offices (both shown in pink) will each be covered in separate, standalone packages
(2 total). LOOKED FINE, NOT SENDING BACK
 
Per your note yesterday, we’ll look forward to comments from OCII in 7 days (end of day 3/4). We’ll
be working on additional materials in the meantime and are available for questions or comments as
they arise.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



mailto:kaufhauser@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: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Guerra, Claudia (CII)
Subject: Availability of Executive Conference Room
Date: Monday, March 02, 2015 6:33:00 PM


Claudia – could I use the executive conference room Tuesday (tomorrow) from 3.30 to 4.30?  It is
for a GSW office design meeting and they are bringing a larger group and 5080 is booked.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Kate Aufhauser"
Cc: Miller Clarke; Blout Jesse; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on SDs to Date
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 4:20:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Why don’t we chat on the phone.  Maybe easier since I was getting confused on what things were
called, so I may need to get clarification to give it (and probably also made a couple mistakes).  Want
to jump on the conference call 5 minutes early?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 4:19 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Miller Clarke; Blout Jesse; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on SDs to Date
 
Catherine –
Thanks a lot for all of this review. I understand it took some time, but I have passed it on to our
design team and know they will very much appreciate the additional direction.
 
Just want to clarify a few items:


1)       I see no review of the Pfau Long office drafts, which were decently far along (multiple
graphics, not just templates). Should I assume you do not plan to comment on them until
they are delivered as full drafts?


2)       You marked “not yet received” for narrative outlines on parking/open space and both
offices, but returned comments on all three. I’m going to modify the tracker just so we do
not get confused. Similarly you noted that we returned “general mock-up(s) and not focused
on the individual SD topic(s),” but I’d like to point out that each ppt template listed different
intended pedestrian vignettes and rendering views. It was our understanding that that’s
what you wanted to start by approving.


a.       Those comments aside, I also going to simplify this tracker and return it to this
group, based on yesterday’s conversation. It will not be so granular that the above
matters moving forward – just want to make sure we are looking at the same
materials.


3)       I do not follow your comment about D4D exemptions/amendments (your first note in the
email directly below this one). We are planning to include a full appendix with the D4D
amendment’s proposed language, which I reference in the Intro/Project Background text.
We have time on the books to discuss this with a larger group on Monday, so I’ll stay tuned.
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4)       No problem on the renderings vs. sketch-up. We think we have found a happy medium.
More to come.


 
I think that’s all for now.
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 9:54 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Miller Clarke; Blout Jesse; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: Comments on SDs to Date
 
Kate – Attached are all the sections I have that we have received and have comments in (if we didn’t
make comment in the document I am not sending back).  Pedro has some general comments below. 
Also, see below that responses to some of your questions.  Please review everything (especially the
tracking sheet) and let me know what I have missed (I am sure I have missed something, or some
questions).  I was going back over your emails and some of my comments in the tracking sheet you
may have already answered, but too lazy to update.  Thanks
 


-          DforD exemptions – have not finished that review, but saw that you changed your mind and
proposed the more general table, which is fine – see comments below.


-          MBS GSW Combined BCD-SD checklist (attached) – this is our standard check list for what
needs to be provided for each BC/SD.  To assist our review, please submit a completed
checklist when you give us the complete draft submittal.  Please note that this does not
mean there needs to be a page for every requirement, but rather somewhere in the
document the topic should have been addressed/included.  Ask if you have questions.


-          We had talked about it before, and now seeing the different packets, I am thinking we do a
standalone “Background Appendices” document where you include the shadow, wind, and
context maps – and only include where there is a big need, like maybe the bike/roadway
one in the parking sd since it is so applicable.  Then would reference in the intro to each SD.
Would also save a few trees.  Thoughts?


-          See my note on the model output and the lack of skin.  I am not completely familiar with the
different models, but know a lot have the ability to add in the exterior.  I think that’s the one
big thing missing to allow us to do snapshots from the model.


-          See my notes in the docs about the wall sections (and Pedro’s below)
 
I think that is it for now. Again, please let me know if I missed anything.  Otherwise, tag you are it!
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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/
 


From: Arce, Pedro (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2015 5:01 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: BCSD East Side Submissions 2/25
 
Catherine here are some observations:


1.        Use of consistent terms: i.e.: the market hall appears as the food hall in some documents,
the events center is in some documents the arena.


2.        Site Plan (standalone): The Site plan should support the different components; it should
include a legend to identify the different components: event center,
landscaping/parking/gatehouse, retail, market hall and office/R&D


3.       D for D Adjusted Floor Area. I assume that this will be a standalone document. (Please note
that we have not finished our review of this document)


4.        Arena Schematic Design Package: it should be not just Schematic Design but a Combined
Basic Concept/Schematic Design submittal (this is for all packets).
The proposed organization should establish the pattern for the Retail, Office and Open


Space Packages.
The draft includes partial Site Plan information; it should include the following: site
boundaries, building footprint, roads, sidewalks and mid-block connectors, private open
space (public open space will be dealt with separately) and setbacks (very important). These
are missing in the draft – these can be just labels on the site plan, if they do not apply,
ignore.
The elevations included in the Draft appear as rather small, if necessary they should be at a
larger scale to give a better sense of the exterior appearance of the building.
As the draft devotes several pages for materials, it should also include wall assemblies (glass
curtain walls, sections with perforated/non perforated metal panels, building base,
proscenium, etc.) and wall sections if necessary to illustrate recesses, exterior surfaces,
interaction between different wall assemblies (this applies to all SDs with a building)


5.        Project Data Summary (again, I assume that this is a draft master project data summary for
all combined BCD/SD for each of the components: Event Center and gatehouse, retail and
office/R&D)
The Data Summary includes a Column for “Planning Code Section 321 Project
Authorization”. This information is only necessary for the office/R&D projects. It is
unnecessary for the Events Center and for the Market Hall/Retail component. It may be
presented in the form of a separate table as it has been done for other project. (let us know
if you do not have an example of how this was included in another office submittal)
The Data Summary table also has an indication (NA) about mechanical penthouses in
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podium buildings; does this mean there is not mechanical equipment; the height of
mechanical equipment is established by the height limit [“ the exemption shall be limited to
the top 10’ of such features where the height limit is 65’ or less and the top 36’ (20’ for
mechanical penthouse, 16’ of a ventilator stack) of such features where the height limit is
more than 65’”]. The podium must have a height limit of 90’. The information needs
correction.
Also, information related to streetwall needs include other standards, not just the maximum
length; the missing information is: Minimum height, Maximum height, corner conditions,
variations and projections (just indicating that it will comply is not sufficient)


6.        Package Texts.
Narrative:
In general it is a good approach; however, I have the following suggestions:
The outline indicates that each application will reference key documents (like D4D),
regulatory processes, and approvals. This may not be necessary since the Project Data
Summary will indicate the applicable standards. I propose eliminating this or just making a
reference to the Project Data Summary.


The outline also indicates that the application will mention presupposes a
forthcoming D4D amendment (fine)


Will explain other packages’ contents (set-up for cross-referencing later in the
document) Fine but brief.


 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 6:12 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com; Lauren Weingartner; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: BCSD East Side Submissions 2/25
 


1)       Project data summary: A new proposal is attached. As you can see, the top portion of the
table (land use, parcel land area, site coverage, etc.) would be consistent across each
package. The bottom portion of the table (floor areas, heights, stories, setbacks, etc.) would
be specific to the structures in each package. Would that work? We’d also still like your
feedback on the actual line items, since there’s some inconsistency in what got included
across past packages. – THE PROJECT DATA SUMMARY SHOULD BE FOCUSED ON THE
SPECIFIC ELEMENT THAT IS THE SUBJECT OF THE SD.  THERE MAY BE SOME CASES, SUCH AS
PARKING TO SHOW WHY YOU ARE PROVIDING XX SPACES, WHERE YOU NEED TO INCLUDE
INFO ON THE REST OF THE USES, BUT OTHERWISE, THE DATA SUMMARY TABLES SHOULD BE
AT THE SD (INDIVIDUAL COMPONENT) LEVEL VS. THE MP (WHOLE SITE) LEVEL
 


2)       Other development data: The more we thought about it, the more we felt that pg. 16 of
our Major Phase (copied below) would be more appropriate to include in the SD packages
than the exclusions and cumulative comparisons of the more thorough document you
received (“GSW development exclusions V5 final”). Our reasoning is that the MP was more
concerned with our fit into the Plan, while our SD packages will focus more explicitly on
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what we intend to build. Please let us know if you agree. THIS IS THE RIGHT LEVEL OF DETAIL,
BUT ONLY NEED TO SHOW WHAT THE SPECIFIC SD IS COVERING VS. THE ENTIRE PROJECT.
 


3)       Section 321 authorization: To that end, would the same table (MP pg. 16) fulfill the
requirements for showing Section 321 authorization? I suspect so but am a little unclear
about the best way to show retail and various exclusions. SECTION 321 HAS ITS OWN
CALCULATION WHICH IS DIFFERENT THAN ANYTHING YOU HAVE ALREADY CALCULATED. SO,
FOR THE TWO OFFICE BUILDINGS YOU WILL NEED TO SHOW THE CALCULATIONS PER THE
PLANNING CODE.  PLEASE ASK DAVID WINSLOW IF YOU NEED HELP CALCULATING PROP M.
 


4)       Package-specific data charts: Will be mocked-up and sussed out via scheduled draft
reviews.


 
Catherine:
Please find the following attached for both the Arena package and the Market Hall/Retail package:
 


1)       Preliminary draft BCSD packages: InDesign file (basic layout and working labels), vicinity
plans, existing renderings, and a first pass at pedestrian vignettes (eye-level Sketch-up
screenshots)


a.       Q: The last two (renderings/vignettes) are placeholders and do not yet incorporate
updated landscape, retail, etc. We are hoping for feedback on the general format
(i.e., is Sketchup OK?) and the specific views/areas chosen to represent. I AM NOT
SURE WHICH FIGURES YOU MEAN (LOST TRACK), BUT OVERALL THE ONE ISSUE I SEE
WITH USING THE MODEL IS THAT IT HAS NOT INCORPORATED IN THE SKIN OF THE
BUILDING – IE, STILL SEE THE INTERNAL STRUCTURES AND NO SENSE OF COLOR,
MATERIALS, ETC.  WILL THAT BE INCORPORATED INTO THE MODEL? IF NOT, LET’S
TALK – WE MAY NEED TO RETHINK THE APPROACH FOR THE NON-RENDERINGS.


2)       A blank mock-up for the Project Data Summary table
a.       Q: Should this be one table, copied across packages, or should the summary table in


select packages focus only on specific structures? For instance, under “Building
Heights,” we currently have multiple structures listed (instead of one or two). SEE
ABOVE


3)       The last document you received confirming our Adjusted Gross & Leasable calculations
(“GSW development exclusions V5 Final”)


a.       Q: Should these same tables be updated and worked into the BCSD package for the
arena and the retail, as applicable? Or do we not need to repeat?SEE ABOVE


4)       Narrative outlines (key points that will be covered when we translate these to prose)
ATTACHED COMMENTS


 
I am also including a color-coded site plan to confirm which areas are covered by which package – as
you requested last Thursday. We don’t yet have an updated rendered site plan, so please disregard
the old office massing and slightly different arena shape at the SE corner. The ideas should be clear.
As discussed, the offices (both shown in pink) will each be covered in separate, standalone packages
(2 total). LOOKED FINE, NOT SENDING BACK
 







Per your note yesterday, we’ll look forward to comments from OCII in 7 days (end of day 3/4). We’ll
be working on additional materials in the meantime and are available for questions or comments as
they arise.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "corinnewoods@cs.com"
Cc: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
Subject: RE: Draft CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 3:15:00 PM


Sure, I can add a new #1 – Introductions and Announcements.  I will ask the GSW to be ready to talk
about the event management/transportation issues as part of their 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/
 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 2:06 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (ADM)
Subject: Re: Draft CAC Agenda
 
Fine, but could you put in a new item ! - Introduction and Announcements, and would it be possible to
include estimated timing for discussion of Event management/transportation issues (May if that's what it
has to be), since we'll be looking at West side design in April?


Thanks,


Corinne
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
To: Corinne Woods (Corinnewoods@cs.com) <Corinnewoods@cs.com>
Cc: Hussain, Lila (ADM) (ADM) <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
Sent: Fri, Mar 6, 2015 1:13 pm
Subject: Draft CAC Agenda


Corinne – let us know what you think.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "David Manica"; Albert, Peter (MTA); Kate Aufhauser; William Hon; Arce, Pedro (CII); Van de Water, Adam


(MYR) (ECN); Clarke Miller; Leah DiCarlo; Winslow, David (CPC); Keith Robinson; Miller, Erin (MTA); Jesse
Blout; Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Molly Hayes; David Carlock; Mark Linenberger; Beau Beashore; Rene Bihan
(rbihan@SWAGroup.com); RICHARD ALTUNA


Subject: RE: Follow up on Paving and setback along 16th.
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 4:58:00 PM


You don’t have to change anything on the sidewalk for now, but will be good to check in with MTA
to see if they feel 12-feet is wide enough along that frontage.  50-50 based on past comments from
the CAC, they may ask about the sidewalk width, so folks should be ready to support if they feel it is
adequately sized for all the activity along that edge.  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/
 


From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 4:53 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Albert, Peter (MTA); Kate Aufhauser; William Hon; Arce, Pedro (CII); Van
de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN); Clarke Miller; Leah DiCarlo; Winslow, David (CPC); Keith Robinson;
Miller, Erin (MTA); Jesse Blout; Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Molly Hayes; David Carlock; Mark Linenberger;
Beau Beashore; Rene Bihan (rbihan@SWAGroup.com); RICHARD ALTUNA
Subject: RE: Follow up on Paving and setback along 16th.
 
Hi Catherine.
I’ll leave responses, as appropriate, for most of your points to others.  But I can confirm that the
stepped landscape comes down to the 12’ sidewalk.  It does encroach on the 20’ setback, but I
believe SWA assumed that landscape features were OK.
 
Rene and Justin, please confirm and we can coordinate directly with Catherine and others on your
suggested solution(s).
 
As for the CAC meeting next week: if we need to do something to increase the clear sidewalk


width on 16th in advance of presentation, I will need to get SWAs thoughts on that by Tuesday
noon PT.
 
Thanks all,
D
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 6:48 PM
To: David Manica; Albert, Peter (MTA); Kate Aufhauser; William Hon; Arce, Pedro (CII); Van de
Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN); Clarke Miller; Leah DiCarlo; Winslow, David (CPC); Keith Robinson; Miller,
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Erin (MTA); Jesse Blout; Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Molly Hayes; David Carlock; Mark Linenberger; Beau
Beashore; Rene Bihan (rbihan@SWAGroup.com); RICHARD ALTUNA
Subject: Follow up on Paving and setback along 16th.
 
GSW team – We have been talking internally about the proposal to do specialize paving for all public


sidewalks and raise TFB between South and 16th Streets, with specialized paving.  We haven’t
expanded the discussion to get feedback from MTA, Port, and traffic consultants on traffic and cost
implications, but did want to get back to you with thoughts on the design.
 
To avoid the sense of privatizing the public right of way, we would like to retain the standard MB
sidewalk for the designated width around the site.  We were looking at the Willie Mays plaza and
they maintained the public sidewalk and used bricks to provide a transition to the private plaza.  So,
doing the same at the GSW site would be a consistent approach with ATT and other major public
centers, such as City Hall.
 
As for TFB, we are supportive of ensuring there is adequate, safe connections between the site and
the park.  However, as we discussed yesterday, raising the entire length of the block to create a
pedestrian path of travel back and forth along the entire block without providing enforcement,
creates safety issues.  Also, the design of the GSW site directs the great majority of pedestrians to
the corners of the site, with only the small retail spaces generating pedestrian flows along the


frontage.  As a result, it would make sense to focus on the intersections of 16th/South/TFB for any
improvements to promote safe movements between the GSW site and Park P22. 
 
Finally, we ran out of time yesterday, but one thing I wanted to ask was what the width of the


sidewalk is along 16th Street.  There is the required 20-foot setback and it is unclear how far into
that setback the stepped landscaping is encroaching.  I think you were going to look into that last
time we talked to make sure we retain a wide enough walkway since there will be significant activity
along that side during events (bikes, peds, staging, etc.) and the 10-foot sidewalk will not be
adequate.  Please provide some information about that 30 foot cross section (10-foot sidewalk and
20-foot setback). Sorry if you provided that information the last time, but I’ve forgotten.
 
Thank you and have a great weekend.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Cc: Mallory Shure; Emily Woods; Clarke Miller
Subject: BCSD West Side Submissions 3/2
Date: Monday, March 02, 2015 3:11:51 PM
Attachments: image003.png


GSW_BCSD_Submissions_Tracker_V3.xlsx
2015.02.25_TextOutline_SouthStOffice.docx
2015.02.25_TextOutline_16thStOffice.docx


Catherine and Pedro –
 
Please find the following materials attached or linked below:
 


-          Preliminary draft for South St. Office/Retail package (notes from me in red)
https://www.dropbox.com/s/6fkb5cxw2g5v833/2015.03.02_SD_Draft_SouthStOfficeRetail.pdf?
dl=0


-          Narrative outline for South St. Office/Retail package
-          Preliminary draft for 16th St. Office/Retail package (notes from me in red):


https://www.dropbox.com/s/yo2tprl1pr5wihe/2015.03.02_SD_Draft_16thStOfficeRetail.pdf?
dl=0


-          Narrative outline for 16th St. Office/Retail package
-          BCSD tracker (submissions, comments, and reviews) – as requested by Catherine.
-          NOTE: We have no further data chart drafts or questions at this time. You have the draft


Project Data Summary and materials for Section 321 authorization in hand, and a draft area
matrix included in the packages above. Further questions on required data charts were
delivered this weekend (2/28).


 
Looking forward to your comments on these materials by 3/9.
 
Thanks!
Kate
 
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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Arena


						Interim Deliverable 			Description			GSW Submission Deadline			Submission Date			OCII Comment Deadline			Comment Date


			1			Blank template (outline)			Ppt outline			13-Feb			11-Feb			19-Feb			19-Feb


			2			Preliminary draft			InDesign files (layout, labels, vicinity plans, existing renderings, pedestrian vignettes)			25-Feb			25-Feb			4-Mar


			3			Preliminary draft			Blank Project Data Summary table			25-Feb			25-Feb			4-Mar


			4			Preliminary draft			Additional data charts + questions			25-Feb			25-Feb			4-Mar


			5			Preliminary draft			Updated project data charts & questions			n/a			28-Feb			4-Mar


			6			Preliminary draft			Narrative outlines			25-Feb			25-Feb			4-Mar


			7			Preliminary draft			Sketch of site plan "key"			25-Feb			25-Feb			4-Mar


			8			First draft			Draft graphics, draft tables, draft narratives			2-Mar						9-Mar


			9			Refined narratives and tables			Incorporation of prior feedback			9-Mar						16-Mar


			10			CAC REVIEW						12-Mar


			11			CAC response			List of proposed changes based on CAC feedback			16-Mar						23-Mar


			12			Second draft			Full package			30-Mar						6-Apr


						Electronic copies to OCII			--			7-Apr						--


						Hard copies to OCII			--			8-Apr						--


			13			CAC REVIEW						9-Apr


			11			CAC response			List of proposed changes based on CAC feedback			10-Apr						15-Apr


			11			Third draft			Full package			20-Apr						24-Apr


						Electronic copies to OCII			--			27-Apr						--


						Hard copies to OCII			--			28-Apr						--


						Staff memos + packages mailed			--			29-Apr						--


			14			OCII COMMISSION REVIEW						5-May


						Early


						On time


						Delayed








Market Hall + TFB Retail


						Interim Deliverable 			Description			GSW Submission Deadline			Submission Date			OCII Comment Deadline			Comment Date


			1			Blank template (outline)			Ppt outline			20-Feb			24-Feb			3-Mar


			2			Preliminary draft			InDesign files (layout, labels, vicinity plans, existing renderings, pedestrian vignettes)			26-Feb			25-Feb			5-Mar


			3			Preliminary draft			Blank Project Data Summary table			26-Feb			25-Feb			5-Mar


			4			Preliminary draft			Additional data charts + questions			26-Feb			25-Feb			5-Mar


			5			Preliminary draft			Updated project data charts & questions			n/a			28-Feb			5-Mar


			6			Preliminary draft			Narrative outlines			26-Feb			25-Feb			5-Mar


			7			Preliminary draft			Sketch of site plan "key"			26-Feb			25-Feb			5-Mar


			8			First draft			Draft graphics, draft tables, draft narratives			2-Mar						9-Mar


			9			Refined narratives and tables			Incorporation of prior feedback			9-Mar						16-Mar


			10			CAC REVIEW						12-Mar


			11			CAC response			List of proposed changes based on CAC feedback			16-Mar						23-Mar


			12			Second draft			Full package			30-Mar						3-Apr


						Electronic copies to OCII			--			7-Apr						--


						Hard copies to OCII			--			8-Apr						--


			13			CAC REVIEW						9-Apr


			11			CAC response			List of proposed changes based on CAC feedback			10-Apr						15-Apr


			11			Third draft			Full package			20-Apr						24-Apr


						Electronic copies to OCII			--			27-Apr						--


						Hard copies to OCII			--			28-Apr						--


						Staff memos + packages mailed			--			29-Apr						--


			14			OCII COMMISSION REVIEW						5-May





						Early


						On time


						Delayed








Parking & Open Space


						Interim Deliverable 			Description			GSW Submission Deadline			Submission Date			OCII Comment Deadline			Comment Date


			1			Blank template (outline)			Ppt outline			20-Feb			24-Feb			3-Mar


			2			Preliminary draft			Blank Project Data Summary table			2-Mar			25-Feb			9-Mar


			3			Preliminary draft			Sketch of site plan "key"			2-Mar			25-Feb			9-Mar


			4			Preliminary draft			InDesign files (layout, labels, vicinity plans, existing renderings, pedestrian vignettes)			2-Mar						9-Mar


			5			Preliminary draft			Additional data charts + questions			2-Mar						9-Mar


			6			Preliminary draft			Updated project data charts & questions			n/a			28-Feb			9-Mar


			7			Preliminary draft			Narrative outlines			2-Mar						9-Mar


			8			First draft			Draft graphics, draft tables, draft narratives			16-Mar						23-Mar


			9			Refined narratives and tables			Incorporation of prior feedback			23-Mar						n/a			n/a


			10			CAC response			List of proposed changes based on CAC feedback			n/a			n/a			n/a			n/a


			11			CAC REVIEW						26-Mar


			12			Second draft			Full package			30-Mar						3-Apr


						Electronic copies to OCII			--			7-Apr						--


						Hard copies to OCII			--			8-Apr						--


			13			CAC REVIEW						9-Apr


			11			CAC response			List of proposed changes based on CAC feedback			10-Apr						15-Apr


			11			Third draft			Full package			20-Apr						24-Apr


						Electronic copies to OCII			--			27-Apr						--


						Hard copies to OCII			--			28-Apr						--


						Staff memos + packages mailed			--			29-Apr						--


			14			OCII COMMISSION REVIEW						5-May





						Early


						On time


						Delayed








South St. Office


						Interim Deliverable 			Description			GSW Submission Deadline			Submission Date			OCII Comment Deadline			Comment Date


			1			Blank template (outline)			Ppt outline			25-Feb			None (skipped)			n/a			n/a


			2			Preliminary draft			Blank Project Data Summary table			2-Mar			25-Feb			9-Mar


			3			Preliminary draft			Sketch of site plan "key"			2-Mar			25-Feb			9-Mar


			4			Preliminary draft			InDesign files (layout, labels, vicinity plans, etc.)			2-Mar			2-Mar			9-Mar


			5			Preliminary draft			Additional data chart(s)			2-Mar			2-Mar			9-Mar


			6			Preliminary draft			Updated project data charts & questions			n/a			28-Feb			9-Mar


			7			Preliminary draft			Narrative outlines			2-Mar			2-Mar			9-Mar


			8			First draft			Draft graphics, draft tables, draft narratives			16-Mar						23-Mar


			9			Refined narratives and tables			Incorporation of prior feedback			23-Mar						27-Mar


			10			CAC REVIEW						26-Mar


			11			Second draft			Full package			30-Mar						3-Apr


						Electronic copies to OCII			--			7-Apr						--


						Hard copies to OCII			--			8-Apr						--


			12			CAC REVIEW						9-Apr


			11			CAC response			List of proposed changes based on CAC feedback			10-Apr						15-Apr


			11			Third draft			Full package			20-Apr						24-Apr


						Electronic copies to OCII			--			27-Apr						--
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South St. Office Package Text





TABLE OF CONTENTS:


· Will list elements currently shown in working ppt template / preliminary drafts


TABLES AND FIGURES:


· Will list elements currently shown in working ppt template / preliminary drafts 


INTRODUCTION / PROJECT BACKGROUND


· Intro text will borrow from the Major Phase text to address:


· Overall project proposal, intent, and operations


· Project components, including heights and other details


· Will reference key documents (like D4D), regulatory processes, and approvals


· Will mention that this package presupposes a forthcoming D4D amendment


· Signage, lighting, and art to be deferred to later documentation. Brief mention to get them on readers’ radars, but no specifics.   


DESIGN NARRATIVE 


· Overall design principles include:


· Create a strong urban edge, define the streetwall, anchor the site’s west side 


· Structure massing and façade to lead patrons to the main plaza


· Create a highly functional building while maintaining attention to form  


· Differentiate buildings from Mission Bay context via warmth, color, irregularity, curves


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Complement, but don’t copy, the arena’s aesthetic and that of other structures on-site


· Key features include:


· NW corner cut out (creates plaza/exterior “room”)


· Façade cut at southwest side of structure (draw people into plaza)


· Retail and lobby areas at grade and plaza level


· Podiums w/ stormwater treatment areas, occupiable green roofs


· Views to arena and public spaces


· Masked mechanical systems


· Represents a commitment to high-quality design and engineering:


· Note: With strong representation from local and small business partners


· Structural systems: brief summary 


· MEP systems: brief summary


· Civil systems: brief summary


· Materials: X material in YY location(s), W material in ZZ locations. Result is ABC. 
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DESIGN NARRATIVE  



 Overall design principles include: 



o Create a strong urban edge, define the streetwall, anchor the site’s west side  



o Structure massing and façade to lead patrons to the main plaza 



o Create a highly functional building while maintaining attention to form   



o Differentiate buildings from Mission Bay context via warmth, color, irregularity, curves 



o Complement, but don’t copy, the arena’s aesthetic and that of other structures on-site 



 Key features include: 
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TABLES AND FIGURES:


· Will list elements currently shown in working ppt template / preliminary drafts 


INTRODUCTION / PROJECT BACKGROUND


· Intro text will borrow from the Major Phase text to address:


· Overall project proposal, intent, and operations


· Project components, including heights and other details


· Will reference key documents (like D4D), regulatory processes, and approvals


· Will mention that this package presupposes a forthcoming D4D amendment


· Signage, lighting, and art to be deferred to later documentation. Brief mention to get them on readers’ radars, but no specifics.   


DESIGN NARRATIVE 


· Overall design principles include:


· Create a strong urban edge, define the streetwall, anchor the site’s west side 


· Structure massing and façade to lead patrons to the main plaza


· Create a highly functional building while maintaining attention to form  


· Differentiate buildings from Mission Bay context via warmth, color, irregularity, curves


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Complement, but don’t copy, the arena’s aesthetic and that of other structures on-site


· Key features include:


· Strong meeting between tower and street at grade (sense of verticality) 


· Variety in core masking, podium skin, and tower façade for vitality along 16th St. 


· Illinois St. “moment” 


· Retail and lobby areas at grade and plaza level


· Podiums w/ stormwater treatment areas, occupiable green roofs


· Views to arenas and public spaces


· Masked mechanical systems 


· Represents a commitment to high-quality design and engineering:


· Note: With strong representation from local and small business partners


· Structural systems: brief summary  


· MEP systems: brief summary


· Civil systems: brief summary


· Materials: X material in YY location(s), W material in ZZ locations. Result is ABC. 
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From: David Manica
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Albert, Peter (MTA); Kate Aufhauser; William Hon; Arce, Pedro (CII); Van de Water,


Adam (MYR) (ECN); Clarke Miller; Leah DiCarlo; Winslow, David (CPC); Keith Robinson; Miller, Erin (MTA);
Jesse Blout; Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Molly Hayes; David Carlock; Mark Linenberger; Beau Beashore; Rene Bihan
(rbihan@SWAGroup.com); RICHARD ALTUNA


Subject: RE: Follow up on Paving and setback along 16th.
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 4:53:41 PM


Hi Catherine.
I’ll leave responses, as appropriate, for most of your points to others.  But I can confirm that the
stepped landscape comes down to the 12’ sidewalk.  It does encroach on the 20’ setback, but I
believe SWA assumed that landscape features were OK.
 
Rene and Justin, please confirm and we can coordinate directly with Catherine and others on your
suggested solution(s).
 
As for the CAC meeting next week: if we need to do something to increase the clear sidewalk


width on 16th in advance of presentation, I will need to get SWAs thoughts on that by Tuesday
noon PT.
 
Thanks all,
D
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 6:48 PM
To: David Manica; Albert, Peter (MTA); Kate Aufhauser; William Hon; Arce, Pedro (CII); Van de
Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN); Clarke Miller; Leah DiCarlo; Winslow, David (CPC); Keith Robinson; Miller,
Erin (MTA); Jesse Blout; Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Molly Hayes; David Carlock; Mark Linenberger; Beau
Beashore; Rene Bihan (rbihan@SWAGroup.com); RICHARD ALTUNA
Subject: Follow up on Paving and setback along 16th.
 
GSW team – We have been talking internally about the proposal to do specialize paving for all public


sidewalks and raise TFB between South and 16th Streets, with specialized paving.  We haven’t
expanded the discussion to get feedback from MTA, Port, and traffic consultants on traffic and cost
implications, but did want to get back to you with thoughts on the design.
 
To avoid the sense of privatizing the public right of way, we would like to retain the standard MB
sidewalk for the designated width around the site.  We were looking at the Willie Mays plaza and
they maintained the public sidewalk and used bricks to provide a transition to the private plaza.  So,
doing the same at the GSW site would be a consistent approach with ATT and other major public
centers, such as City Hall.
 
As for TFB, we are supportive of ensuring there is adequate, safe connections between the site and
the park.  However, as we discussed yesterday, raising the entire length of the block to create a
pedestrian path of travel back and forth along the entire block without providing enforcement,
creates safety issues.  Also, the design of the GSW site directs the great majority of pedestrians to
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the corners of the site, with only the small retail spaces generating pedestrian flows along the


frontage.  As a result, it would make sense to focus on the intersections of 16th/South/TFB for any
improvements to promote safe movements between the GSW site and Park P22. 
 
Finally, we ran out of time yesterday, but one thing I wanted to ask was what the width of the


sidewalk is along 16th Street.  There is the required 20-foot setback and it is unclear how far into
that setback the stepped landscaping is encroaching.  I think you were going to look into that last
time we talked to make sure we retain a wide enough walkway since there will be significant activity
along that side during events (bikes, peds, staging, etc.) and the 10-foot sidewalk will not be
adequate.  Please provide some information about that 30 foot cross section (10-foot sidewalk and
20-foot setback). Sorry if you provided that information the last time, but I’ve forgotten.
 
Thank you and have a great weekend.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Wong, Diane C.
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN); Kern, Christopher (CPC); Yamauchi,


Lori
Subject: RE: GSW Transportation Section
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 4:51:11 PM


Got it, thanks Brett.  This sounds like a tremendous effort, and we appreciate the opportunity for an
advanced review.  We will get comments to you by your deadline of March 13.


Will ADEIR 1B include anything else besides the transportation section?


Diane


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [brett.bollinger@sfgov.org]
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 4:41 PM
To: Wong, Diane C.
Cc: Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN); Kern, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: GSW Transportation Section


Diane,
Paul Mitchell of ESA will be sending the advance copies (Word and PDF) of the Admin Draft SEIR
Transportation and Circulation section shortly through “ESA DeliverIt”.  We are providing this to you
as a government agency courtesy so you can simultaneously review it as the City goes through the
document and makes edits and corrections with our project sponsor.
 
A couple of notes:


·        MMs with Giants Game are currently labelled “TBD”, but will be changed to Significant and
Unavoidable w/ Mitigation (SUM) in the next version of the section.


·        The analysis assumes baseline conditions from 2013/2014 survey data and includes the
travel demand estimates for your recently opened MB Hospital as well as the soon to be
opened Public Safety Building. LRDP travel demand is included in the cumulative conditions. 


·        It further assumes no coordination with Giants games, UCSF, the City, regional transit
providers or other citywide events and as such represents a worst case scenario for
concurrent events.  We are in the midst of crafting a series of solutions to address this –
both avoiding conflicts in the first place as well as triggering conditions when they cannot be
avoided – and will share it with you and the broader CAC shortly.


·        While we used best efforts to identify traffic and transit impacts in advance of the analysis,
the model identified additional locations where we could expect impacts (such as 7th and
Mission Bay Drive) and mitigation measures could be applied to address LOS impacts in
these locations. 


·        We’ve discussed creating an area wide wayfinding plan in our staff level meetings and the Ad
Draft codifies this as a Mitigation Measure.


·        The City has committed to funding and delivering the Transit Service Plan.  In the absence of
a Development Agreement we have included performance standards for auto mode share,
vehicle queuing, pedestrian flows, bicycle parking, transit boarding times and TMA shuttles
and lists a series of measures that could meet them in the event  the City cannot fully fund
them for any reason in the future.  


·        The City has always recognized the challenge of cumulative conditions in Mission Bay which
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is why we initiated the Central Subway, 16th Street BRT, the Waterfront Transportation
Assessment and are exploring a ferry landing at 16th Street, a potential Caltrain realignment
and even a second Transbay BART tube.  This is related to our discussion on the LRDP
cushioning agreement. 


·        Finally, and most importantly, the deadline for comments is next Friday, March 13.  We look
forward to your feedback.


 
If any questions arise during your review please don’t hesitate to contact the project team.
 








From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; joyce@orionenvironment.com
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Brian Boxer; Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy


(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)
Subject: FYI: GSW Application for AB900 Certification
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 10:08:41 AM
Attachments: image001.png


2015.02.17_GSW_Blocks29-32_AB900_Application_Submission.pdf
2015.02.27_GSW_Blocks29-32_AB900_Application_NOC_Signed.pdf


Paul and Joyce –
 
Passing along GSW’s application for certification under AB900 – see attached. We submitted to the
ARB and OPR in mid-February, and the application has just been posted at
http://opr.ca.gov/s_californiajobs.php.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions about the application or its implications for our
process moving forward. I think we have covered all of this before but am happy to recap since it’s
been a while.
 
Thank you!
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:BBoxer@esassoc.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

http://opr.ca.gov/s_californiajobs.php

mailto:kaufhauser@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








Application for Environmental  
Leadership Development Project  



Golden State Warriors 
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development  



at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32   
  



February 2015 











 Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 
  



Contents i  



Contents 
Page 



1  Project Proposal 1 



1.1  Project Description 1 



2  Consistency with Statutory Requirements for CEQA Streamlining 3 



 



List of Tables 



Table 1:  Project Land Uses 



List of Attachments 



Exhibit A:  Golden State Warriors Event Center Site Plan 



Exhibit B:  LEED Scorecard 



Exhibit C-1:  Transportation Efficiency Analysis 



Exhibit C-2:  Excerpt from Transportation Management Plan 



Exhibit D:  ARB Acceptance of GHG Quantification Determination for Plan Bay Area 



Exhibit E:  Written Acknowledgement of Notice and Obligations 



Exhibit F:  Wage and Investment Documentation 



Exhibit G:  Greenhouse Gas Emissions Methodology  



Exhibit H:  Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculations 



 



 
 











  
Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



 
 



Project Proposal 1  



1 Project Proposal  



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. 



GSW, in their commitment to sustainability and the environment, are taking this opportunity to 
certify the new Event Center as an Environmental Leadership Project under California Public 
Resources Code (PRC) 21178-21189.3. 



1.1 Project Description 



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. The 18,064-seat arena would total 750,000 gross square feet 
(GSF), with an additional 25,000 GSF of GSW office space. The arena, basketball practice 
facility, and GSW office space comprise the event center. Two separate buildings will house 
office space totaling 580,000 GSF and retail space, which includes food service, totaling 
125,000 GSF. With parking and loading areas of 475,000 GSF, the project total square footage 
is 1,955,000 GSF. 



A Site Plan is provided in Exhibit A.  



Table 1. Project Land Uses at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Land Use Square Footage 



Event Center 750,000 



GSW Office Space 25,000 



Office Space 580,000 



Retail Space1 125,000 



Parking and Loading 475,000 



Notes: 
1 Proposed retail uses are approximately 51,500 GSF sit‐down 
restaurant, 11,000 quick‐service restaurant, and 62,500 GSF soft 
goods retail including food retail. 



 



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 
proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA 
season and 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. 
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Project Proposal 2  



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. No amendment to the South Plan would be required, although the 
proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to other 
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. 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. 



Concurrently with adoption of the Redevelopment Plan, the former San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency (which was succeeded by the Office of Community Investment and 
Infrastructure, or OCII) entered into an Owner Participation Agreement with Catellus as Master 
Developer (now FOCIL-MB, LLC, as Catellus’ successor-in-interest) (the “OPA”). The OPA 
provides a road map for development consistent with the Redevelopment Plan and the Mission 
Bay South Design for Development, and sets forth the rights and obligations of the property 
owner (the “Owner”) to develop buildings and other improvements in the Plan Area. The OPA, in 
conjunction with the Redevelopment Plan and an Interagency Cooperation Agreement with 
other reviewing City agencies, is intended to establish the same types of vested rights typically 
found in a statutory Development Agreement. 



The Owner’s vested rights to develop the permitted uses and up to the maximum development 
intensity permitted under the OPA and Redevelopment Plan are passed to subsequent owners 
through various Purchase and Sale Agreements, Assignment and Assumption Agreements 
initially approved by the Agency and now by OCII, and related covenants recorded against title. 
FOCIL, as the master developer, allocates the overall land use and density/intensity allowed 
project-wide on a block-by-block basis as parcels are sold, and these allocations were initially 
tracked by the Agency and now by OCII in their Major Phase and project-level approvals. For 
example, Blocks 29-32 are subject to a recorded covenant that permits the owner to develop up 
to 1.1 million gross square feet (as defined under the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development) of commercial development, and all remaining square footage available for retail 
development in the Mission Bay South Plan Area, subject to necessary design approvals by the 
Agency in accordance with the Mission Bay South Design Review and Document Approval 
Procedure. FOCIL has assigned all attendant vested rights under the OPA to the Blocks 29-32 
owner under an Assignment, Assumption and Release agreement approved by the Agency. 
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2 Consistency with Statutory Requirements for CEQA 
Streamlining 



The following information shows how the Project satisfies the statutory requirements for CEQA 
streamlining as further informed by the criteria set forth in the Governor's Guidelines for 
Streamlining Judicial Review under CEQA (PRC) Section 21178 et seq.). 



 Information to show the project is residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, 
entertainment, or recreational in nature.  



The Project is sports and entertainment in nature. The project site is designed to be a 
multi-purpose event center, which will host the Golden State Warriors NBA team, as well 
as a variety of entertainment events, such as concerts, family shows, other sporting 
events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The Project will also be retail and 
commercial in nature, as the center will also include office, retail, open space and 
structured parking. Proposed site plans for the Project are attached as Exhibit A.  



 Information to show the project will qualify for LEED silver certification. The 
application shall specify those design elements that make the project eligible for 
LEED silver certification, and the applicant shall submit a binding commitment to 
delay operating the project until it receives LEED silver certification. If, upon 
completion of construction, LEED silver certification is delayed as a result of the 
certification process rather than a project deficiency, the applicant may petition the 
Governor to approve project operation pending completion of the certification 
process.  



The Project has been designed to meet the standards for LEED Gold certification, which 
meet and exceed those required for LEED Silver certification. Relevant design features 
include, but are not limited to: 



‐ Project siting in an urban infill area, immediately adjacent to a local transit stop and 
less than a mile from other regional transit resources, including train and ferry 



‐ Maximization of open space (more than one-fourth of the total site area) 



‐ Reduction of fan and employee trips by private automobile through an aggressive 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program, including participation in a 
local Transportation Management Association’s shuttle program; provision of over 
500 bike parking locations; and a mobile application to direct site visitors towards 
efficient and sustainable modes of transit 



‐ Provision of carpool and vanpool spaces (5% of total spaces on-site) 



‐ Provision of reserved spaces either for fuel efficient vehicles (FEV) (5% of total 
spaces on-site), or for vehicle charging stations (VCS) (3% of total spaces on-site) 



‐ Stormwater quality treatment via on-site treatment basins 



‐ 50% reduction in water usage for outdoor irrigation, through water-efficient 
landscaping (emphasizing native or adapted plants) and irrigation systems 
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‐ 30% reduction in water usage indoors, through installation of efficient fixtures 



‐ 15% (arena) or 24% (offices) greater energy efficiency than as discussed in Exhibit 
B, the LEED point tally 



‐ 75% diversion of construction waste from landfill 



‐ Use of low VOC-emitting interior building materials and recycled content 



A preliminary LEED point tally for the Project is attached as Exhibit B. Because final LEED 
certification is not granted until a project is completed and operational, the project sponsor 
will petition the Governor to approve project operation pending completion of the 
certification process, as permitted under PRC Section 21178 et seq. 



 Information to show the project will achieve at least 10 percent greater 
transportation efficiency than comparable projects. “Transportation efficiency” is 
defined as the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or customers to the 
project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers. The 
applicant shall provide information setting forth its basis for determining and 
evaluating comparable projects and their transportation efficiency, and how the 
project will achieve at least 10 percent greater transportation efficiency. For the 
purposes of this provision, comparable means a project of the same size, capacity 
and location type. 



The Project will be highly transit-accessible for all site visitors and daily employees. Nearby 
transit resources, outlined below, were a key factor in choosing the Mission Bay Blocks 29-
32 site for the Project. 



‐ Local public access is primarily provided by Muni light rail stops along the T Third 
line. These include the UCSF Mission Bay stop at the corner of South Street and 
Third Street (at the northwest corner of the Project site) and the Mariposa stop at 
Mariposa Street and Third Street (one block south of the Project site). By 2019, the 
UCSF Mission Bay stop will be integrated into the city’s Central Subway system, 
which in turn connects to the regional BART system. Several Muni bus lines also 
serve the Project vicinity. 



‐ Regional public access is primarily provided via Caltrain at the 4th & King Street 
station, less than a mile from the Project, via BART from stations north and west of 
the Project site, and via the ferry routes terminating at the downtown Ferry Building 
about one mile away. The future Transbay Terminal in downtown San Francisco, 
scheduled to open in 2017, will enable additional regional travel with quick transit, 
bike, or shuttle connections to the Event Center project site. 



‐ The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (MB TMA) currently runs 
shuttles from Mission Bay to the 4th & King Street Caltrain station and downtown 
BART stops. The Golden State Warriors will join the MB TMA and contribute funds to 
enable the expansion of regular shuttle service hours and/or routes. 



In order to make efficient use of the resources described above, the San Francisco MTA 
has proposed a project-specific Transit Service Plan (TSP). The plan will supplement 
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transit system capacity for guests of the Project’s Event Center by adding express shuttle 
buses on key routes through the city and/or from major transit hubs. Proposed destinations 
include, for instance, the 16th Street & Mission Street BART station and the future 
Transbay Terminal. The plan also calls for staging additional light rail trains to serve guests 
during the high-demand post-event period. In total, the implementation of the TSP will 
increase the weekday evening transit mode share for Event Center patrons to 35%, which 
represents the maximum capacity available on San Francisco transit during event hours. 



To encourage a similar increase in transit use for daily office and retail employees, and to 
incentivize Event Center patrons to use alternative modes to both auto and transit, the 
Golden State Warriors will also implement a robust Travel Demand Management strategy 
(TDM). Proposed measures include, but are not limited to, the following efforts. 



‐ Promote the use of the indoor bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 spaces) during 
events 



‐ Provide indoor secure bicycle parking rooms, and shower and locker facilities, for 
employees in on-site office buildings 



‐ Provide outdoor bicycle storage/racks for Event Center and office or retail visitors 



‐ Designate parking spaces on-site for carpool or vanpool vehicles 



‐ Develop a mobile application and website that puts information on all transportation 
modes—including travel conditions, travel times, and cost comparisons—into the 
hands of all users with smart devices. Display the same information on screens 
inside office buildings and Event Center spaces. 



‐ Program additional on-site amenities (e.g., fitness and exercise centers, food and 
beverage options, or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay 
on-site during the work day 



‐ Participate in the federal Commuter Check Program and San Francisco’s Emergency 
Ride Home program 



‐ Encourage tenant participation in public events like an annual “Bike to Work” day or 
“Spare the Air” days 



As a result of these combined TSP and TDM efforts: 



‐ Transit mode share is anticipated to increase by 15% (for basketball game patrons) 
or 17% (for office and retail workers)  



‐ Vehicle mode share for is anticipated to decrease by 16% (for basketball game 
patrons) or 12% (for office and retail workers)  



‐ Transit person trips for a basketball game are anticipated to increase by more than 
3,600 patrons 



‐ Vehicle trips for a basketball game are anticipated to decrease by more than 1,400 
cars 
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Therefore, the Project will achieve at least 10% greater transportation efficiency than a 
comparable project of a similar size, capacity and location type. Additional information on 
transportation efficiency is included in Exhibit C. 



 Information to show the project is located on an infill site, defined at Public 
Resources Code section 21061.3, and in an urbanized area, as defined at Public 
Resources Code section 21071 



The project is located within a Priority Development Area (PDA), as identified by the San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority and the FEIR for the SCS. PDAs are, by 
definition, infill development opportunity areas. Under PRC section 21061.3, an “infill site” 
is defined as a site that “has been previously developed for qualified urban uses.” A 
“qualified urban use,” in turn, is defined as “any residential, commercial, public institutional, 
transit or transportation passenger facility, or retail use, or any combination of those uses” 
(PRC § 21072). The Project site has previously been developed for industrial use. The site 
is currently occupied by two large surface parking lots, as well as open space. There are 
no existing buildings currently onsite. 



 For a project that is within a metropolitan planning organization for which a 
sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, 
information to show the project is consistent with the general use designation, 
density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in 
either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for 
which the State Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) 
of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the Government Code, has accepted a 
metropolitan planning organization's determination that the sustainable 
communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if implemented, 
achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. For the purposes of this 
provision, “in effect” means that the sustainable communities strategy or the 
alternative planning strategy has been adopted by the metropolitan planning 
organization, and that the Air Resources Board has accepted the metropolitan 
planning organization’s determination that the sustainable communities strategy or 
alternative planning strategy meets the adopted greenhouse gas reduction targets 
and is not the subject of judicial challenge. 



Senate Bill 375 requires that each metropolitan planning organization in the state prepare 
a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of a regional transportation plan (RTP). 
The Project is within the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), who are jointly responsible for 
developing the Bay Area’s SCS. The SCS for San Francisco is “Plan Bay Area,” which was 
adopted on July 18, 2013. Plan Bay Area has been accepted by ARB as sufficient to meet 
the GHG reduction goals of SB375 in Executive Order G-14-028, attached as Exhibit D, 
and it has been adopted by the Metropolitan Transportation Committee (MTC) and 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 



The California Air Resources Board (CARB), ABAG and MTC have adopted a greenhouse 
gas (GHG) reduction target for the SCS, requiring a regional reduction of per-capita CO2 











  
Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development 



 
 



Consistency with Statutory 
Requirements for CEQA Streamlining 7  



emissions from cars and light-duty trucks by 7% by 2020 and by 15% by 2035, compared 
to a 2005 baseline. 



Plan Bay Area does not have requirements for event centers. Although there are no 
quantitative requirements for event centers, the project will be built within a Priority 
Development Area (PDA), and Plan Bay Area emphasizes the importance of focusing 
growth in these areas. Additionally, the new arena will be located in a “transit priority area,” 
which is defined in Section 21099(a)(7) as an area within one-half mile of a major transit 
stop that is existing or planned. A major transit stop is located at the intersection on the 
northwest corner of the project site. 



 Information to show that the applicant has notified a lead agency prior to the release 
of the draft environmental impact report that it intends to certify a project for 
streamlined environmental review under the Jobs and Economic Improvement 
Through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011. Written acknowledgment from the 
lead agency of the applicant’s intent to apply for certification may be used to satisfy 
this requirement. 



The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) of the City and County of 
San Francisco, the lead agency for the Project, has been notified that the Golden State 
Warriors are seeking certification for the Project under the Jobs and Economic 
Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act. Written acknowledgement from the 
City of San Francisco OCII regarding the Golden State Warriors’ intent to apply for 
certification is attached as Exhibit E.  



 Information to show that the project will result in a minimum investment of $100 
million in California through the time of completion of construction. 



The Project is a major mixed-use development that includes the purchase, redesign, 
excavation, grading, and geotechnical improvement of an approximately 11-acre site. 
Planned building area includes a state-of-the-art, 18,064-seat entertainment facility, team 
practice facilities for the Golden State Warriors, a headquarters for the team’s front office 
staff, and additional office and retail buildings, together totaling over 1 million square feet in 
development. The site will also include 3.2 acres of new public and private open space and 
over 900 parking stalls in three levels (two below grade). Anticipated construction duration 
is 23 to 27 months. Based on anticipated project costs, the Project will far exceed the $100 
million minimum investment requirement of Public Resources Code section 21183(a). 



 Information to show that the project will satisfy the prevailing and living wage 
requirements of Public Resources Code section 21183(b). 



During construction the Project will create high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay according 
to the prevailing wages and living wages required by Public Resources Code section 
21183(b). All workers employed for the construction duration of the Project will receive, at 
minimum, the general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and 
geographic area, as determined by the Director of Industrial Relations (DIR) pursuant to 
Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the Labor Code. Rate details are included in Exhibit F. The 
Project sponsor will include this requirement in all contracts for work performed. 
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 Information establishing that the project will not result in any net additional 
greenhouse gas emissions. This information includes (1) a proposed methodology 
for quantifying the project’s net additional greenhouse gas emissions, and (2) 
documentation that quantifies both direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with the project’s construction and operation, including emissions from 
the project’s projected energy use and transportation related emissions; and 
quantifies the net emissions of the project after accounting for any mitigation 
measures. This information is subject to a determination signed by the Executive 
Officer of the Air Resources Board that the project does not result in any net 
additional greenhouse gas emissions, following the procedures set forth in section 
6 of the Governor’s Guidelines. 



The proposed methodology for calculating Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions for the new 
arena project would treat the office and retail components of the project, which are the 
subject of fully vested legal rights, as immediately adjacent uses. Thus, the calculation of 
the emissions for the project would first estimate emissions associated with the arena 
components only. Next, the methodology proposes to deduct from those emissions totals 
certain “credits”, as follows: 



(1)  A deduction arising as a consequence of the proximity of the immediately adjacent 
office and retail components in the form of internal trip capture; 



(2)  A deduction reflecting the sustainable features that will be incorporated into the 
office and retail components; and  



(3)  A deduction of all emissions resulting from Golden State Warriors (GSW) games 
PLUS 50% of the Non-Sporting Events that were to occur at Oracle Arena in the 
absence of the Mission Bay Event Center, but will in the future occur only at the Mission 
Bay Event Center. Includes a deduction of emissions from the GSW Headquarters and 
practice facility emissions in Downtown Oakland, which will likewise move to the Mission 
Bay Event Center and cease operations in Oakland. 



The proposed technical methodology for quantifying the Project’s GHG emissions is 
attached as Exhibit G. It accounts for one-time emissions impacts due to Project 
construction, as well as annual Project operations emissions from 2017 through 2035. 
Where available, the proposed methodology uses site-specific data for employee numbers, 
trip rates, and energy and water use. Where site-specific data is not available, default 
values such as those recommended in the CalEEMod® land-use model have been used. 



Based on this methodology, net operational emissions from the Project are estimated to be 
approximately 4,099 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) for operational 
year 2017, decreasing to 2,923 MT CO2e in 2035. Exhibits G and H show the total Project 
emissions as well as the emissions deducted for games and half of the non-game events 
at the Oracle Arena and GSW Headquarters in Oakland, as discussed above. 



Project construction emissions, including both direct and indirect emissions, are estimated 
to be approximately 10,066 MT CO2e over two years of construction. Construction of the 
project is a one-time source of emissions. 

















 



   



Exhibit A 



Golden State Warriors Event Center Site Plan 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

















 



   



Exhibit B 



LEED Scorecard
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10.4 – CAMPUS SUSTAINABLE APPROACH 
 



10.4.1 ‐ Process Overview 



 The LEED Campus Approach streamlines the LEED certification process for larger and 
more complex projects.  Multiple building projects that share a site, and are under the 
control of the same owner, developer, or property management, fall into the criteria of 
the campus program.  Under the Campus Approach, several LEED credits and 
prerequisites may be reviewed and pre‐approved.  Once earned, these credits may be 
claimed by all LEED projects for that campus, though the Campus is not eligible for LEED 
certification itself.  The US Green Building Council (USGBC) defines a campus credit as 
one that can be attempted for most or all projects within a LEED campus boundary 
because of shared site features and uniformity in project or management traits. 
 



 As highlighted in Figure 29, the Campus project will consist of a Master Site with several 
individual building projects.  The Office/Mixed‐Use Development will be utilizing LEED 
Core and Shell.  The North Tower and South Tower, inclusive of the Gatehouse, will 
pursue LEED individually, earning two separate LEED Gold certifications.  The Event 
Center, inclusive of the Arena, Markethall and Bayfront Terrace, will use LEED for New 
Construction.  Campuses with multiple segregated sites can register multiple LEED 
Master Sites to create groups of buildings within the campus.  For this project the terms 
Master Site and Campus represent the same single entity within the LEED certification 
process.  Therefore, from this point on the project will be referred to as the “Campus.” 
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Figure 29. LEED Online Campus Application 



 
10.4.2 ‐ Project Registration 



 The Campus project is registered on LEED‐Online, and the Event Center and 
Office/Mixed‐Use facilities will be registered early in the design phase once final building 
configurations are finalized.  These projects will be registered through the Campus LEED 
website as the Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32.  
Project team access to these LEED projects will be available via LEED‐Online once 
registration is complete. 



 
10.4.3 ‐ Campus LEED Detailed Scorecard 



 The following page is a detailed list of all Campus credits along with design and 
construction criteria for the Mission Bay site. 
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10.5 – EVENT CENTER SUSTAINABLE APPROACH 
 



10.5.1 ‐ Narrative 



 The 100% SD analysis identifies approximately sixty‐eight (68) LEED® points that are 
available either within the current design or with minor modifications for the Event 
Center project.  These credits are identified on the provided LEED® Credit Checklist 
under the “Yes” column.  An additional seven (7) points identified under the “Maybe” 
column may be possible, pending further research and potentially higher investment.  
Credits under the “No” column were designated as such based on a higher associated 
cost or inapplicability to this project. 



 With sixty (60) points required for LEED® Gold certification, this project is well 
positioned to achieve the minimum certification goal.  A buffer of five to six (5‐6) points 
above the desired certification threshold is recommended. 



 With the Arena, Bayfront Terrace and Markethall being contiguous spaces these 
facilities will all be included as part of the Event Center’s LEED application. 



 
10.5.2 ‐ Measurement & Verification 



 LEED EA credit 5 Measurement and Verification is intended to provide for the ongoing 
accountability of building energy consumption over time. Through the use of utility 
invoices, building automation system (BAS) data logging, permanently installed sub‐
metering, and spot measurements, the facility will measure the actual utility usage of 
the building for each energy end use for at least 12 months post‐occupancy. The 
method of metering will be primarily through the use of building meters and sub‐
meters.  These meters will record the electrical and natural gas loads as indicated below 
and in the final M&V plan. These meters are intended to validate the anticipated energy 
savings indicated in LEED EAc1.  See Electrical Narrative (Section 4) for more details on 
the networked metering system. 
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Table 9. Event Center M&V Preliminary Energy End Uses 



Fuel Type  Category  Sub Category  Equipment 



Electricity 



Lighting 
Interior Lighting 



Exterior Lighting 



HVAC Equipment 



Packaged HVAC 
Equipment 



Variable Refrigerant Flow (VRF) Units 



AHUs, ERVs, DAUs 



CRAC Units, Split Systems 



Fans 



Kitchen & Grease Exhaust Fans 



Process Ventilation Fans 



VRF Indoor FCUs 



AHU Supply Fans 



Exhaust Fans 



Heat Rejection  Cooling Towers 



HVAC Pumps 



 Heat Rejection Loop Recirc Pumps 



Heating Hot Water Pumps 



Radiant Heating Pumps 



Condenser Water Pumps 



Plug/Process Loads 



Receptacle Loads 



Event Center Event Lighting 



Low Temp Chillers & associated Pumps 



Ice Slab Chiller(s) & associated Pumps 



Elevators/Escalators 



Food Service Equipment 



Food Service Refrigeration Equipment 



Service Water Heating 
Domestic Water Heaters 



Domestic Water Pumps 



Natural Gas 



Space Heating  Boilers 



Service Water Heating  Domestic Water Heaters 



Plug/Process Loads  Food Service Equipment 



 
10.5.3 ‐ Event Center LEED Detailed Scorecard 



 The following scorecard details the credit by credit approach for the Event Center 
project, along with design and construction notes based upon the current design for the 
facility. 
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10.6 – OFFICE TOWER(S) / MIXED USE SUSTAINABLE APPROACH 
 



10.6.1 ‐ Narrative 



 The 75% SD analysis identifies sixty‐six (66) LEED® points that are available either based 
on current design or with minor modifications, similar to the Event Center project.  
These credits are identified on the provided LEED® Credit Checklist under the “Yes” 
column.  An additional sixteen (16) points identified under the “Maybe” column may be 
possible, pending further research and potentially higher investment.  Credits under the 
“No” column were designated as such based on a higher associated cost or 
inapplicability to this project. 



 With sixty (60) points required for LEED® Gold certification, this project is well 
positioned to achieve the minimum certification goal.  As with the Event Center project, 
a buffer of five to six (5‐6) points above the desired certification threshold is 
recommended. 



 Due to the Gatehouse being connected to the southwest office tower, at this phase the 
facility will be included in the 16th Street Office Tower’s LEED application. 



 
10.6.2 ‐ Measurement & Verification 



 LEED EA credit 5 Measurement and Verification is intended to provide for the ongoing 
accountability of building energy consumption over time. Through the use of utility 
invoices, building automation system (BAS) data logging, permanently installed sub‐
metering, and spot measurements, the facility will measure the actual utility usage of 
the building for each energy end use for at least 12 months post‐occupancy. The 
method of metering will be primarily through the use of building meters and sub‐
meters.  These meters will record the electrical and natural gas loads as indicated below 
and in the final M&V plan. These meters are intended to validate the anticipated energy 
savings indicated in LEED EAc1.  See Electrical Narrative (Section 4) for more details on 
the networked metering system. 
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Table 12. Office Buildings M&V Preliminary Energy End Uses 



Fuel Type  Category  Sub Category  Equipment 



Electricity 



Lighting 
Interior Lighting 



Exterior Lighting 



HVAC Equipment 



Packaged HVAC 
Equipment 



AHUs 



Packaged and Split DX Equipment 



VRF Outdoor Units 



Space Heating 



Rooftop AHU Heating Coils 



UFAD Terminal Unit Heating Coils & Fans 



Pedestal‐type Radiant Heaters 



Fans 



AHU Supply Fans 



Toilet/General Exhaust Fans 



VRF Fan Coil Units 



Process Loads 
Receptacle Loads 



Elevators/Escalators 



Service Water Heating 
Common Area Domestic Water Heaters 



Tenant Area Domestic Water Heaters 



  
10.6.3 – Office / Mixed‐Use LEED Detailed Scorecard 



 The following pages are a detailed list of all Mixed‐Use credits along with design and 
construction notes based upon the current design for the project. 
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10.7 – ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES 
 



10.7.1 ‐ Solar Photovoltaic (PV) System 



 Office Tower(s) 
The opportunity exists for a solar PV system to be installed on the office tower roofs; 
however, the extent of the system will likely not be large enough to achieve any LEED 
points for the on‐site renewable energy credit. 



 
10.7.2 ‐ Educational Opportunities 



 Campus Signage 
While signage options have yet to be discussed in detail, it is understood that 
technology is expected to be incorporated in some fashion. 



 High Performance MEP Systems 
 



10.8 ‐ TENANT LEASE LEED GUIDELINES 
The following credits being pursued by the Office Towers must be addressed in a Tenant Lease 
Agreement.  LEED for Core and Shell requires certain credits to be specified in the tenant lease 
(shown in bold below).  Additional credits will assist in the required LEED for Commercial Interiors 
certification as they will affect future building tenants.  



 SSc4.2: Bicycle Storage and Changing Rooms 



 WEp1: Water Use Reduction 



 WEc3: Water Use Reduction 



 EAp2: Minimum Energy Performance 



 EAp3: Fundamental Refrigerant Management 



 EAc1: Optimize Energy Performance 



 EAc3: Enhanced Commissioning 



 EAc4: Enhanced Refrigerant Management 



 EAc5: Measurement and Verification 



 IEQp1:Minimum Indoor Air Quality Performance 



 IEQp2: Environmental Tobacco Smoke Control 



 IEQc1: Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring 



 IEQc2: Increased Ventilation 



 IEQc3: Construction Indoor Air Quality Management Plan 



 IEQc5: Indoor Chemical and Pollutant Source Control 



 IEQc6: Controllability of Systems 



 IEQc7: Thermal Comfort 



 IEQc8: Daylighting and Views 
 
The Tenant Guidelines and/or Lease Agreements are typically drafted during the core and shell 
design phase.  The document should be provided to future tenants during lease negotiations and 
must be provided prior to tenant design work. 



   











 



   



Exhibit C-1 



Transportation Efficiency Analysis











Golden State Warriors Event Center
Transportation Efficiency Analysis



GSW Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Blocks 29‐32



Size Event center and team facilities
Approx. 580,000 GSF office
Approx. 125,000 GSF retail



Capacity Approx. 18,000 seats (event center)
Approx. 2,500 anticipated office and retail employees



Location Type San Francisco infill area 
Superdistrict 3
Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32



LEED Target LEED Gold certification
Parking Approx. 950 total vehicle spaces 



     ‐ 5% carpool
     ‐ Either 3% electric vehicle charging stations or 5% fuel‐  
       efficient vehicle spaces
Approx. 500 total bike spaces



Transit Service Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan (TSP)
Infrastructure Mission Bay TMA designated shuttle stop 



Sponsored Bay Area Bike Share station
Additional buffered bike lanes on 16th Street



Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM)



Yes (robust strategy)



GSW Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Blocks 29‐32, Basketball 
Event night (TSP/TDM in effect) (1) 



Variance due to TSP/TDM



Auto 54% 16% reduction in Auto trips
Transit 35% 15% increase in Transit trips
Walk/Other 11% 1% increase in Walk/Other trips



GSW Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Blocks 29‐32, No event 
night (TDM in effect) (2)



San Francisco Guidelines for Visitor Trips, 
Superdistrict 3, All Non‐Retail Uses (TDM NOT in 



effect) (1)



Variance due to TDM



Auto 48% 57% 12% reduction in Auto trips
Transit 32% 19% 17% increase in Transit trips
Walk/Other 20% 25% 4% increase in Walk/Other trips



(1) Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting, GS Warriors Trip Gen 2015 01 20 v3 ‐ TSP vs no TSP.  Transmitted to the Golden State Warriors via email (February 9, 2015). 
(2) Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting, Table 9 , Memorandum re: Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Case No. 2014.1441E  (November 26, 2014), 20. 



Mode Split ‐
Event Patrons



GSW Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Blocks 29‐32, Basketball Event night (TSP/TDM NOT in 
effect) (1)



70%
20%
10%



Mode Split ‐
Daily FTEs and 



Visitors



San Francisco Guidelines for Visitor Trips, 
Superdistrict 3, All Retail Uses (TDM NOT in effect) 



(1)



64%
12%
24%



Project 
Descriptions



LEED Silver arena, LEED Gold mixed‐use buildings
Approx. 1,270 vehicle spaces (Design for Development code requirement)



Approx. 60 total bike spaces (Design for Development code requirement)
Standard transit system service  (no TSP)
No designated shuttle stop
No bike share station
No additional buffered bike lanes
No  



Comparable Project(s)



Proof of 
comparable 
projects 



Event center and team facilities
Approx. 580,000 GSF office
Approx. 125,000 GSF retail
Approx. 18,000 seats (event center)
Approx. 2,500 anticipated office and retail employees
San Francisco infill area 
Superdistrict 3
Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32
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CHAPTER 4. TRAVEL DEMAND MANAGEMENT 



The purpose of the strategies described in this chapter is to increase the level of access to the project by transit, 
bicycling and walking while discouraging the use of private automobiles, particularly by solo drivers. The 
strategies identified in this chapter will be reviewed and refined both during the Event Center’s first year of the 
project’s completion and as new transportation facilities are developed in the project vicinity. 



4.1 GENERAL TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES  



Measures that will be implemented to support all public transit, bicycle, and automobile reduction strategies 
include: 



1. Appoint an Event Center Transportation Coordinator (ECTC) to: manage the transportation needs of 
employees and event attendees; provide information and education materials; implement and 
administer various TDM measures; coordinate with nearby employers; promote use of rideshare; 
encourage use of public transportation, Mission Bay TMA shuttles, and bicycles; conduct surveys to 
determine travel mode and other relevant information; and implement new strategies as needed to 
meet target auto mode share and reduce impacts to adjacent businesses and residents. 



2. Develop means of in-building communication (radio, TV, smart phone app, etc.) that give Event Center, 
office, or retail users multiple, real-time advisories about the status of the transportation system to 
facilitate convenient transportation choices that include availability of public transit and shuttle bus 
service, location and capacity of bike parking facilities, best walking paths, location of taxi stops, and 
limited extent of – or high price for – available parking. 



3. Develop a crowd-sourced app that puts information on all transportation modes in the hands of event 
attendees with smart communication devices. This real-time information on travel conditions and travel 
times by mode will lead to a transportation system that will become increasingly more user optimized. 
The app will be free and available to anyone who wishes to download it, and will be useful for anyone 
working, living, or visiting the Mission Bay Area. 



4. Provide extensive use of real-time transit info in public assembly areas that reflect the range of transit 
services in the area.  



5. Install a machine to add value to Clipper Cards on-site.  



4.2 EMPLOYEE TDM 



The strategies described below are designed to limit employee auto mode split for weekday, peak-hour travel 
to no more than 48 percent. 



4.2.1 Employee Public Transit Strategies 



Measures that will be implemented to increase the use of public transit among employees of the office, retail, 
and event center uses on-site include: 



1. Participate in Commuter Check Program, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their 
commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses. 
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2. Notify employees that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles, and provide information 
about routes, stop locations, and schedule.  



4.2.2 Employee Bicycle Strategies 



Measures that will be implemented to increase the frequency and convenience of biking among employees of 
the office, retail, and event center uses on-site include: 



1. Promote use of the indoor bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces) at Bayfront Park. 



2. Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees in office buildings and retail uses on-site. 



3. Provide outdoor bicycle storage/racks for Event Center and office or retail visitors. 



4. Sponsor Bay Area Bike Share pod(s) in the project vicinity. 



5. Provide shower and locker facilities in each on-site building for Event Center Development employee 
use. 



6. Encourage all employees and guests to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the 
annual “Bike to Work” day. 



4.2.3 Employee Automobile Reduction Strategies 



Measures that will be implemented to reduce the effects of employee vehicular traffic include: 



1. Allow employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent possible. 



2. Support Ridesharing Program – Participate in free-to-employees ride-matching program through 
www.511.org. 



3. Emergency Ride Home Program – Participate in ERH program through the City of San Francisco 
(www.sferh.org).  



4. Organize and publicize promotions like Spare the Air days (as declared for the  Bay Area region) or a 
Rideshare Week.  



5. Encourage carpooling and vanpooling by designating/reserving some Event Center garage parking 
spaces for employees who use those modes. 



4.2.4 Additional Strategies 



1. Encourage employees to choose electric vehicles (EVs) over gas-fueled autos by designating/reserving 
some Event Center garage parking spaces for EVs  and providing charging equipment. 



2. Program additional on-site amenities (fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, 
automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the work day.  



4.3 EVENT CENTER PATRON TDM 



The strategies described below are designed to limit event patron auto mode split for weekday, peak-event 
travel (6:00 PM to 8:00 PM) to no more than 53 percent. 
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4.3.1 Patron Public Transit Strategies 



Measures that will be implemented to increase the use of public transit among guests include:  



1. Reward patrons arriving via transit with implementation options that may include discounted food or 
beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, or access to a “fast-track” security line. Market these 
incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that guests can make 
choices accordingly.  



2. Establish a partnership to brand Clipper Cards and/or transit stops and stations near the Event Center 
to encourage the mental association of event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip 
planning process. 



3. Promote transit access to project by: providing interactive trip-planning tool, transit maps, with 
recommended stops/stations for accessing site; best routes to the Event Center; and walking directions 
from transit stations/stops. Provide these on the Event Center web site, on websites of events taking 
place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract), and mobile app. Provide real-
time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key Event Center locations 
(exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens) post-event.  



4. Utilize TVs and other screens inside the Event Center building to display real time transit information 
and prominent comparisons between transportation choices available to fans, employees, and visitors 
to the Event Center Development. Emphasize transit’s lower-cost, higher sustainability, and other 
beneficial factors as compared with private autos. 



5. Play recorded announcements during halftime (for games) or between opening and main acts (for 
concerts), and as Event Center attendees exit the building, to notify guests of non-auto travel options 
home, including real time transit and shuttle departure times.  



6. Provide additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-
season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and 
coordinating displays within, hotels and local businesses in the Event Center vicinity 



4.3.2 Patron Bicycle Strategies 



Measures that will be implemented to increase the frequency and convenience of biking among Event Center 
patrons include: 



1. Promote use of the indoor bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces) at Bayfront Park. 
Reward patrons of the bike valet with implementation options that may include discounted food or 
beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, or access to a “fast-track” security line. Market these 
incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that guests can make 
choices accordingly.  



2. Provide outdoor bicycle storage/racks for Event Center and office or retail visitors. 



3. Sponsor Bay Area Bike Share pod(s) in the project vicinity. 



4. Encourage all employees and guests to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the 
annual “Bike to Work” day 
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5. Provide temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas in both major plazas for peak events that 
experience bicycle storage demands that exceed the 300 space indoor valet facility. 



6. Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the Event Center development site, on the Event Center web 
site and mobile app. 



4.3.3 Patron Automobile Reduction Strategies 



Measures that will be implemented to reduce the effects of visitor vehicular traffic include: 



1. Increase fees for parking on-site above typical event center rates. 



2. Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons 
before showing preferred driving routes or available parking.  



3. Promote transit and bicycle information on event site website, event apps, and in event literature and 
advertisements, when appropriate. 



4. Provide electronic message boards displaying upcoming event schedules to discourage auto use and 
parking on-site. 



5. Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with 
rideshare/carpool/TNC companies to offer discounts to event attendees. 



4.4 SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN 



This section summarizes a preliminary Transit Service Plan (TSP) for the Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development as outlined by the SFMTA in a presentation on October 1, 2014. 



4.4.1 Service Plan Objectives 



The key objective for the TSP is as follows: 



 Provide high quality service to event goers, without affecting service reliability for other Muni customers 



 Accommodate a 35 percent transit mode share for peak events. 



 Develop a service plan that maximizes existing infrastructure and prioritizes operations efficiencies 



4.4.2 Service Plan for Peak Event 



The majority of regional transit riders will use Muni as a last-mile connection to the Event Center Development. 
Most Muni passengers will travel on the T 3rd southbound pre-event, and northbound post-event. The T 3rd 
service pre-event is expected to have excess capacity, while post-event excessive capacity will not be allocated 
from regular service, but rather will be served from additional trains and supplemental routes. The T 3rd service 
will be supplemented with bus service to respond to distributed customer demand, to minimize transfers made, 
and to minimize rail car demand. Inset 4-1 shows proposed routes for each of the supplemental shuttles. 
Supplemental bus routes include: 



 T 3rd Supplemental Service  



 Metro Shuttle via The Embarcadero  
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 16th Street BART Station Shuttle 



 Van Ness Avenue Shuttle 



 Ferry Building / Transbay Terminal Shuttle  



Inset 4-1 Supplemental Shuttle Routes 



 



Table 4-1 summarizes the fleet of shuttle buses and light rail vehicles necessary for pre- and post-event 
scenarios.  



Figure 4-1 shows the pre-event shuttle plan, including stop locations at the site. Figure 4-2 shows the post-
event shuttle plan; including shuttle stop locations, staging areas, and temporary lane closers, which are 
discussed in more detail in Chapter 6. 
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TABLE 4-1: PRELIMINARY TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN FOR PEAK EVENT 



SERVICE  



FLEET NECESSARY 



Pre-Event Post-Event 



T 3rd Supplemental Service 4 two car trains between Chinatown and 
Mission Bay Loop combined with 4 minute 
scheduled subway service 



10 two car trains staged to clear event 



Metro Shuttle via The 
Embarcadero 



None – limited car availability 2 three car trains staged to clear event 



16th Street BART Station Shuttle 
4 articulated motor coaches operating 
between 16th Street BART and the arena 
every 7-8 minutes 



4 articulated motor coaches + 1 standard 
motor coaches operating between 16th 
Street BART and the arena staged to clear 
event with half of vehicles returning for a 
second trip 



Van Ness Avenue Shuttle 5 standard motor coaches operating every 
12 minutes along the Van Ness corridor to 
arena via 16th Street 



4 standard motor coaches operating to the 
Van Ness corridor via 16th Street staged to 
clear event 



Ferry Building / Transbay 
Terminal Shuttle 



6 standard motor coaches operating every 
10 minutes via Ferry Plaza and the Transbay 
Terminal to the arena 



6 standard motor coaches operating to 
Transbay Terminal and Ferry Building Plaza 
staged to clear event 



Source: SFMTA (Oct. 1, 2014). 
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ARB Acceptance of GHG Quantification Determination for Plan Bay Area 
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Exhibit E 



Written Acknowledgement of Notice and Obligations











Sin rely, 



Tiff 
Exec tive D ector 



Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure 



(Successor to the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency) 



One South Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94103 



415.749.2400 



EDWIN M. LEE, Mayor 



Mara Rosales, Chair 
Marily Mondejar 
Darshan Singh 
Miguel Bustos 



Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 



February 11, 2015 
	



126-0172015-014 



David Kelly, Esq. 
Golden State Warriors 
1011 Broadway 
Oaklaild, CA 94607 



Re: Acknowledgement of the GSW Arena, LLC (GSW) Intent to Seek Certification Under 
the Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 



Dear Mr. Kelly: 



The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure of the City and County of San 
Francisco ("OCII"), as lead agency for the proposed Golden State Warriors Arena Project (the 
"Project") in San Francisco, California, acknowledges that it has been notified of GSW's intent 
to apply for certification of the Project as a "Leadership Project" under the Jobs and Economic 
Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 (the "Act"). Public Resources 
Code section 21178 et seq. 



OCII further acknowledges that, as part of the certification process, GSW is obligated to enter 
into an agreement with OCII establishing the requirements of Public Resources Code sections 
21183(d), (e), and (f), and that the certification under the Act entitles the Project to streamlined 
environmental review and requires the lead agency to prepare an administrative record in 
accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code section 21186. 



As the Executive Director for OCII, I am authorized to make the above acknowledgement on 
behalf of OCII. 











February, 5, 2015 



Tiffany Bohee 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure ("OCII") 
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5 th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 



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



Dear Ms. Bohee: 



I write on behalf of GSW Arena LLC ("GSW"), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC 
(which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) 
team), the project sponsor of that certain proposed event center and mixed-use development 
project located on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San 
Francisco (the "Project"). GSW wishes to confirm to the Office of Community Investment 
and Infrastructure (OCII) in its capacity as the lead agency for the approval of the Project 
GSW's agreement to the following items, all of which are conditions of qualifying for the 
Project's treatment as a "leadership project" under the Jobs and Economic Improvement 
Through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011, as amended (The "Act") California Public 
Resources Code Sections 21178 et. seq. By this letter, GSW acknowledges and agrees to its 
obligations under the Act as set forth in California Public Resources Code Sections 21183 
(d), (e) and (f). 



Accordingly, as required by Public Resources Code § 21183(d), GSW agrees that all 
mitigation measures required pursuant to CEQA to certify the Project under the Act shall be 
conditions of approval, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by OCII or another 
agency designated by OCII. GSW agrees that all environmental mitigation measures 
required to certify the Project under the Act will be monitored and enforced by OCII for the life 
of the obligation. 



As required by Public Resources Code § 21183(e), GSW agrees to pay the costs of the Court 
of Appeal in hearing and deciding any case, including payment of the costs for the 
appointment of a special master if deemed appropriate by the court, in a form and manner 
specified by the Judicial Council, as provided in the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial 
Council pursuant to the Act. 
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As required by Public Resources Code § 21183(f), GSW agrees to pay the costs of preparing 
the administrative record for the Project, in a form and manner specified by OCII, concurrent 
with review and consideration of the Project pursuant to CEQA and the Act. 



In entering into this letter agreement, GSW acknowledges and agrees that this agreement will 
have no impact on the on-going process under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). In order to comply with CEQA and give the public and decision-makers the 
opportunity to be aware of the environmental consequences of the Project, and to fully 
participate in the CEQA process, the Parties acknowledge that OCII has no obligation to 
approve, and GSW has no obligation to develop, the Project unless and until the Parties have 
negotiated, executed and delivered mutually acceptable agreements based upon information 
produced from the CEQA environmental review process and any other public review and 
hearing processes, subject to all applicable governmental approvals. OCII retains the 
absolute, sole discretion to: (1) modify the Project as OCII may, in its sole discretion, deem 
necessary to comply with CEQA; (2) select other feasible alternatives and/or impose 
mitigation measures to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts, which 
this agreement; (3) balance the benefits of the Project against any significant environmental 
impacts prior to taking final actions, if such significant impacts cannot otherwise be avoided; 
and/or (4) determine not to proceed with the Project. 



GSW Arena LLC 



By: 
Its: 	c er 	s e.) 



Acknowledged and Agreed to by: 



Tiffan 	ee, irector of 
Office o Col, unity Investment and Infrastructure 



cc: City of San Francisco Dept. of City Planning 



101875308.5 
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180 Howard Street, Suite 1200 



San Francisco, CA  94105 



CA License No.  996476 



 



February 12, 2015 



 



Golden State Warriors 



Attn:  David Kelly 



 



Re: Golden State Warriors 



Event Center and Mixed-Use Development  



 



Per your request, we are confirming published prevailing wage information for select field craft labor 



anticipated to work on the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission 



Bay, San Francisco.  We intend to contract with contractors and to pay wages as negotiated through 



appropriate collective bargaining agreements for non-artisan on site craft labor   These wages are 



anticipated to meet or exceed the prevailing wages for job classifications as set forth by California's 



Department of Industrial Relations ("DIR"). 



 



Below is a subset of job classifications and median journeyman wages from the DIR Database for 2014-2 



that will comprise a majority of the non-artisan on site construction jobs created by the project: 



 



Trade Classification 2014-2 Rates 



 



Construction Laborer (Group 3) - Area 1 $48.27 



Carpenter - Area 1 $68.07 



Cement Mason and Concrete Finisher $53.66 



Electrician - Inside Wireman $87.73 



Operating Engineer - Group II $66.70 



Plumber $108.44 



Sheet Metal Worker $91.64 



Steel Erector - Group II $68.31 



 



These values represent base wages plus health and welfare and other employer paid 



benefits for San Francisco County based on the SFR-2014-2 Determination. 



 



These rates were developed using the published information from the 2014-2 general prevailing wage 



journeymen determinations made by the Director of DIR. 



 



If you have any questions, please let me know. 



 



Sincerely, 



Mortenson/Clark, a Joint Venture 



 
Steven J. Dell'Orto 



Senior Vice President  
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Acronyms and Abbreviations 



AB32:  (California) Assembly Bill 32 (Nuñez) 



AB900:  (California) Assembly Bill 900 (Buchanan) 



ACC:  Advanced Clean Cars 



ARB:  (California) Air Resources Board 



BART:  Bay Area Rapid Transit 



BTU:  British Thermal Unit 



BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District 



CalEEMod®: California Emissions Estimator Model 



CAPCOA: California Air Pollution Control Officers Association 



CEC:  California Energy Commission 



CEQA:  California Environmental Quality Act 



CFR:  Code of federal regulations 



CH4:  Methane 



CO2e:  Carbon dioxide equivalents 



DU:  dwelling unit 



Draft EIR: Draft Environmental Impact Report 



EIR:  Environmental Impact Report 



g/hp-hr:  gram per horsepower-hour 



g/mile:  gram per mile 



g/s:  gram per second 



GHG:  Greenhouse Gases 



GSF:  gross square foot 



GSW:  Golden State Warriors 



GWP:  Global warming potential 



kBTU:  thousand British thermal units 



kWh:  kilowatt-hour 



m:  meter 



miles/day: miles per day 



mph:  miles per hour 



Mgal:  million gallons 



MT:  metric tonne 
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N2O:  Nitrous oxide 



NBA:  National Basketball Association 



NOP:  Project Notice of Preparation  



PG&E:  Pacific Gas and Electric Company 



PRC  Public Resources Code 



RPS:  Renewable Portfolio Standard 



SB743:  (California) Senate Bill No. 743 (Steinberg) 



SOV:  single occupancy vehicle 



sq ft:  square foot 



tons/day: tons per day 



USEPA: United States Environmental Protection Agency 



g/veh-hr: grams per vehicle-hour 



WetCat: Water Energy Team of the Climate Action Team 



VMT:  vehicle miles traveled 



yr:  year 
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1. Introduction 



The Event Center and Mixed-Use Development Project located on Blocks 29-32 within the 



Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (herein referred to as the 



“Project”) has applied for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) judicial streamlining 



under Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21178 et seq. In support of the Application, 



ENVIRON quantified both direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions associated with the 



Project’s operation, including ongoing emissions reductions associated with transportation and 



building energy use, to show the Project meets the requirement for no “net additional emission 



of greenhouse gases [GHG], including greenhouse gas emissions from employee 



transportation” [California PRC §21183(c)]. 



ENVIRON quantified potential emissions for the Project as well as those associated with the 



existing uses at the Oracle Arena and the Golden State Warriors (GSW) Headquarters and 



practice facility in Oakland to calculate the net GHG emissions associated with the Project. 



ENVIRON also quantified emissions reductions associated with internal trip capture made 



possible by the immediately adjacent office and retail uses and sustainability components of the 



newly constructed office, as described in Section 3 of this methodology document. Lastly, 



ENVIRON quantified the Project’s one-time emissions due to construction. This document 



summarizes of the assumptions and calculation methodologies ENVIRON used to estimate 



GHG emissions. 



Throughout this report, GHG emissions are reported in units of metric tons of carbon dioxide 



equivalents (MT CO2e). Carbon dioxide equivalents are emissions of carbon dioxide, methane 



(CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O), weighted by the global warming potentials (GWP) from Title 40 



of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 98, Table A-1, as referenced by the California 



Mandatory Reporting Rule for GHG (Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations, §§95100-



95158). GHG emissions are quantified for this Project, existing uses at the Oracle Arena and 



the current GSW Headquarters in Oakland, and one-time emissions associated with 



construction. 



1.1. Project 



The Project on Blocks 29-32 consists of development of a new arena for the National Basketball 



Association (NBA) team the Golden State Warriors (GSW), who currently play at the Oracle 



Arena in Oakland, California. Currently, the Project site is used for surface parking. As 



described in the Application for judicial streamlining, there are immediately adjacent office and 



retail land uses. The calculations of the GHG emissions for the Project include emissions 



associated with the event center and reductions associated with transportation and building 



energy use. Table 1 shows the proposed land uses at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. 
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Table 1. Project Land Uses at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Land Use Square Footage 



Event Center 750,000 



GSW Office Space 25,000 



Office Space 580,000 



Retail Space1 125,000 



Parking and Loading 234,411 



Notes: 



1 Proposed retail uses are approximately 51,500 GSF sit‐down 



restaurant, 11,000 quick‐service restaurant, and 62,500 GSF soft 



goods retail including food retail. 



 



The GSW are assumed to play 47 games per year at the Mission Bay Event Center, which is 



the number of pre-season, regular season, and post-season home games in the 2013-2014 



season. This represents an average good year as the GSW made the first round of playoffs 



(including 3 pre-season home games). Home games can range from a minimum of 43 (including 



2 pre-season games) to a maximum of 60 (including 3 pre-season games and 16 post-season 



games) if the GSW continue through a seven-game championship. 



Currently, construction of the Project is scheduled to be completed in late 2017. Thus, for the 



purposes of this analysis the first operational year of the Project is assumed to be 2017. A GHG 



emissions inventory is also presented for each year from 2017 to 2035. From 2017 to 2035, 



emissions change each year due to the phase-in of the Renewable Portfolio Standard from 



2017 to 2020 and CO2e emission factors resulting from an improved vehicle fleet as 



documented by ARB guidance for AB900 projects. 



1.2. Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters 



The current GSW Headquarters are located at 1011 Broadway in Oakland, California. The 



calculations of potential Project GHG emissions at the Mission Bay Event Center would deduct 



a portion of the existing GHG emissions from the Oracle Arena and the existing GSW 



Headquarters from the future GHG calculations. The portion deducted is associated with the 



relocation of all the GSW games, the GSW Headquarters and practice facility in Oakland, and 



fifty percent (50%) of the non-GSW events currently taking place at the Oracle Arena, as 



described in the Application. 



Methodologies for quantifying GHG emissions associated with all events at the Oracle Arena 



and the existing GSW Headquarters in Oakland are presented in Section 2. Methodologies for 



quantifying GHG emissions associated with the Mission Bay Event Center, emission reductions 



due to the Project, and emissions from the remaining 50% of non-GSW events at Oracle Arena 



are presented in Section 3. 
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Table 2. Oracle Arena and GSW Headquarters Land Uses 



Location Square Footage 



Oracle Arena approx. 500,000 



GSW Headquarters 



(management offices and 



practice facility) 



16,0001 



Notes: 



1 Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the GSW 



Headquarters are based on actual consumption data and 



not the building square footage. 



 



1.3. One-Time Emissions 



Construction of the Project will generate “one-time” emissions, that is, discrete emissions that 



are not associated with ongoing Project operation. These emissions are quantified and 



disclosed for the Project. Methodologies for quantifying construction GHG emissions are 



detailed in Section 4. 



1.4. Emissions Sectors 



For the Project in Mission Bay and the Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters, 



emissions are quantified and presented for the following sectors: 



Table 3. Emissions Sectors 



Sector Description 



Energy Emissions from purchased electricity and natural gas 



Mobile sources Emissions from on-road vehicle traffic 



Waste Emissions from solid waste treatment 



Water Indirect GHG emissions from the treatment and delivery of fresh water 



and wastewater treatment 



Area sources Emissions from landscaping equipment 



Stationary Sources Emissions from emergency generators at the Project 



 



Detailed calculations of one-time emissions associated with construction and emissions in the 



above sectors are presented in Exhibit H: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculations of the 



Application.
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2. Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters Operational 
Emissions 



The estimated GHG emissions from Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters operations 



at the existing site are shown in Table 4. Total GHG emissions are 14,930 MT CO2e/year, with 



14,304 MT CO2e/year originating at the Oracle Arena and the remaining 625 MT CO2e/year 



from the GSW Headquarters (numbers do not add to 14,930 MT CO2e/year due to rounding). 



The GSW provided site-specific data for energy use and transportation, as described in the 



respective subsections below. For both land uses, mobile sources are the largest contributor of 



GHG emissions, followed by energy use. 



Table 4: Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters 2017 GHG Emissions 



GHG Emissions [MT 



CO2e/year] 



Emission Source 



Energy Mobile Area Waste Water Total 



Oracle Arena 
(47 games and 42 events) 



1,413 12,284 
0.010 



91 517 14,304 



GSW Headquarters 258 365 2 1 625 



Total 1,671 12,648 0.010 92 518 14,930 



 



No stationary sources such as emergency generators are considered for the Oracle Arena and 



GSW Oakland Headquarters. This is a conservative approach. 



The GHG emissions from energy use and mobile sources were evaluated between 2017 and 



2035. Detailed calculations for the Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters emission 



calculations are in Exhibit H: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculations of the Application. 



2.1. Energy 



Energy emissions from Oracle Arena and GSW headquarters land uses were estimated using 



similar methodology to that of the California Air Resources Board (ARB) in evaluating GHG 



emissions from the Apple Campus 2 project in Cupertino, California (“ARB Determination for 



Apple Campus 2”).1 The ARB emissions methodology was developed to assess GHG emissions 



in support of a CEQA judicial streamlining application under California Assembly Bill 900 



(AB900). The energy emissions estimates consider emissions from two processes, electricity 



generation and natural gas combustion, with further details in Section 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 below. 



2.1.1. Electricity 



Determining GHG emissions from electricity generation requires an emission factor correlating 



MWh of electricity consumed to MT CO2e. The emission factor for GHG from electricity 



production for customers of the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) is based on the 



                                                 
1 ARB. 2011. Attachment A to letter from Lynn M. Terry to Ken Alex. June 14. Available online at 



http://opr.ca.gov/docs/ARBDeterminationAppleCampus2.pdf 
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PG&E report “Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers.”2 All 



calculations use the PG&E 2017 through 2020 emission factors for electricity production. The 



CH4 and N2O emission factors are the same as those used in the California Air Pollution Control 



Officers Association (CAPCOA)-developed model for land uses, California Emissions Estimator 



Model, version 2013.2.2 (CalEEMod®).3 



Electricity demand for the Oracle Arena is estimated based on historical CalEEMod® energy 



intensities for the Arena land use, which reflect 2005 Title 24 standards. The GSW provided 



historical actual electricity usage data for the GSW Headquarters. 



Emissions from electricity use are the product of the historical annual electricity use and the 



GHG emission factor. 



2.1.2. Natural Gas 



Emission factors for CO2, CH4, and N2O from natural gas combustion were taken from 



CalEEMod®. 



Natural gas demand for the Oracle Arena is estimated based on historical CalEEMod® energy 



intensities for the Arena land use, which reflect 2005 Title 24 standards. As Oracle Arena was 



originally opened in 1966 and last renovated in 1997, it is likely that energy use is 



underestimated here. Natural gas demand for the GSW Headquarters is based on historical 



actual usage data provided by the GSW. 



Emissions from natural gas use are the product of the historical annual natural gas use and the 



GHG emission factors from CalEEMod®. 



2.2. Mobile Sources 



Mobile source emissions for the Oracle Arena and GSW headquarters are considered 



separately for GSW Headquarters employees, Oracle Arena employees, and spectators at the 



Oracle Arena, as discussed in the subsections below. Trip rate estimates are based on staff and 



spectator head counts. Trip lengths are the default values from CalEEMod® except for event 



spectator trips, which are longer, as discussed below. CO2e emission factors are from the ARB 



guidance document “Statewide Emission Factors For Use With AB900 Projects.” 



                                                 
2 Pacific Gas and Electric Company. 2013. Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers. 



April. Available online at: 
http://www.pge.com/includes/docs/pdfs/shared/environment/calculator/pge_ghg_emission_factor_info_sheet.pdf. 



3 CalEEMod® calculates annual GHG emissions which can be used in support of analyses in environmental 
documents such as Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) and Negative Declarations used to support a California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) evaluation. CalEEMod® utilizes widely accepted models for emission estimates 
combined with appropriate default data that can be used if site-specific information is not available. These models 
and default estimates use sources such as the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) AP-42 
emission factors, California Air Resources Board (ARB) onroad and offroad equipment emission models such as 
the EMission FACtor 2011 model (EMFAC2011) and the Offroad Emissions Inventory Program model 
(OFFROAD), and studies commissioned by California agencies such as the California Energy Commission (CEC) 
and Calrecycle. Available at: http://www.caleemod.com/ 
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2.2.1. Employee Trips 



ENVIRON estimated GHG emissions from employees working at the GSW Headquarters and 



as part of non-event operations at the Oracle Arena. The actual count of full-time employees 



(not including vendor and event staff on event days) at the Oracle Arena was used.4 The 



number of employees at the GSW Headquarters in Oakland was based on the Project Notice of 



Preparation (NOP) from November 2014. 



Bay Area Census data from 2013 show that 78% of commuters drive to work, the employee 



driving rate assumed for Oracle Arena staff.5 The Bay Area Census data also show that the 



single occupancy vehicle (SOV) rate is 86% and the average local carpool rate is 14%, so 14% 



of Oracle Arena employees were assumed to carpool in 2-person carpools. The GSW provided 



a driving rate of 85% for the Headquarters employees. The GSW also provided a carpool rate of 



6%, assumed to be of 2-person carpools. 



Employees were assumed to take one round-trip commute trip and one round-trip non-commute 



trip per day. The CalEEMod® default trip length of 9.5 miles was used for the employee 



commute trips. The non-commute trip length is assumed to be 3 miles. 



The emissions for employee trips are the product of employee trips per year, length per trip, and 



the ARB CO2e emission factor. 



2.2.2. Spectator Trips 



The GSW provided average count of game and non-game event spectators. The trip length for 



all spectators (game and non-game event) was developed based on the zip codes of GSW 



season ticket-holder addresses. The trip length of 25 miles used for event spectators is the 



weighted-average of distances to each Bay Area county represented by the season ticket-



holder addresses. 



The GSW estimated that 2,000 of the total spectators per game event took public transit or 



taxis. In the absence of survey or public transit data, ENVIRON assumed the count of single-



occupancy vehicles and 3-person carpools based on the capacity of the Oracle Arena parking 



lot. About four times as many spectators attend events as there are parking spaces. Of the 



spectators driving to game events, ENVIRON assumed that 20% of spectators drive in single-



occupancy vehicles while the remaining spectators drive in carpools of 3 people. ENVIRON also 



conservatively assumed that all non-game event spectators drive, and that 20% of these 



spectators drive in single-occupancy vehicles while the remaining carpool at a density of 3 



people per vehicle. 



                                                 
4 City of Oakland. 2014. Oakland Coliseum Area Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, Volume II. 



Available online at: http://www2.oaklandnet.com/Government/o/PBN/OurOrganization/PlanningZoning/OAK048830 
5 Bay Area Census. 2013. Selected Census Data from the San Francisco Bay Area. Available online at 



http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/bayarea.htm 





http://www2.oaklandnet.com/Government/o/PBN/OurOrganization/PlanningZoning/OAK048830








 Application for CEQA Streamlining 
 GHG Emissions Methodology and Documentation 



Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters  
Operational Emissions 7 ENVIRON 



The emissions for event spectator trips are the product of spectator trips per year, trip length, 



and the ARB CO2e emission factor. 



2.2.3. Vendor and Event Staff Trips 



Event staff are those employees who work only on game days and for non-game events at the 



Oracle Arena. Vendors are contractors who provide services at games and non-game events. 



The annual number of vehicle trips by vendor and event staff is based on number of vendors at 



each event and total number of event days per year. 



Vendors and event staff are assumed to drive and carpool at the average local rates in the Bay 



Area Census data, that is, a driving rate of 78% and a carpool rate of 14%. Carpools are 



assumed to be of 2 people per vehicle.  



The trip length for vendor and event staff trips, 9.5 miles, is the default commercial-work trip 



length in CalEEMod® for the Bay Area. 



The emissions for vendor and event staff trips are the product of employee trips per year, trip 



length, and the ARB CO2e emission factor. 



2.2.4. Opposing Team Bus Trips 



Typically, the opposing team visiting to play against the GSW stays in a hotel in San Francisco. 



The opposing team takes a bus to the Oracle Arena for each game, a trip of approximately 17.5 



miles. On average, there are 1.5 bus trips per game based on information from the GSW.  



The emissions for opposing team bus trips are the product of opposing team bus trips per year, 



trip length, and the ARB CO2e emission factor for the fleet mix. 



2.2.5. Delivery Trips 



On average, there are about 8 deliveries per work day to the GSW Headquarters. The trip 



length for delivery trips is 7.3 miles, the default commercial-nonwork trip length in CalEEMod®. 



The emissions for delivery trips are the product of delivery trips per year, trip length, and the 



ARB CO2e emission factor. 



2.3. Waste 



Solid waste treatment releases GHG, primarily methane, as a result of decomposition. The ARB 



developed an emission factor for CO2e from solid waste disposal in the ARB Determination for 



Apple Campus 2.6 ENVIRON uses the same emission factor in this analysis, and shows its 



derivation in Exhibit H: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculations of the Application. The 



GHG emission factor for waste is 0.155 MT CO2e/MT waste. 



The annual waste generation rate for the Oracle Area on a square footage basis is 1.29 



tons/1000 square feet per year, based on the Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & 



Related Development EIR cited in the GSW Event Center November 2014 NOP. GHG 



                                                 
6 California Air Resources Board. 2012. Email between Webster Tasat of the California Air Resources Board and 



Catherine Mukai of ENVIRON, 20 November 2012. 
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emissions from solid waste at the Oracle Arena are the product of the amount of waste 



generated per year and the CO2e emission factor for solid waste. 



The GSW provided an estimate for the amount of solid waste generated at the GSW 



Headquarters as well as the amount of diverted waste. GHG emissions from GSW 



Headquarters-generated solid waste are the product of the amount of waste generated per year 



less the amount diverted and the CO2e emission factor for solid waste. 



2.4. Water 



Water treatment and transport results in indirect emissions of GHG. In the ARB Determination 



for Apple Campus 2, ARB developed a CO2e emission factor for water use based on a study by 



the University of California on behalf of the California Public Utilities Commission and the 



California EPA’s Water Energy Team of the Climate Action Team (WetCat). The emission factor 



accounts for emissions from fresh water supply, treatment, distribution, and wastewater 



treatment. The GHG emission factor for water use is 2.255 MT CO2e/Mgal. 



The water use rate for the Oracle Arena is based on data from the “Commercial and Institutional 



End Uses of Water” report by the American Water Works Association Research Foundation.7 



The use rate is multiplied by the square footage of the Oracle Arena to get the usage in gallons 



per year. The GSW provided the annual water use for the GSW Headquarters. 



GHG emissions from water usage are the product of water used per year and the CO2e 



emission factor for water use. 



2.5. Area Sources 



The Project includes area sources such as landscaping equipment. GHG emissions from area 



sources were estimated using CalEEMod® based on the type and size of land uses associated 



with the Oracle Arena and the GSW Oakland Headquarters. 



 



                                                 
7 American Water Works Association Research Foundation. 2000. Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water. 
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3. Project Operational Emissions  



The estimated Project GHG emissions from future operations at the Project site at full build-out 



are shown in Table 5. Total GHG emissions in the first operational year, 2017, are 19,133 MT 



CO2e/year, with 18,384 MT CO2e/year originating from the new Event Center at Mission Bay 



and 2,939 MT CO2e/year from remaining events at Oracle Arena. Credits due to Energy 



Efficiency and Trip Linking account for a reduction of 2,008 MT CO2e/year. For all land uses, 



mobile sources are the largest contributor of GHG emissions, followed by energy use. 



Table 5: Project GHG Emissions in 2017 (MT CO2e/year) 



GHG Emissions 



[MT CO2e/year] 



Emission Source 



Energy Mobile Area Waste Water Generators 



Oracle Arena 



(21 events) 
333 2,242 0.0023 21 122 - 



Mission Bay Event Center 



(47 games and 161 



events) 



748 16,741 0.014 136 23 



106 



GSW Office Space 74 104 0.00047 4.6 0.66 



Parking and Loading 446 - 0.0090 - - 



Credit due to Energy 



Efficiency 
-646 - - - - - 



Credit due to Trip Linking - -1,362 - - - - 



Sub-Total 956 17,726 0.026 162 145 106 



Total 19,095      



 



The GHG emissions from energy use and mobile sources associated with the Project were 



evaluated at full build-out between 2017 and 2035. Credits due to energy efficiency and trip 



linking are also calculated for these years, as discussed below. 



ENVIRON calculated the Project emissions using largely the same methodology as described in 



Section 2. There are additional sources of GHG emissions in the Project, namely stationary 



sources, which are discussed in Section 3.6. 



Detailed calculations for Project emissions are in Exhibit H: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 



Calculations of the Application. 



3.1. Energy 



The energy emissions estimates consider emissions from two processes, electricity generation 



and natural gas combustion. 
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Project emissions from electricity are the sum of the emissions from the new event center, the 



GSW office space, and the Oracle Arena. Though the Oracle Arena will no longer host GSW 



games, it is assumed that approximately 50% of the non-game events will still occur at the 



Oracle Arena, or 24% of a typical year’s game and non-game events will still occur at the Oracle 



Arena. Thus, emissions calculations for the remaining non-game events at Oracle Arena use a 



24% scaling factor to account for this reduction in number of events. An emission reduction from 



the electricity use of the Office Tower is also applied; this is discussed further below. 



3.1.1. Electricity 



The GHG emission factors for electricity use change over time due to the California Renewable 



Portfolio Standard (RPS), a program designed to meet statewide GHG reduction targets. The 



RPS requires grid electricity to come from 33% renewable sources by 2020. ENVIRON used 



emission factors for 2017 through 2020 for electricity from the PG&E report “Greenhouse Gas 



Emission Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers.”8 The PG&E emission factors for electricity 



production range between 0.158 and 0.131 MT CO2e/MWh between 2017 and 2020. 



SSR, Sustainable Design and LEED consultants to the GSW, provided the electricity demand 



for the Event Center. Emissions from arena electricity use are the product of the energy demand 



rate and the GHG emission factor. 



Emissions from electricity use at the Oracle Arena were calculated using the same methods 



described in Section 2; however, annual electricity use was scaled down to 24% of the existing 



arena. This scaling accounts for the percentage of total events that will continue to occur at the 



Oracle Arena. 



Finally, the proposed office towers of the Project will generate lower GHG emissions due to 



greater building energy efficiency associated with the LEED Gold certification when compared 



to a similarly sized office buildings that are code-compliant. Emission reduction credits from the 



office electricity use are calculated by subtracting the code-compliant office energy emissions 



from the immediately adjacent office energy emissions. Code-compliant office energy emissions 



were calculated in CalEEMod® assuming 2013 Title 24 standards. Immediately adjacent office 



energy emissions were calculated by multiplying the annual electricity use by the PG&E 



emission factor. 



3.1.2. Natural Gas 



As was done in the Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters calculations, emission 



factors for CO2, CH4, and N2O from natural gas combustion were taken from CalEEMod® 



defaults. SSR, Sustainable Design and LEED consultants to the GSW, provided the natural gas 



demand for the Event Center. Emissions from the Event Center and GSW office space natural 



gas use are the product of the natural gas demand rate and the GHG emission factor. 



                                                 
8 Pacific Gas and Electric Company. 2013. Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers.  



April. Available online at  



http://www.pge.com/includes/docs/pdfs/shared/environment/calculator/pge_ghg_emission_factor_info_sheet.pdf. 





http://www.pge.com/includes/docs/pdfs/shared/environment/calculator/pge_ghg_emission_factor_info_sheet.pdf
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Finally, emissions from natural gas use at the Oracle Arena were calculated using the same 



methods described in Section 2; however, annual natural gas use was scaled down by 24%. 



This scaling accounts for the percentage of total events that will continue to occur at the Oracle 



Arena. 



3.2. Mobile 



Mobile source emissions for the Project are based on daily vehicle trip data provided by 



Adavant Consulting, the traffic consultant for the Project. One-way vehicle trips are provided 



separately at the Mission Bay Event Center for weekdays and weekends, and for various event 



scenarios: no events, basketball game event, and convention event. ENVIRON assumed the 



number of home games (assumed to be the same as the 2013-2014 season, 47) are distributed 



evenly between weekdays and weekends over a year. Trip generation associated with 45 



concerts and 55 family shows distributed throughout the year is approximated by the basketball 



event scenario (assumes 55 events occur on weekends and 45 occur on weekdays). 61 



convention events in a year are assumed to occur on weekdays, while the remaining days (157) 



are assumed to be “no event” days.  



The one-way trip length to the Event Center is conservatively assumed to be 25.2 miles, which 



is based on addresses of GSW season ticket holders. The average length of a trip to the GSW 



office, 8 miles, is the average CalEEMod default value for offices. 



Oracle Arena trips to account for non-game events that will still take place at that arena are 



calculated similarly to the calculations described in Section 2; however, a 50% scaling factor is 



applied to the spectator, vendor, and event staff trips to account for 50% of the non-game 



events (or 24% of total events) that will take place there. 



CO2 emission factors are from ARB's Statewide Emission Factors For Use With AB900 



Projects. The emissions for each event scenario are the product of vehicle trips per year, trip 



length, and weighted CO2 emission factor. 



Finally, the retail trips associated with the Project will result in lower GHG emissions due to 



internal trip capture when compared to trips generated by retail use of the same size that is not 



immediately adjacent to an event center. Emission reduction credits from retail trip linking are 



calculated by determining the difference in retail trips with and without internal trip capture. The 



difference can be seen in the Adavant Consulting traffic data for no event days versus event 



days. Emission credits were calculated by multiplying the annual reduction in vehicle miles 



traveled (VMT) due to internal trip capture and the CO2 emission factor. 



3.3. Waste 



Emissions from the transport and processing of solid waste were calculated using solid waste 



generation rates were obtained from the Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & 



Related Development Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the event center, GSW offices, 



and untransferred events at the existing Oracle Arena, as cited in the November 2014 NOP. 



Waste emissions were calculated using the same methods described in Section 2. A scaling 



factor of 24% was applied to waste emissions from the existing Oracle Arena to account for 



reduction in number of events. 
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3.4. Water 



As in the Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters calculations, emissions are estimated 



from the energy use associated with the supply, treatment, and distribution of water, as well as 



wastewater treatment. The emission factor described in the calculation methodology in Section 



2 was also used for this Project calculation. 



Project water use includes event center and GSW office water use, water used for landscaping, 



and facility washdown and cleaning; these usage rates were provided by the Project Water 



Demand Memorandum dated November 14, 2014. Water use emissions also include those from 



the existing Oracle arena, scaled to 24% of the original value to include only untransferred 



events. 



Emissions from water use are the product of the water use rate for each of the components 



described above and the emission factor. 



3.5. Area Sources 



The Project includes area sources such as architectural coatings and landscaping equipment. 



GHG emissions from area sources were estimated using CalEEMod® based on the type and 



size of land uses associated with the Oracle Arena and the GSW Oakland Headquarters. 



3.6. Stationary Sources 



Operation of standby emergency engines will result in direct emissions of GHGs. The Project 



includes the installation of two 1,500 kW diesel generators at the arena. Emissions are 



calculated as a product of engine horsepower, a CO2 emission factor of 526 g/hp-hr based on 



AP-42 for large stationary diesel engines, and a limit of 50 hours of operation for routine 



maintenance and testing by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 
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4. One-Time Emissions 



The one-time emissions from Project construction are shown in Table 6. Project construction will 



span 24 months, with total GHG emissions summing to 10,066 MT CO2e. Detailed calculations 



for the one-time emissions due to construction are in Exhibit H: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 



Calculations of the Application. 



Table 6: Construction Emissions 



Emission Source 
GHG Emissions [MT CO2e/yr] 



Year 1 Year 2 Total 



Offroad Equipment 3,997 1,358 5,355 



Construction Trips 2,355 2,355 4,711 



Total by Year 6,352 3,714 10,066 



 



4.1. Construction 



Greenhouse gas emissions from construction of the Project include emissions from offroad 



equipment and construction trips. Construction phasing was provided by the Project 



construction contractor. 



4.1.1. Offroad Equipment 



Project-specific construction equipment inventories that include details on the type, quantity, 



construction schedule, and hours of operation anticipated for each piece of equipment for each 



construction phase were provided by the GSW Construction Team, as shown in Table 3: 



Construction Equipment List in Exhibit H of the Application. ENVIRON estimated GHG 



emissions from construction equipment using methodologies consistent with CalEEMod®. 



Specifically, emissions are the product of the equipment horsepower, total hours of operation, 



load factor, and CO2 emission factor. 



4.1.2. Construction Trips 



GHG emissions from on-road construction trips were calculated using the total number of truck 



and worker trips provided by the GSW Construction Team, as shown in Table 5: Project 



Construction Trip Estimates in Exhibit H of the Application, and emission factors from ARB’s 



EMission FACtor model (EMFAC2011) model. For haul trucks, a 20-mile one-way trip length 



was used, based on CalEEMod® default truck trip lengths, and for vendor trucks a 7.3-mile trip 



length was used, based on the regional default vendor trip length from CalEEMod®. For worker 



trips, the regional default trip length of 12.4 miles from CalEEMod® was used. The CO2 emission 



factors were generated with the current version of the EMFAC2011, released on September 30, 



2011, and updated in January 2013. The model includes updated information on California’s car 



and truck fleets and travel activity. Emissions reported by the model were converted to units of 



grams of pollutant emitted per vehicle mile traveled (VMT) using the daily VMT for running 



emissions, or grams of pollutant emitted per trip for idling and starting emissions. 
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5. Comparison of Project to Oracle Arena and GSW 
Headquarters Emissions 



The comparison of the Oracle Arena and GSW Headquarters emissions and Project emissions 



between 2017 and 2035 is shown in Table 7. In 2017, Project emissions exceed Oracle Arena 



and GSW Headquarters emissions by 4,099 MT CO2e/year, but by 2035, with anticipated 



reductions from the RPS, Advanced Clean Cars (ACC), and fleet turnover, Project emissions 



are only 2,923 MT CO2e/year above Oracle Arena and GSW Headquarters emissions. 



The increase in Project emissions over the Oracle Arena and GSW Headquarters is small when 



considering the increased area and expected utilization of the Event Center. This represents a 



more efficient and sustainable Project given that the new Event Center will host more events on 



an annual basis and will allow spectators and residents to take advantage of nearby amenities 



and public transportation. 



Table 7. Comparison of GHG Emissions between Oracle Arena and GSW HQ versus the 
Event Center Project, 2017 - 2035 



GHG Emissions [MT 



CO2e/year]1 



Oracle 



Arena and 



GSW HQ 



Event Center 



Project 
Difference 



2017 15,034 19,133 4,099 



2018 14,780 18,813 4,032 



2019 14,527 18,493 3,966 



2020 14,253 18,139 3,886 



2021 14,049 17,854 3,805 



2022 13,815 17,529 3,714 



2023 13,553 17,163 3,611 



2024 13,348 16,879 3,530 



2025 13,086 16,513 3,427 



2026 12,881 16,228 3,347 



2027 12,677 15,944 3,267 



2028 12,502 15,700 3,198 



2029 12,356 15,497 3,140 



2030 12,210 15,293 3,083 



2031 12,093 15,131 3,037 



2032 12,006 15,009 3,003 



2033 11,918 14,887 2,968 



2034 11,860 14,806 2,946 



2035 11,802 14,724 2,923 
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While the Project emissions are higher than those at the Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland 



Headquarters, the GSW are committing to purchase carbon credits to offset the difference in 



GHG emissions. 



5.1. Project Sustainability Commitments 



Even though the Project anticipated event count exceeds those at the Oracle Arena by over 100 



events per year, and square footage is increased by 50%, emissions are reduced by 15% per 



square foot in 2017. This is in no small part due to aggressive energy and transportation 



efficiency efforts taken by the GSW. 



The Project will increase transportation efficiency by at least 10% compared to similar projects. 



The Project location, in close proximity to Muni Metro (adjacent to UCSF/Mission Bay Station) 



and Caltrain (0.7 miles to San Francisco Station), allows it to reduce on-road vehicle trips by 



making public transit an attractive option. The Central Subway Project will further improve public 



transit in the area by providing connections to downtown San Francisco with light-rail stops in 



South of Market, Yerba Buena, Union Square, and Chinatown. These transit centers connect 



the Project to the Peninsula (via bus, BART, and Caltrain), the North Bay (via bus and ferry), the 



East Bay (via bus, BART, and ferry), and San Francisco (via bus, Muni Metro, and BART). 



Exhibit C to Application provides more detail on the Project transportation efficiency. 



The new Event Center will increase energy efficiency to exceed the 2013 Title 24 building 



standards. This commitment allows the Project to achieve LEED Gold certification through a 



combination of design features and operational measures. 



5.2. Project GHG Reduction Strategies 



The GSW commit to purchasing GHG credits so there are no net additional GHG emissions 



associated with the Project. By purchasing offsets, the GSW will help the State achieve its GHG 



reduction targets under Assembly Bill 32 (AB32)  
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Abbreviations for Construction Emission Calculations:



ARB California Air Resources Board



CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model



CO2 Carbon dioxide



CO2e Carbon dioxide equivalent



DSL Diesel



GAS Gasoline



GHG Greenhouse gases



GSW Golden State Warriors



HHDT Heavy-Heavy Duty Trucks



HP Horsepower



LDA Light-Duty Auto



LDT Light-Duty Trucks



LF Load factor



MHDT Medium-Heavy Duty Trucks



MT Metric Ton
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Golden State Warriors Event Center
Table 1. Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions



Year 1 Year 2 Total
Offroad Equipment2 3,997 1,358 5,355
Construction Trips3 2,355 2,355 4,711
Total by Year 6,352 3,714 10,066



Notes:



References:
California Air Resources Board (ARB). 2011. EMFAC2011.
ARB. 2011. OFFROAD 2011.



GHG Emissions [MT CO2e/yr]1
Emission Source



3. Emissions from construction trips are conservatively based on  2015 emission factors from 
EMFAC2011, and are distributed evenly between 2015 and 2016.



2. Emissions based on construction phases provided by the Project construction contractor 
and emission factors from OFFROAD2011. 2015 emission factors were conservatively used 
to calculate emissions for the first twelve months of construction.



1. Emissions reflect construction of both the event center and the office towers.
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Table 2. Construction Phases



Phase Name Project Equipment at Site Equipment 
Quantity



Usage Hours 
per Workday



Equipment 
Start Month



Equipment End 
Month



Workdays per 
Week



Demolition/Mass Excavation Street Sweeper 2 7 1 10 5
Mass Excavation Large Excavator 3 7 1 3 5
Mass Excavation Scraper 3 7 1 3 5
Mass Excavation Wheel Loader 3 7 1 3 5
Mass Excavation Track Type Tractor Blde/Ripper 2 7 1 3 5



Rapid Impact Compaction Track type tractor with hammer 3 7 1 3 5
Pile Installation Drill Rig (for installation of Auger Cast piles) 4 7 2 4 5
Pile Installation Crawler Cranes 4 7 2 4 5
Pile Installation Large Forklifts 2 7 2 4 5
Pile Installation Bobcat or small excavators 4 7 2 4 5
Pile Installation Cutting and chopping saws 4 7 2 4 5



Shoring Cut off wall (CDSM) equipment 4 7 1 2 5
Shoring Drill Rig 2 7 2 4 5
Shoring Support Crane 2 7 2 4 5
Shoring Grout-mixing plant 2 7 2 4 5
Shoring Small Excavator 2 7 2 4 5



Building Construction (including arena) Concrete Boom Pumps 2 7 2 13 5
Building Construction (including arena) Bobcat 2 7 2 23 5
Building Construction (including arena) Small Excavator 2 7 2 23 5
Building Construction (including arena) Large Excavator 2 7 2 13 5
Building Construction (including arena) Crawler Cranes 4 7 3 16 5
Building Construction (including arena) Mobile Cranes 4 7 3 23 5
Building Construction (including arena) Grandall-type Forklifts 8 7 3 24 5
Building Construction (including arena) Cutting/chopping saws 15 7 3 24 5
Building Construction (including arena) Tile cutting saws 10 7 8 24 5
Building Construction (including arena) Drywall stud impact guns 25 7 8 20 5
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Table 3. Construction Equipment List



Phase 
ID Phase Project Equipment OFFROAD Equipment HP OFFROAD 



HP Bin
Tier HP 



Bin LF Quantity Total 
Hours



Calendar 
Year



Construction 
Year Fuel



1 Demolition/Mass Excavation Street Sweeper Sweepers/Scrubbers 285 500 300 0.4556 2 3042 2015 1 Diesel
2 Mass Excavation Large Excavator Excavators 523 750 600 0.3819 3 1369 2015 1 Diesel
2 Mass Excavation Scraper Scrapers 500 500 600 0.4824 3 1369 2015 1 Diesel
2 Mass Excavation Wheel Loader Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 211 250 300 0.3685 3 1369 2015 1 Diesel
2 Mass Excavation Track Type Tractor Blde/Ripper Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 150 175 175 0.3685 2 913 2015 1 Diesel
3 Rapid Impact Compaction Track type tractor with hammer Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 150 175 175 0.3685 3 1369 2015 1 Diesel
4 Pile Installation Drill Rig (for installation of Auger Cast piles) Bore/Drill Rigs 1205 9999 2000 0.5025 4 1825 2015 1 Diesel
4 Pile Installation Crawler Cranes Cranes 530 750 600 0.2881 4 1825 2015 1 Diesel
4 Pile Installation Large Forklifts Forklifts 93 120 120 0.201 2 913 2015 1 Diesel
4 Pile Installation Bobcat or small excavators Rubber Tired Loaders 71 120 75 0.3618 4 1825 2015 1 Diesel
4 Pile Installation Cutting and chopping saws Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 4 1825 2015 1 Electric
5 Shoring Drill Rig Bore/Drill Rigs 150 175 175 0.5025 2 913 2015 1 Diesel
5 Shoring Support Crane Cranes 530 750 600 0.2881 2 913 2015 1 Diesel
5 Shoring Grout-mixing plant Other Material Handling Equipment 20 50 25 0.3953 2 913 2015 1 Diesel
5 Shoring Small Excavator Excavators 71 120 75 0.3819 2 913 2015 1 Diesel
5 Shoring Cut off wall (CDSM) equipment Bore/Drill Rigs 150 175 175 0.5025 4 1217 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Concrete Boom Pumps Other Construction Equipment 480 500 600 0.4154 2 3346 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Bobcat Rubber Tired Loaders 71 120 75 0.3618 2 3346 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Small Excavator Excavators 404 500 600 0.3819 2 3346 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Large Excavator Excavators 523 750 600 0.3819 2 3346 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Crawler Cranes Cranes 530 750 600 0.2881 4 6083 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Mobile Cranes Cranes 530 750 600 0.2881 4 6083 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Grandall-type Forklifts Forklifts 93 120 120 0.201 8 12167 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Cutting/chopping saws Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 15 22813 2015 1 Electric
6 Building Construction (including arena) Tile cutting saws Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 10 7604 2015 1 Electric
6 Building Construction (including arena) Drywall stud impact guns Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 25 19010 2015 1 Electric
6 Building Construction (including arena) Concrete Boom Pumps Other Construction Equipment 480 500 600 0.4154 2 304 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Bobcat Rubber Tired Loaders 71 120 75 0.3618 2 3346 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Small Excavator Excavators 404 500 600 0.3819 2 3346 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Large Excavator Excavators 523 750 600 0.3819 2 304 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Crawler Cranes Cranes 530 750 600 0.2881 4 2433 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Mobile Cranes Cranes 530 750 600 0.2881 4 6692 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Grandall-type Forklifts Forklifts 93 120 120 0.201 8 14600 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Cutting/chopping saws Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 15 27375 2016 2 Electric
6 Building Construction (including arena) Tile cutting saws Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 10 18250 2016 2 Electric
6 Building Construction (including arena) Drywall stud impact guns Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 25 30417 2016 2 Electric
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Table 4. Offroad Equipment Activities and Emissions



Construction 
Year Phase ID Phase Project Equipment OFFROAD Equipment Total Hours HP OFFROAD HP 



Bin
Tier HP 



Bin Fuel Emissions Units Pollutant



1 1 Demolition/Mass Excavation Street Sweeper Sweepers/Scrubbers 3042 285 500 300 Diesel 494,825 lb CO2
1 2 Mass Excavation Large Excavator Excavators 1369 523 750 600 Diesel 342,521 lb CO2
1 2 Mass Excavation Scraper Scrapers 1369 500 500 600 Diesel 413,631 lb CO2
1 2 Mass Excavation Track Type Tractor Blde/Ripper Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 913 150 175 175 Diesel 63,194 lb CO2
1 2 Mass Excavation Wheel Loader Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1369 211 250 300 Diesel 133,338 lb CO2
1 3 Rapid Impact Compaction Track type tractor with hammer Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1369 150 175 175 Diesel 94,790 lb CO2
1 4 Pile Installation Bobcat or small excavators Rubber Tired Loaders 1825 71 120 75 Diesel 58,736 lb CO2
1 4 Pile Installation Crawler Cranes Cranes 1825 530 750 600 Diesel 349,135 lb CO2
1 4 Pile Installation Cutting and chopping saws Other Construction Equipment 1825 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
1 4 Pile Installation Drill Rig (for installation of Auger Cast piles) Bore/Drill Rigs 1825 1205 9999 2000 Diesel 1,384,513 lb CO2
1 4 Pile Installation Large Forklifts Forklifts 913 93 120 120 Diesel 21,371 lb CO2
1 5 Shoring Drill Rig Bore/Drill Rigs 913 150 175 175 Diesel 86,173 lb CO2
1 5 Shoring Grout-mixing plant Other Material Handling Equipment 913 20 50 25 Diesel 9,039 lb CO2
1 5 Shoring Small Excavator Excavators 913 71 120 75 Diesel 30,999 lb CO2
1 5 Shoring Support Crane Cranes 913 530 750 600 Diesel 174,567 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Bobcat Rubber Tired Loaders 3346 71 120 75 Diesel 107,682 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Concrete Boom Pumps Other Construction Equipment 3346 480 500 600 Diesel 835,840 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Crawler Cranes Cranes 6083 530 750 600 Diesel 1,163,783 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Cutting/chopping saws Other Construction Equipment 22813 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Drywall stud impact guns Other Construction Equipment 19010 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Grandall-type Forklifts Forklifts 12167 93 120 120 Diesel 284,945 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Large Excavator Excavators 3346 523 750 600 Diesel 837,272 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Mobile Cranes Cranes 6083 530 750 600 Diesel 1,163,783 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Small Excavator Excavators 3346 404 500 600 Diesel 646,765 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Tile cutting saws Other Construction Equipment 7604 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Bobcat Rubber Tired Loaders 3346 71 120 75 Diesel 107,682 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Concrete Boom Pumps Other Construction Equipment 304 480 500 600 Diesel 75,985 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Crawler Cranes Cranes 2433 530 750 600 Diesel 465,513 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Cutting/chopping saws Other Construction Equipment 27375 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Drywall stud impact guns Other Construction Equipment 30417 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Grandall-type Forklifts Forklifts 14600 93 120 120 Diesel 341,935 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Large Excavator Excavators 304 523 750 600 Diesel 76,116 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Mobile Cranes Cranes 6692 530 750 600 Diesel 1,280,161 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Small Excavator Excavators 3346 404 500 600 Diesel 646,765 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Tile cutting saws Other Construction Equipment 18250 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
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Table 5. Project Construction Trip Estimates



 Hauling 
Trips



 Vendor 
Trips



 Worker 
Trips



Entire Site
Demolition (Entire Site) 1 8 10 22 352 - 440
Excavation and Shoring (Entire Site) 3 300 25 66 39,600 - 3,300
Arena
Foundation & Below Grade 
Construction (Piles & Concrete) 6 20 100 131 - 5,240 26,200



Base Building 16 25 200 348 - 17,400 139,200
Exterior Finishing 10 25 50 218 - 10,900 21,800
Interior Finishing 18.5 30 150 402 - 24,120 120,600
Garage/Podium
Foundation & Below Grade 
Construction (Piles & Concrete) 6 20 50 131 - 5,240 13,100



Base Building 9 20 50 196 - 7,840 19,600
NW Tower
Base Building 8 15 40 174 - 5,220 13,920
Exterior Finishing 5 2 10 109 - 436 2,180
Interior Finishing 12 10 100 261 - 5,220 52,200
SW Tower
Base Building 8 15 40 174 - 5,220 13,920
Exterior Finishing 5 2 10 109 - 436 2,180
Interior Finishing 12 10 100 261 - 5,220 52,200
Entire Site
Street Improvements 5 10 40 109 - 2,180 8,720



39,952 94,672 489,560



Notes:
1. Proposed number of construction trucks and workers provided by Project Sponsor in a table titled "Summary of Construction Phases 
and Duration, and Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase," dated 11/25/2014.



Total Construction Trips



Total One-Way TripsNumber 
of Work 



Days
Phase Duration 



[months]



Average Number of 
Daily Construction 



Trucks1



Average Number of 
Daily Construction 



Workers1
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Table 6. Onroad Equipment Activities, Emission Factors and Emissions



Emission 
Factor2 



[g/mile]



Emissions 
[lb]



Emission 
Factor3 



[g/hr-
vehicle]



Emissions 
[lb]



Emission 
Factor2 



[g/one-way 
trip]



Emissions 
[lb]



2015 Worker LDA GAS 50% 489,560 12.4 319 2,131,413 0 0 65 34,846



2015 Worker LDT1 GAS 25% 489,560 12.4 380 1,272,229 0 0 76 20,463



2015 Worker LDT2 GAS 25% 489,560 12.4 458 1,531,579 0 0 91 24,623



2015 Vendor T6 DSL 50% 94,672 7.3 1,155 879,662 7,308 63,551 0 0



2015 Vendor T7 DSL 50% 94,672 7.3 1,711 1,303,415 6,854 59,609 0 0



2015 Hauling T7 DSL 100% 39,952 20 1,711 3,013,955 6,854 50,311 0 0



Notes:



3. Idling exhaust emission factors are based on EMFAC2011 Idling Emission Rates (ARB 2012). Idling is assumed to occur for 5 minutes per one-way trip.



References:
California Air Resources Board (ARB). 2011. EMFAC2011.
ARB. 2012. EMFAC2011 Idling Emission Rates. Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/emfac2011_idling_emission_rates.xlsx



2. Running exhaust and starting exhaust emission factors are based on EMFAC2011 for San Francisco County. 



Running Exhaust Idling Exhaust Starting Exhaust



1. CalEEMod default vehicle mix of light-duty auto (LDA), light-duty truck type 1 (LDT1), and light-duty truck type 2 (LDT2) for worker trips; mix of medium heavy-duty 
vehicles (MHDT or T6) and heavy heavy-duty trucks (HHDT or T7) for vendor trips; and all HHDT for hauling trips.



Site
Emission 



Factor 
Year



Trip Type1 Vehicle 
Type1



Mission 
Bay



CO2 Emission Factor and Emissions



Fuel
% of 



Fleet1
Total One-
way Trips



One-way 
Trip 



Length



9











GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event 
Center & Ancillary Development 



Operational GHG Emission Calculations
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Abbreviations for Operational Emission Calculations:
AB Assembly Bill
ANDOC Anaerobically Degradable Carbon
ARB (California) Air Resources Board
AWWA American Water Works Association
CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model
CEC California Energy Commission
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CH4 Methane
CO2 Carbon dioxide
CO2e Carbon dioxide equivalent
EF Emission factor
EIR Environmental Impact Report
GHG Greenhouse gases
GSF Gross square feet
GSW Golden State Warriors
HQ Headquarters
IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
kBTU Thousand British Thermal Units
KSF Thousand square feet
LDA Light-Duty Auto
LDT Light-Duty Trucks
LHD Light-Heavy Duty (Trucks)
MCY Motorcycles
MDV Medium-Duty Trucks
MMBtu Million British Thermal Units
MT Metric Ton
MWh Megawatt-hour
N2O Nitrous oxide
NOP Notice of Preparation
OBUS Other Buses
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company
SF Square feet
SOV Single Occupancy Vehicle
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled
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Golden State Warriors Event Center
Operational GHG Emissions Summary



Table 1. Project Description



Element



First Operational Year 
Considered
Oracle Arena



GSW Games
1



Non-game Events
2



Mission Bay Event Center
GSW Games



1



Non-game Events
3



GSW Headquarters



Table 2. Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters 2017 GHG Emissions



Energy Mobile Area1 Waste Water Generators
Oracle Arena



(47 games and 42 events) 1,413 12,388 91 517 -



GSW Headquarters 258 365 2 1 -
Sub-Total 1,671 12,753 0.010 92 518 -



Total 15,034



Table 3. Event Center Project 2017 GHG Emissions



Energy Mobile Area4 Waste Water Generators
Oracle Arena
(21 events) 333 2,280 0.010 21 122 -



Mission Bay Event Center
(47 games and 161 events) 748 16,741 0.014 136 23



GSW Headquarters 74 104 4.7E-04 4.6 0.66
Parking and Loading4 446 - 0.0090 - -
Credit due to Energy 



Efficiency -646 - - - - -



Credit due to Trip Linking - -1,362 - - - -
Sub-Total 956 17,764 0.033 162 145 106



Total 19,133



Notes:



106



GHG Emissions [MT 
CO2e/year]



Emission Source



0.010



GHG Emissions
[MT CO2e/year]



Emission Source



4. GHG emissions from parking and area sources are based on CalEEMod runs. Emission calculations for other sources can be 
found in subsequent tables.



1. Number of GSW games in both scenarios is based on the 2013-2014 season. Averages for the previous years were skewed by 
the 2011 NBA lockout.



Event Center ProjectOracle Arena and GSW 
Oakland Headquarters



2017 2017



100%, 47 games No games
500 KSF 500 KSF



3. Number of non-game events at Mission Bay Event Center is based on the Notice of Preparation dated 11/19/2014.



Oakland Mission Bay, 25 KSF



100%, 42 events 50%, 21 events



- 100%, 161 events



- 750 KSF
- 100%, 47 games



2. Number of non-game events at Oracle Arena is based on the schedule from recent years. In the Event Center Project scenario, 
half of the non-game events are assumed to remain at Oracle Arena while the other half are transferred to the Mission Bay Event 
Center.
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Operational GHG Emissions Summary



Table 4. Annual Energy Emissions, Mobile Emissions, and Credits



Energy Mobile Energy Mobile
Credit due to 



Energy 
Efficiency



Credit due to 
Trip Linking



2017 1,671 12,753 1,602 19,125 -646 -1,362
2018 1,621 12,549 1,559 18,819 -639 -1,340
2019 1,572 12,344 1,517 18,512 -632 -1,318
2020 1,532 12,111 1,483 18,162 -627 -1,293
2021 1,532 11,907 1,483 17,856 -627 -1,271
2022 1,532 11,673 1,483 17,506 -627 -1,246
2023 1,532 11,411 1,483 17,112 -627 -1,218
2024 1,532 11,206 1,483 16,806 -627 -1,196
2025 1,532 10,944 1,483 16,412 -627 -1,168
2026 1,532 10,739 1,483 16,105 -627 -1,147
2027 1,532 10,535 1,483 15,799 -627 -1,125
2028 1,532 10,360 1,483 15,536 -627 -1,106
2029 1,532 10,214 1,483 15,318 -627 -1,090
2030 1,532 10,068 1,483 15,099 -627 -1,075
2031 1,532 9,951 1,483 14,924 -627 -1,062
2032 1,532 9,864 1,483 14,792 -627 -1,053
2033 1,532 9,776 1,483 14,661 -627 -1,044
2034 1,532 9,718 1,483 14,574 -627 -1,037
2035 1,532 9,660 1,483 14,486 -627 -1,031



Table 5. Annual Operational Emissions



2017 15,034 19,133 4,099
2018 14,780 18,813 4,032
2019 14,527 18,493 3,966
2020 14,253 18,139 3,886
2021 14,049 17,854 3,805
2022 13,815 17,529 3,714
2023 13,553 17,163 3,611
2024 13,348 16,879 3,530
2025 13,086 16,513 3,427
2026 12,881 16,228 3,347
2027 12,677 15,944 3,267
2028 12,502 15,700 3,198
2029 12,356 15,497 3,140
2030 12,210 15,293 3,083
2031 12,093 15,131 3,037
2032 12,006 15,009 3,003
2033 11,918 14,887 2,968
2034 11,860 14,806 2,946
2035 11,802 14,724 2,923



Notes:
1. GHG emissions reflect all source categories including energy, mobile, area, waste, water, and generators. Emissions from all 
sources except energy and mobile are assumed to remain constant in future years.



GHG Emissions [MT 
CO2e/year]1



Event Center Project



Oracle Arena 
and GSW HQ



Event Center 
Project Difference



GHG Emissions [MT 
CO2e/year]



Oracle Arena and GSW HQ
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Energy Use GHG Emision Estimates
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Energy Use GHG Emissions Estimates



Determination of Emission Factors



Global Warming Potentials (IPCC 1995)
CH4 Global Warming Potential 21
N2O Global Warming Potential 310



Electricity Use Emission Factor



N2O Emission 
Factor2



[lb N2O/MWh] [lb CO2e/MWh] [MT CO2e/MWh]
2017 352 0.159
2018 331 0.150
2019 310 0.140
2020 293 0.133



Natural Gas Use Emission Factor2



Natural Gas CO2 Emission Factor 117.6 lb CO2/MMBtu
CH4 Emission Factor 0.0023 lb CH4/MMBtu
N2O Emission Factor 0.0022 lb N2O/MMBtu
Weighted Greenhouse Gas Emission Factor 118.4 lb CO2e/MMBtu



0.0054 MT CO2e/therm



Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland HQ GHG Emission Calculations



Energy Use Calculations



Annual Electricity 
Use4



Natural Gas Use 
Rate3



Annual Natural 
Gas Use4



[MWh/yr] [kBTU/sq ft-yr] [therm/yr]
Oracle Arena 4,325 27.0 134,800
GSW Headquarters 875 - 22,000



Annual Emission Calculations



Electricity Total Electricity Natural Gas Total
2017 690 1,413 140 118 258
2018 648 1,372 131 118 249
2019 607 1,331 123 118 241
2020 574 1,298 116 118 234



Notes:
1. Based on PG&E 2013.
2. Based on CalEEMod.



4. GSW Headquarters electricity and natural gas use based on actual receipts.



307
290



0.029



Venue
Area Electricity Use Rate3



[sq ft] [kWh/sq ft-yr]



GSW Headquarters Emissions [MT/yr]



Natural Gas



Weighted Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Factor



724
724



500,000 8.7
--



0.00617



PG&E Electricity CO2 



Emission Factor1 CH4 Emission Factor2



[lb CO2/MWh] [lb CH4/MWh]
349
328



724
724



Year



3. Based on historical CalEEMod energy intensities for the Arena land use, which reflect 2005 Title 24 standards.



Year
Oracle Arena Emissions [MT/yr]
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Energy Use GHG Emissions Estimates



Project GHG Emission Calculations



Electricity Use Emissions Calculations



Annual 
Electricity Use



[MWh/yr]
Event Center1 750,000 sq ft - 3,109
GSW Office2 25,000 sq ft 12.8 kWh/sq ft-yr - 320
Oracle Arena (scaled)3 500,000 sq ft 8.7 kWh/sq ft-yr 24% 1,021



Natural Gas Use Emissions Calculations



Annual Natural 
Gas Use



[therm/yr]
Event Center1 750,000 sq ft - 47,087
GSW Office2 25,000 sq ft 17.1 kBTU/sq ft-yr - 4,263
Oracle Arena (scaled)3 500,000 sq ft 27.0 kBTU/sq ft-yr 24% 31,807



Annual Emission Calculations



Electricity Electricity Natural Gas Electricity Natural Gas
2017 496 51 23 163 171
2018 466 48 23 153 171
2019 436 45 23 143 171
2020 412 42 23 135 171



Venue Area Natural Gas Use Rate Scaling 
Percentage



-



Year
Natural Gas



253
253
253
253



Event Center Emissions [MT/yr] GSW Office Emissions [MT/yr] Oracle Arena (Scaled) Emissions 
[MT/yr]



Scaling 
Percentage



-



Venue Area Electricity Use Rate
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Energy Use GHG Emissions Estimates



Office Tower Emission Reduction



Annual 
Electricity 



Use
[MWh/yr]



Office1 580,000 sq ft 6,695



Annual Emission Reduction at Office Towers



2017 -646
2018 -639
2019 -632
2020 -627



Notes:



References:



California Energy Commission. 2013. Impact Analysis. California’s 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards.
Available online at http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013publications/CEC-400-2013-008/CEC-400-2013-008.pdf?_sm_au_=iVVRz3FV2dMBFjr2



California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). Available online at http://www.caleemod.com/



Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 1995. Second Assessment Report.
Available at http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/sar/wg_I/ipcc_sar_wg_I_full_report.pdf



Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). 2013. Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers.
Available online at http://www.pge.com/includes/docs/pdfs/shared/environment/calculator/pge_ghg_emission_factor_info_sheet.pdf



Year



1. Annual energy use provided by SSR in the document titled "100% Schematic Design Sustainability Narrative." No natural gas 
consumption is expected at the office towers, which will use electric heating.



Project Office Energy 
Emissions [MT/yr]



1068
1004
940
888



1,714
1,643
1,572
1,515



4. Based on CalEEMod runs. Title 24 electricity and natural gas components were further reduced by 21.8% and 16.8%, 
respectively, to account for 2013 Standards (CEC 2013).



Venue Area



2. Based on default CalEEMod energy intensities for the arena land use. Title 24 components for electricity and natural gas were further 
reduced by 21.8% and 16.8%, respectively, to account for 2013 Standards (CEC 2013).



3. Oracle Arena will continue to operate without GSW games and with 50% of the baseline non-game events. Thus, the emissions were 
scaled by 24%, the percentage of all events that will continue to occur at the Oracle Arena. 



Emission Credit 
[MT/yr]



Code-Compliant 
Office Energy 



Emissions [MT/yr]4
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Mobile Source GHG Emision Estimates
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Mobile Source GHG Emissions Estimates



Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland HQ Vehicle Trips Calculation



Employee Commute/ Non-Commute Trips



Scenario Total Employees1 Total Driving 
Employees2 % SOV3 % Carpool3



Carpool 
Density 
[people/ 
vehicle]4



One-way 
Trips/



Roundtrip



Total Vehicle 
Trips per Day



Average 
operating 
days per 



year5



Total 
Vehicle 



Trips per 
Year



Oracle Arena Operations Employees 71 55 86% 14% 2 2 103 260 26,859
GSW Headquarters Employees 150 128 94% 6% 2 2 248 260 64,350



Notes:



4. A carpool density of two people per vehicle is assumed to be conservative.
5. Assumes 5 days per week for 52 weeks per year.



Spectator Trips



Scenario
Total Spectators Per 



Event1
Total Driving 
Spectators2 % SOV3 % Carpool3



Carpool 
Density 
[people/
vehicle]3



One-way 
Trips/



Roundtrip



Total Vehicle 
Trips per 



Event



Event Days 
per Year4



Total 
Vehicle 



Trips per 
Year



Oracle Arena Game Spectators 18,250 16,250 20% 80% 3 2 15,167 47 712,833
Oracle Arena Non-game Event Spectators 9,125 9,125 20% 80% 3 2 8,517 42 357,700



Notes:



3. The carpool assumptions are conservative in that 20% of the driving spectators would drive alone, while the remaining 80% would carpool at a density of 3 people per vehicle.
4. Number of GSW games is based on the 2013-2014 season and number of non-game events is based on four-year averages (2010-2013).



Vendor and Event Staff Trips



Scenario Total Staff Per Event1 Total Driving Staff2 % SOV3 % Carpool3
Carpool 
Density 
[people/ 
vehicle]4



One-way 
Trips/



Roundtrip



Total Vehicle 
Trips per 



Event



Event Days 
per Year5



Total 
Vehicle 



Trips per 
Year



Oracle Arena Game Event Staff 1,013 791 86% 14% 2 2 1,474 47 69,274
Oracle Arena Non-game Event Staff 645 504 86% 14% 2 2 939 42 39,419



Notes:
1. Actual numbers of game event and non-game event staff were used.



4. The minimum carpool density of two people per vehicle is assumed.
4. Number of GSW games is based on the 2013-2014 season and number of non-game events is based on recent years (2010-2013).



3. Oracle Arena employees SOV and carpool rates from Bay Area Census data. GSW Headquarters SOV and carpool rates from Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW.



2. A 78.1% driving rate was assumed for the vendor and event staff according to the most recent Bay Area Census data (http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/bayarea.htm). 
GSW employees who drive based on a 85% driving rate according to Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW.
3. SOV and carpool rates from Bay Area Census data.



1. Actual number of Oracle Arena Operations employees was used. Number of existing GSW employees at the Oakland headquarters is based on the Project Notice of Preparation dated 11/19/2014.



2. A 78.1% driving rate was assumed for the Oracle Arena employees according to the most recent Bay Area Census data (http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/bayarea.htm). GSW employees who drive 
based on a 85% driving rate according to Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW.



1. Average spectator count and transit riders from Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW. 
2. Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW, estimated that 2,000 of the total spectators take public transit or taxis per event.
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Mobile Source GHG Emissions Estimates



Oracle Arena and GSW HQ GHG Emission Calculations



Trip Type Scenario Total Vehicle Trips 
per Year



Trip Length 
[mile]



Total VMT 
[mile/year]



Oracle Arena operations 
employees 26,859 9.5 255,163



GSW Headquarters 64,350 9.5 611,325
Oracle Arena operations 
employees 26,859 3 80,578



GSW Headquarters 64,350 3 193,050
Oracle Arena game 
spectators 712,833 25 17,963,400



Oracle Arena non-game 
event spectators 357,700 25 9,014,040



Oracle Arena game 
vendors and event staff 69,274 9.5 658,103



Oracle Arena non-game 
event vendors and event 
staff



39,419 9.5 374,479



Opposing Team Bus Trips5,6 Oracle Arena Opposing 
Team Bus trips 141 18 2,468



Delivery Trips7,8 GSW Headquarters 4,160 7.3 30,368
28,348,231



834,743



Arena GSW HQ Total
2017 437 12,388 365 12,753
2018 430 12,190 359 12,549
2019 423 11,991 353 12,344
2020 415 11,765 346 12,111
2021 408 11,566 341 11,907
2022 400 11,339 334 11,673
2023 391 11,084 326 11,411
2024 384 10,886 321 11,206
2025 375 10,631 313 10,944
2026 368 10,432 307 10,739
2027 361 10,234 301 10,535
2028 355 10,064 296 10,360
2029 350 9,922 292 10,214
2030 345 9,780 288 10,068
2031 341 9,667 285 9,951
2032 338 9,582 282 9,864
2033 335 9,497 280 9,776
2034 333 9,440 278 9,718
2035 331 9,383 276 9,660



Notes:



5. Annual vehicle trips based on 1.5 bus trips per game, 2 trips per round trip and 47 events per year. Count of opposing team bus trips from Ben Draa, Senior Financial 
Analyst, GSW.
6. Trip length is the driving distance from Union Square, San Francisco, where the Opposing Team is assumed to stay, to Oracle Arena.



1. CalEEMod Default Trip Length for Commercial-Worker trips in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin.
2. Non-commute trips are assumed to have a trip length of 3 miles.



Vendor and Event Staff Trips1,4



9. From ARB's Statewide Emission Factors For Use With AB 900 Projects.



7. Annual vehicle trips based on a daily delivery count of 8 from Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW. Assume 5 days per week for 52 weeks per year.
8. CalEEMod Default Trip Length for Commercial-Nonwork trips in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin.



Total Oracle Arena VMT [miles/year]
Total GSW Office VMT [miles/year]



Year
Emission Factor 



[g/mile]9



Spectator Trips3



Employee Commute Trips1



Employee Non-Commute Trips2



Emissions [MT/yr]



3. Trip length is an estimation based on season ticket holder addresses. Season ticket holders account for approximately 60% of seating at Warrior games.
4. Annual vehicle trips based on number of vendors at each event and total number of event days per year.
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Mobile Source GHG Emissions Estimates



Project GHG Emission Calculations



Event Center GSW Office Event Center GSW Office Event Center GSW Office
Basketball Event Days 8,715 21 23 5,051,214 3,883
Concert Event Days 8,715 21 55 12,078,990 9,285
No Event Days 55 21 26 36,036 4,389
Basketball Event Days 8,589 105 24 5,194,627 20,233
Concert Event Days 8,589 105 45 9,739,926 37,938
Convention Event Days 3,921 105 61 6,027,361 51,427
No Event Days 55 105 131 181,566 110,441



38,309,720 237,595



Trip Type4 Scenario Total Vehicle Trips 
per Year4



Trip Length 
[mile]4 Scaling %5 Total VMT 



[mile/year]



Employee Commute Trips Oracle Arena operations 
employees 26,859 9.5 - 255,163



Employee Non-Commute Trips Oracle Arena operations 
employees 26,859 3 - 80,578



Spectator Trips Oracle Arena non-game 
event spectators 357,700 25 50% 4,507,020



Vendor and Event Staff Trips
Oracle Arena non-game 
event vendors and event 
staff



39,419 9.5 50% 374,479



5,217,240



Arena GSW Office Oracle Arena 
(scaled) Total



2017 437 16,741 104 2,280 19,125
2018 430 16,473 102 2,243 18,819
2019 423 16,205 101 2,207 18,512
2020 415 15,899 99 2,165 18,162
2021 408 15,630 97 2,129 17,856
2022 400 15,324 95 2,087 17,506
2023 391 14,979 93 2,040 17,112
2024 384 14,711 91 2,003 16,806
2025 375 14,366 89 1,956 16,412
2026 368 14,098 87 1,920 16,105
2027 361 13,830 86 1,883 15,799
2028 355 13,600 84 1,852 15,536
2029 350 13,408 83 1,826 15,318
2030 345 13,217 82 1,800 15,099
2031 341 13,064 81 1,779 14,924
2032 338 12,949 80 1,763 14,792
2033 335 12,834 80 1,748 14,661
2034 333 12,757 79 1,737 14,574
2035 331 12,681 79 1,727 14,486



Notes:
1. Daily vehicle trips provided by Adavant Consulting. GSW office trips are based on values for total office space scaled by GSW office square footage.
2. ENVIRON conservatively assumed daily concert vehicle trips to be the same as daily basketball event trips.



Mission Bay, Weekend Trips



Trip Type



3. It is assumed that half of the games will take place on weekends. Vehicle generation associated with all concert and family show events is approximated by concert trips, 
while the other 61 events are assumed to be convention events on weekdays.



Emission Factor 
[g/mile]6Year



Scenario
Days Per 



Year3
Daily One-way Vehicle Trips1,2 Total VMT [mile/yr]



Total Oracle Arena VMT [miles/year]



Trip Length [mile]4



25 8.0



Total Annual VMT [mile/year]



Mission Bay, Weekday Trips



Emissions [MT/yr]



5. Oracle Arena will continue to operate without GSW games and with 50% of the baseline non-game events. Thus, the VMT for non-game event trips was scaled by 50%.
4. For details on trip types and lengths, refer to Table Oracle Arena and GSW HQ GHG Emission Calculations above. 



6. From ARB's Statewide Emission Factors For Use With AB 900 Projects.
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Mobile Source GHG Emissions Estimates



GHG Internal Trip Reduction



Retail with Internal 
Trip Capture



Retail without 
Internal Trip 



Capture
Basketball Event Days 3,106 5,313 23 385,325
Concert Event Days 3,106 5,313 55 921,430
No Event Days 5,313 5,313 26 0
Basketball Event Days 2,560 4,393 24 333,942
Concert Event Days 2,560 4,393 45 626,141
Convention Event Days 2,560 4,393 61 848,769
No Event Days 4,393 4,393 131 0



Total Reduction in VMT [mile/year] 3,115,608



2017 437 -1,362
2018 430 -1,340
2019 423 -1,318
2020 415 -1,293
2021 408 -1,271
2022 400 -1,246
2023 391 -1,218
2024 384 -1,196
2025 375 -1,168
2026 368 -1,147
2027 361 -1,125
2028 355 -1,106
2029 350 -1,090
2030 345 -1,075
2031 341 -1,062
2032 338 -1,053
2033 335 -1,044
2034 333 -1,037
2035 331 -1,031



Notes:



References



Bay Area Census. 2013. Selected Census Data from the San Francisco Bay Area.
Available online at http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/bayarea.htm



California Air Resources Board (ARB). 2014. Statewide Emission Factors For Use With AB 900 Projects. April.



California Air Resources Board (ARB). 2011. EMission FACtor Model (EMFAC2011).
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Available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/clean_cars/clean_cars_ab1085/lev3-inv-dbase_v9h.accdb



3. Average CalEEMod Trip Length of 7.6 miles for restaurant and shopping land uses in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, weighted by square footage.



Days Per 
Year2



Daily One-way Vehicle Trips1



Trip Type Project Scenario



Year
Emission Factor 



[g/mile]4
Emission Credit 



[MT/yr]



Reduction in 
VMT [mile/yr]3



1. Daily vehicle trips for "Retail with Internal Trip Capture" provided by Adavant Consulting. "Event day" trips increased to equal "No Event Days" for "Retail without Internal 
Trip Capture" to account for the increase in retail trips that would occur if the Arena and retail were not colocated. 



Mission Bay, Weekend Trips



Mission Bay, Weekday Trips



4. From ARB's Statewide Emission Factors For Use With AB 900 Projects.



2. It is assumed that half of the games will take place on weekends. Vehicle generation associated with all concert and family show events is approximated by concert trips, 
while the other 61 events are assumed to be convention events on weekdays.
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Solid Waste Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates
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Solid Waste Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates



Determination of Emission Factor



Calculate the amount of Anaerobically Degradable Carbon (ANDOC) In 1 metric ton (MT) of solid waste



Input Notes



ANDOC Content of Municipal Solid Waste 7.7% [1]



Total ANDOC in 1 MT waste 0.077 MT ANDOC/MT 
waste Calculated



Calculate the amount of uncaptured and unoxidized ANDOC in 1 MT waste



Input Notes
Captured Portion of Landfill Gas 85% [1]
Uncaptured Portion of Landfill Gas 15% [1]
Oxidized Portion of Carbon in the Landfill 
Cap 10% [1]



Unoxidized Portion of Carbon in the 
Landfill Cap 90% [1]



Uncaptured and unoxidized ANDOC 1.04E-02 MT ANDOC/MT 
waste Calculated



Calculate the amount of uncaptured and unoxidized ANDOC in 1 MT waste



Input Notes
Captured Portion of Landfill Gas 85% [1]
Uncaptured Portion of Landfill Gas 15% [1]
Controlled Portion of Captured Landfill 
Gas 99% [1]



Uncontrolled Portion of Captured Landfill 
Gas 1% [1]



Captured and uncontrolled ANDOC 6.55E-04 MT ANDOC/MT 
waste Calculated



Value



Value



Value
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Solid Waste Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates
Calculate methane (CH4) emissions from uncaptured and unoxidized, and captured and uncontrolled ANDOC in carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e)



Input Notes



Total ANDOC available for release 1.10E-02 MT ANDOC/MT 
waste Calculated



Portion of Landfill Gas released as CH4 50% [1]
Portion of Landfill Gas released as CO2 50% [1]



100-year Global Warming Potential of CH4 21 g CO2e/g CH4 [2]



Molecular Weight for CH4 16.04 g/mol CH4 -
Molecular Weight for C 12.01 g/mol C -



CO2e Emission Factor 0.155
MT CO2e/MT 
waste -



Notes:
1. California Air Resources Board. 2012. Email between Webster Tasat of the California Air Resources Board and Catherine Mukai of ENVIRON, 20 November 2012.
2. Based on IPCC 1995.



Oracle Arena and GSW HQ Emission Calculations



CO2e EF Emissions
[MT CO2e/MT waste] [MT CO2e/yr]



Oracle Arena 1.29 tons/1000 sf-yr 0.155 91



Diversion 
Rate4 CO2e EF Emissions



[%] [MT CO2e/MT waste] [MT CO2e/yr]
GSW Headquarters 35% 0.155 2



Notes:



2. Waste generation from Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW.
3. Average for Services - Business Services, from CalRecycle (http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteChar/DispRate.htm).
4. Calculated diversion rate based on information provided by Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW.



Use
[lb/cubic yard]



87



Mass of Waste 
Generated



[lb/year]
40,060



1. From the Notice of Preparation dated 11/19/2014. Based on factors used in the Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & Related Development EIR, 2013.



Value



93,000
[gallons/year]



Volume of Waste Generated2 Waste Density3



500,000



Solid Waste Generation
[tons/yr]



645



Use
Square Footage Solid Waste Generation 



Rate1[square feet]
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Solid Waste Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates



Project Emission Calculations



CO2e EF Emissions



[MT CO2e/MT waste] [MT CO2e/yr]
Event Center 1.29 tons/1000 sf-yr - 136
GSW Office Space3 1 lb/100 sf-d - 5
Untransferred Events at Oracle Arena4 1.29 tons/1000 sf-yr 24% 21



Total Emissions: 162



Notes:



References:



Available online at http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/Publications/Documents/Disposal%5C34106006.pdf.



Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 1995. Second Assessment Report.
Available at http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/sar/wg_I/ipcc_sar_wg_I_full_report.pdf



CalRecycle. 2006. Waste Disposal and Diversion Findings for Selected Industry Groups. June.



Use



1. From the Notice of Preparation dated 11/19/2014.



Square Footage1



[square feet]
750,000



Solid Waste Generation 
Rate2



0.155



Scaling 
Percentage



500,000



Solid Waste 
Generation



[tons/yr]
968
3325,000



645



4. Oracle Arena will continue to operate without GSW games and with 50% of the baseline non-game events. Thus, the emissions were scaled by 24%, the percentage of all events 
that will continue to occur at the Oracle Arena. 



2. Based on factors used in the Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & Related Development EIR, 2013.
3. GSW office assumed to operate 260 days a year.
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Water Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates
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Water Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates



Determination of Emission Factor



Stage
State Average (ton 



CO2/acre-foot)
Supply 0.6
Treatment 0.01
Distribution 0.1
Wastewater 0.1
End Use 1.7
Total 2.51
Total Excluding End Use 0.81



Conversion Factors
1 acre-foot = 325,851 gal
1 Mgal = 1,000,000 gal
1 MT CO2 = 1 MT CO2e



Emission factor for indirect GHG emissions from water: 2.255 MT CO2e/Mgal



Oracle Arena and GSW HQ Emission Calculations



Water Use Rate1 Area
Annual Water 



Use2
Emission 



Factor
Emissions



[gal/1000 sq ft-yr] [sq ft] [Mgal/yr] [MT CO2e/Mgal] [MT CO2e/yr]



Oracle Arena 458,266 500,000 229 517
GSW Headquarters - - 0.465 1



Total Emissions: 518



Notes:
1. Based on data from the "Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water" report (AWWA Research Foundation 2000).
2. GSW Headquarters water use based on information provided by Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW. 



Excerpt of Table A4-6 of Implementing a Public Goods Charge for Water, 2020 GHG emissions per acre-foot of urban water in 
California (p. 32 of 48 of pdf)



Venue



2.255
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Water Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates



Project Emission Calculations



Water Use Rate1 CO2e EF Emissions



[Mgal/yr] [MT CO2e/Mgal] [MT CO2e/yr]



Event Center (includes GSW office) 9.1 21
Landscape 0.54 1.2
Washdown & Facility Cleaning 0.76 1.7



24



Water Use Rate2 Area
Annual Water 



Use
Emission 



Factor
Emissions



[gal/1000 sq ft-yr] [sq ft] [Mgal/yr] [MT CO2e/Mgal] [MT CO2e/yr]



Untransferred Events at Oracle Arena3 458,266 500,000 229 24% 2.255 122



Notes:
1. Based on Project Water Demand Memorandum dated November 14, 2014.
2. Based on data from the "Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water" report (AWWA Research Foundation 2000).



References:
American Water Works Association Research Foundation. 2000. Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water.



California Public Utilities Commission. 2010. Implementing a Public Goods Charge for Water
Available online at http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/docs/cwpu2009/0310final/v4c02a19_cwp2009.pdf



Project Component



Total Emissions: 



2.255



3. Oracle Arena will continue to operate without GSW games and with 50% of the baseline non-game events. Thus, the emissions were scaled by 
24%, the percentage of all events that will continue to occur at the Oracle Arena. 



Venue
Scaling 



Percentage
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Generator GHG Emissions Estimates
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Generator GHG Emissions Estimates



Project Emission Calculations



Operation1
CO2 



Emission 
Factors2



CO2 



Emissions



[kW] [hp] [hr/yr] [g/bhp-hr] [MT/yr]
Mission Bay



Arena Standby Emergency 1,500 2,012 diesel 50 53
Arena Standby Emergency 1,500 2,012 diesel 50 53



Total Emissions: 106



Notes:



2. CO2 emission factor based on AP-42 (USEPA 1995).



References:



Available online at:  http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/ch03/final/c03s04.pdf



USEPA. 1995. AP 42, Volume I, Fifth Edition. §3.4. Large Stationary Diesel and All Stationary Dual-
Fuel Engines.  



1. Operation for routine maintenance and testing is conservatively assumed to be 50 hours per year, 
the maximum allowable by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.



Location Size Fuel 
Type



526
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              CalEEMod Run Output
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Project Characteristics - CO2 intensity based on PG&E forecasting for Year 2017.



Land Use - Lot Acreage is CalEEMod default. ENVIRON did not modify lot acreage because it is only used for calculating construction emissions and the 
purpose of this run is to calculate area source emissions.



Architectural Coating - 



Vechicle Emission Factors - 



Vechicle Emission Factors - 



Vechicle Emission Factors - 



Energy Use - 



Construction Phase - Construction emissions determined outside of CalEEMod



Off-road Equipment - 



San Francisco County, Annual



GSW No Project Arena



1.1 Land Usage



Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population



General Office Building 16.00 1000sqft 0.37 16,000.00 0



Arena 500.00 1000sqft 160.71 500,000.00 0



1.2 Other Project Characteristics



Urbanization



Climate Zone



Urban



5



Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)4.6 64



1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data



1.0 Project Characteristics



Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company



2017Operational Year



CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



349 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 2/6/2015 5:08 PMPage 1 of 13
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2.0 Emissions Summary



2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 2.2848 5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Energy 0.0710 0.6453 0.5421 3.8700e-
003



0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0000 1,392.257
4



1,392.257
4



0.0708 0.0247 1,401.412
3



Mobile 2.1489 1.2957 9.4179 4.5900e-
003



0.1603 0.0113 0.1715 0.0435 0.0104 0.0538 0.0000 344.7456 344.7456 0.0303 0.0000 345.3826



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 5.8137 0.0000 5.8137 0.3436 0.0000 13.0288



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 69.2339 195.5137 264.7476 7.1272 0.1713 467.5124



Total 4.5046 1.9411 9.9648 8.4600e-
003



0.1603 0.0603 0.2206 0.0435 0.0594 0.1029 75.0476 1,932.525
9



2,007.573
4



7.5720 0.1960 2,227.345
8



Unmitigated Operational



Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value



tblConstructionPhase NumDays 200.00 0.00



tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 349



tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 2/6/2015 5:08 PMPage 2 of 13



34











2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 2.2848 5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Energy 0.0710 0.6453 0.5421 3.8700e-
003



0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0000 1,392.257
4



1,392.257
4



0.0708 0.0247 1,401.412
3



Mobile 2.1489 1.2957 9.4179 4.5900e-
003



0.1603 0.0113 0.1715 0.0435 0.0104 0.0538 0.0000 344.7456 344.7456 0.0303 0.0000 345.3826



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 5.8137 0.0000 5.8137 0.3436 0.0000 13.0288



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 69.2339 195.5137 264.7476 7.1259 0.1710 467.4019



Total 4.5046 1.9411 9.9648 8.4600e-
003



0.1603 0.0603 0.2206 0.0435 0.0594 0.1029 75.0476 1,932.525
9



2,007.573
4



7.5707 0.1957 2,227.235
4



Mitigated Operational



3.0 Construction Detail



Construction Phase



Phase 
Number



Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week



Num Days Phase Description



1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2015 12/31/2014 5 0



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.14 0.00



Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 2.1489 1.2957 9.4179 4.5900e-
003



0.1603 0.0113 0.1715 0.0435 0.0104 0.0538 0.0000 344.7456 344.7456 0.0303 0.0000 345.3826



Unmitigated 2.1489 1.2957 9.4179 4.5900e-
003



0.1603 0.0113 0.1715 0.0435 0.0104 0.0538 0.0000 344.7456 344.7456 0.0303 0.0000 345.3826



4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile



3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction



OffRoad Equipment



Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor



Trips and VMT



Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count



Worker Trip 
Number



Vendor Trip 
Number



Hauling Trip 
Number



Worker Trip 
Length



Vendor Trip 
Length



Hauling Trip 
Length



Worker Vehicle 
Class



Vendor 
Vehicle Class



Hauling 
Vehicle Class



Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)



Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0



Acres of Paving: 0



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 2/6/2015 5:08 PMPage 4 of 13
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4.2 Trip Summary Information



4.3 Trip Type Information



Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated



Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT



Arena 5,355.00 5,355.00 5355.00 105,043 105,043



General Office Building 176.16 37.92 15.68 318,998 318,998



Total 5,531.16 5,392.92 5,370.68 424,041 424,041



Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %



Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by



Arena 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 81.00 19.00 0.66 0.28 0.6



General Office Building 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4



5.0 Energy Detail



5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy



4.4 Fleet Mix



LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH



0.627987 0.058543 0.149166 0.078755 0.026467 0.003331 0.026417 0.003903 0.003129 0.011009 0.010235 0.000550 0.000507



Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



NaturalGas 
Mitigated



0.0710 0.6453 0.5421 3.8700e-
003



0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0000 702.5153 702.5153 0.0135 0.0129 706.7907



NaturalGas 
Unmitigated



0.0710 0.6453 0.5421 3.8700e-
003



0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0000 702.5153 702.5153 0.0135 0.0129 706.7907



Electricity 
Mitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 689.7421 689.7421 0.0573 0.0119 694.6216



Electricity 
Unmitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 689.7421 689.7421 0.0573 0.0119 694.6216



5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



Arena 1.284e
+007



0.0692 0.6294 0.5287 3.7800e-
003



0.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0000 685.1913 685.1913 0.0131 0.0126 689.3613



General Office 
Building



324640 1.7500e-
003



0.0159 0.0134 1.0000e-
004



1.2100e-
003



1.2100e-
003



1.2100e-
003



1.2100e-
003



0.0000 17.3240 17.3240 3.3000e-
004



3.2000e-
004



17.4295



Total 0.0710 0.6453 0.5421 3.8800e-
003



0.0491 0.0491 0.0491 0.0491 0.0000 702.5153 702.5153 0.0135 0.0129 706.7907



Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



Arena 1.284e
+007



0.0692 0.6294 0.5287 3.7800e-
003



0.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0000 685.1913 685.1913 0.0131 0.0126 689.3613



General Office 
Building



324640 1.7500e-
003



0.0159 0.0134 1.0000e-
004



1.2100e-
003



1.2100e-
003



1.2100e-
003



1.2100e-
003



0.0000 17.3240 17.3240 3.3000e-
004



3.2000e-
004



17.4295



Total 0.0710 0.6453 0.5421 3.8800e-
003



0.0491 0.0491 0.0491 0.0491 0.0000 702.5153 702.5153 0.0135 0.0129 706.7907



Mitigated



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



Arena 4.135e
+006



654.5860 0.0544 0.0113 659.2168



General Office 
Building



222080 35.1561 2.9200e-
003



6.0000e-
004



35.4048



Total 689.7420 0.0573 0.0119 694.6216



Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area



6.0 Area Detail



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 2.2848 5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Unmitigated 2.2848 5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



Arena 4.135e
+006



654.5860 0.0544 0.0113 659.2168



General Office 
Building



222080 35.1561 2.9200e-
003



6.0000e-
004



35.4048



Total 689.7420 0.0573 0.0119 694.6216



Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail



6.2 Area by SubCategory



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.2691 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



2.0152 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 4.7000e-
004



5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Total 2.2848 5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Unmitigated



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.2691 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



2.0152 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 4.7000e-
004



5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Total 2.2848 5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category MT/yr



Unmitigated 264.7476 7.1272 0.1713 467.5124



Mitigated 264.7476 7.1259 0.1710 467.4019



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



Arena 215.385 / 
13.748



260.4439 7.0343 0.1690 460.5603



General Office 
Building



2.84374 / 
1.74294



4.3038 0.0930 2.2500e-
003



6.9521



Total 264.7476 7.1272 0.1713 467.5124



Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



Arena 215.385 / 
13.748



260.4439 7.0330 0.1688 460.4513



General Office 
Building



2.84374 / 
1.74294



4.3038 0.0929 2.2400e-
003



6.9506



Total 264.7476 7.1259 0.1710 467.4019



Mitigated



8.0 Waste Detail



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



MT/yr



 Mitigated 5.8137 0.3436 0.0000 13.0288



 Unmitigated 5.8137 0.3436 0.0000 13.0288



Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



Arena 13.76 2.7932 0.1651 0.0000 6.2596



General Office 
Building



14.88 3.0205 0.1785 0.0000 6.7692



Total 5.8137 0.3436 0.0000 13.0288



Unmitigated



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



Arena 13.76 2.7932 0.1651 0.0000 6.2596



General Office 
Building



14.88 3.0205 0.1785 0.0000 6.7692



Total 5.8137 0.3436 0.0000 13.0288



Mitigated



9.0 Operational Offroad



Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Project Characteristics - CO2 intensity based on PG&E forecasting for Year 2017



Land Use - Actual lot size is different than CalEEMod default acreage values but default values are used here since lot acreage only affects the construction 
equipment list, and construction emissions are calculated outside of CalEEMod.



Architectural Coating - 



Vechicle Emission Factors - 



Vechicle Emission Factors - 



Vechicle Emission Factors - 



Energy Use - 'Title 24 eletricity and natural gas energy intensities have been adjusted for 2013 standards per CEC report: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013publications/CEC-400-2013-008/CEC-400-2013-008.pdf



Construction Phase - Construction emissions determined outside of CalEEMod



Off-road Equipment - 



San Francisco County, Annual



GSW Mission Bay Arena



1.1 Land Usage



Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population



Arena 750.00 1000sqft 241.07 750,000.00 0



1.2 Other Project Characteristics



Urbanization



Climate Zone



Urban



5



Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)4.6 64



1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data



1.0 Project Characteristics



Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company



2017Operational Year



CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



349 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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2.0 Emissions Summary



Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value



tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 0.00



tblEnergyUse T24E 1.48 1.16



tblEnergyUse T24NG 18.78 15.60



tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 349



tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 3.3209 7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Energy 0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 1,844.400
3



1,844.400
3



0.0957 0.0327 1,856.558
2



Mobile 3.1053 1.6891 12.9948 4.2800e-
003



0.0596 0.0130 0.0725 0.0162 0.0119 0.0281 0.0000 318.3972 318.3972 0.0373 0.0000 319.1807



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.1897 0.0000 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 102.4976 288.1682 390.6658 10.5514 0.2535 690.8405



Total 6.5172 2.5163 13.6967 9.2400e-
003



0.0596 0.0759 0.1354 0.0162 0.0748 0.0910 106.6873 2,450.979
0



2,557.666
4



10.9321 0.2863 2,875.983
0



Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 3.3209 7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Energy 0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 1,844.400
3



1,844.400
3



0.0957 0.0327 1,856.558
2



Mobile 3.1053 1.6891 12.9948 4.2800e-
003



0.0596 0.0130 0.0725 0.0162 0.0119 0.0281 0.0000 318.3972 318.3972 0.0373 0.0000 319.1807



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.1897 0.0000 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 102.4976 288.1682 390.6658 10.5495 0.2531 690.6770



Total 6.5172 2.5163 13.6967 9.2400e-
003



0.0596 0.0759 0.1354 0.0162 0.0748 0.0910 106.6873 2,450.979
0



2,557.666
4



10.9302 0.2859 2,875.819
5



Mitigated Operational



3.0 Construction Detail



Construction Phase



Phase 
Number



Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week



Num Days Phase Description



1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2015 12/31/2014 5 0



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.14 0.01



Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 3.1053 1.6891 12.9948 4.2800e-
003



0.0596 0.0130 0.0725 0.0162 0.0119 0.0281 0.0000 318.3972 318.3972 0.0373 0.0000 319.1807



Unmitigated 3.1053 1.6891 12.9948 4.2800e-
003



0.0596 0.0130 0.0725 0.0162 0.0119 0.0281 0.0000 318.3972 318.3972 0.0373 0.0000 319.1807



4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile



3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction



OffRoad Equipment



Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor



Trips and VMT



Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count



Worker Trip 
Number



Vendor Trip 
Number



Hauling Trip 
Number



Worker Trip 
Length



Vendor Trip 
Length



Hauling Trip 
Length



Worker Vehicle 
Class



Vendor 
Vehicle Class



Hauling 
Vehicle Class



Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)



Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0



Acres of Paving: 0
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4.2 Trip Summary Information



4.3 Trip Type Information



Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated



Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT



Arena 8,032.50 8,032.50 8032.50 157,565 157,565



Total 8,032.50 8,032.50 8,032.50 157,565 157,565



Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %



Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by



Arena 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 81.00 19.00 0.66 0.28 0.6



5.0 Energy Detail



5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy



4.4 Fleet Mix



LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH



0.627987 0.058543 0.149166 0.078755 0.026467 0.003331 0.026417 0.003903 0.003129 0.011009 0.010235 0.000550 0.000507



Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



NaturalGas 
Mitigated



0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 900.5143 900.5143 0.0173 0.0165 905.9946



NaturalGas 
Unmitigated



0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 900.5143 900.5143 0.0173 0.0165 905.9946



Electricity 
Mitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 943.8860 943.8860 0.0784 0.0162 950.5636



Electricity 
Unmitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 943.8860 943.8860 0.0784 0.0162 950.5636



5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



Arena 1.6875e
+007



0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 900.5143 900.5143 0.0173 0.0165 905.9946



Total 0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 900.5143 900.5143 0.0173 0.0165 905.9946



Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



Arena 1.6875e
+007



0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 900.5143 900.5143 0.0173 0.0165 905.9946



Total 0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 900.5143 900.5143 0.0173 0.0165 905.9946



Mitigated



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



Arena 5.9625e
+006



943.8860 0.0784 0.0162 950.5636



Total 943.8860 0.0784 0.0162 950.5636



Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area



6.0 Area Detail



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 3.3209 7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Unmitigated 3.3209 7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



Arena 5.9625e
+006



943.8860 0.0784 0.0162 950.5636



Total 943.8860 0.0784 0.0162 950.5636



Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail



6.2 Area by SubCategory



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.3911 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



2.9291 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 6.8000e-
004



7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Total 3.3209 7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Unmitigated



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.3911 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



2.9291 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 6.8000e-
004



7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Total 3.3209 7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category MT/yr



Unmitigated 390.6658 10.5514 0.2535 690.8405



Mitigated 390.6658 10.5495 0.2531 690.6770



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



Arena 323.078 / 
20.622



390.6658 10.5514 0.2535 690.8405



Total 390.6658 10.5514 0.2535 690.8405



Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



Arena 323.078 / 
20.622



390.6658 10.5495 0.2531 690.6770



Total 390.6658 10.5495 0.2531 690.6770



Mitigated



8.0 Waste Detail



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



MT/yr



 Mitigated 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



 Unmitigated 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



Arena 20.64 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Total 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Unmitigated



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



Arena 20.64 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Total 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Mitigated



9.0 Operational Offroad



Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Project Characteristics - CO2 intensity based on PG&E forecasting for Year 2017.



Land Use - Actual lot size including event center is 12 acres. CalEEMod default acreage values are used here since lot acreage only affects the construction 
equipment list, and construction emissions are calculated outside of CalEEMod.



Architectural Coating - 



Energy Use - Title 24 eletricity and natural gas energy intensities have been adjusted for 2013 standards per CEC report: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013publications/CEC-400-2013-008/CEC-400-2013-008.pdf



Construction Phase - Construction emissions determined outside of CalEEMod



Off-road Equipment - 



San Francisco County, Annual



GSW Mission Bay Non-Arena



1.1 Land Usage



Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population



General Office Building 25.00 1000sqft 0.57 25,000.00 0



1.2 Other Project Characteristics



Urbanization



Climate Zone



Urban



5



Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)4.6 64



1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data



1.0 Project Characteristics



Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company



2017Operational Year



CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



349 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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2.0 Emissions Summary



Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value



tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 0.00



tblEnergyUse T24E 5.01 3.92



tblEnergyUse T24NG 19.28 16.04



tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 349



tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 0.1107 0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Energy 2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 73.3639 73.3639 4.6400e-
003



1.2900e-
003



73.8605



Mobile 0.1229 0.2651 1.1792 2.7200e-
003



0.1884 4.0800e-
003



0.1925 0.0511 3.7500e-
003



0.0548 0.0000 207.0012 207.0012 8.5300e-
003



0.0000 207.1804



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.7195 0.0000 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.4097 5.3150 6.7247 0.1452 3.5100e-
003



10.8626



Total 0.2359 0.2860 1.1969 2.8500e-
003



0.1884 5.6700e-
003



0.1941 0.0511 5.3400e-
003



0.0564 6.1292 285.6806 291.8098 0.4373 4.8000e-
003



302.4807



Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 0.1107 0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Energy 2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 73.3639 73.3639 4.6400e-
003



1.2900e-
003



73.8605



Mobile 0.1229 0.2651 1.1792 2.7200e-
003



0.1884 4.0800e-
003



0.1925 0.0511 3.7500e-
003



0.0548 0.0000 207.0012 207.0012 8.5300e-
003



0.0000 207.1804



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.7195 0.0000 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.4097 5.3150 6.7247 0.1452 3.5000e-
003



10.8603



Total 0.2359 0.2860 1.1969 2.8500e-
003



0.1884 5.6700e-
003



0.1941 0.0511 5.3400e-
003



0.0564 6.1292 285.6806 291.8098 0.4373 4.7900e-
003



302.4784



Mitigated Operational



3.0 Construction Detail



Construction Phase



Phase 
Number



Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week



Num Days Phase Description



1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2015 12/31/2014 5 0



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.21 0.00



Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 2/6/2015 4:57 PMPage 4 of 14



63











4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 0.1229 0.2651 1.1792 2.7200e-
003



0.1884 4.0800e-
003



0.1925 0.0511 3.7500e-
003



0.0548 0.0000 207.0012 207.0012 8.5300e-
003



0.0000 207.1804



Unmitigated 0.1229 0.2651 1.1792 2.7200e-
003



0.1884 4.0800e-
003



0.1925 0.0511 3.7500e-
003



0.0548 0.0000 207.0012 207.0012 8.5300e-
003



0.0000 207.1804



4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile



3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction



OffRoad Equipment



Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor



Trips and VMT



Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count



Worker Trip 
Number



Vendor Trip 
Number



Hauling Trip 
Number



Worker Trip 
Length



Vendor Trip 
Length



Hauling Trip 
Length



Worker Vehicle 
Class



Vendor 
Vehicle Class



Hauling 
Vehicle Class



Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)



Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0



Acres of Paving: 0
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4.2 Trip Summary Information



4.3 Trip Type Information



Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated



Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT



General Office Building 275.25 59.25 24.50 498,434 498,434



Total 275.25 59.25 24.50 498,434 498,434



Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %



Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by



General Office Building 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4



5.0 Energy Detail



5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy



4.4 Fleet Mix



LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH



0.627987 0.058543 0.149166 0.078755 0.026467 0.003331 0.026417 0.003903 0.003129 0.011009 0.010235 0.000550 0.000507



Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



NaturalGas 
Mitigated



2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 22.7463 22.7463 4.4000e-
004



4.2000e-
004



22.8848



NaturalGas 
Unmitigated



2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 22.7463 22.7463 4.4000e-
004



4.2000e-
004



22.8848



Electricity 
Mitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 50.6176 50.6176 4.2100e-
003



8.7000e-
004



50.9757



Electricity 
Unmitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 50.6176 50.6176 4.2100e-
003



8.7000e-
004



50.9757



5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



General Office 
Building



426250 2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 22.7463 22.7463 4.4000e-
004



4.2000e-
004



22.8848



Total 2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 22.7463 22.7463 4.4000e-
004



4.2000e-
004



22.8848



Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



General Office 
Building



426250 2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 22.7463 22.7463 4.4000e-
004



4.2000e-
004



22.8848



Total 2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 22.7463 22.7463 4.4000e-
004



4.2000e-
004



22.8848



Mitigated



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



General Office 
Building



319750 50.6176 4.2100e-
003



8.7000e-
004



50.9757



Total 50.6176 4.2100e-
003



8.7000e-
004



50.9757



Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area



6.0 Area Detail



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 0.1107 0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Unmitigated 0.1107 0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



General Office 
Building



319750 50.6176 4.2100e-
003



8.7000e-
004



50.9757



Total 50.6176 4.2100e-
003



8.7000e-
004



50.9757



Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail



6.2 Area by SubCategory



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.0130 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



0.0976 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 2.0000e-
005



0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Total 0.1107 0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Unmitigated



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.0130 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



0.0976 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 2.0000e-
005



0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Total 0.1107 0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category MT/yr



Unmitigated 6.7247 0.1452 3.5100e-
003



10.8626



Mitigated 6.7247 0.1452 3.5000e-
003



10.8603



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



General Office 
Building



4.44334 / 
2.72334



6.7247 0.1452 3.5100e-
003



10.8626



Total 6.7247 0.1452 3.5100e-
003



10.8626



Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



General Office 
Building



4.44334 / 
2.72334



6.7247 0.1452 3.5000e-
003



10.8603



Total 6.7247 0.1452 3.5000e-
003



10.8603



Mitigated



8.0 Waste Detail



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



MT/yr



 Mitigated 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



 Unmitigated 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



General Office 
Building



23.25 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Total 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Unmitigated



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



General Office 
Building



23.25 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Total 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Mitigated



9.0 Operational Offroad



Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Project Characteristics - CO2 intensity based on PG&E forecasting for Year 2017.



Land Use - Actual lot size including event center is 12 acres. CalEEMod default acreage values are used here since lot acreage only affects the construction 
equipment list, and construction emissions are calculated outside of CalEEMod.



Architectural Coating - 



Energy Use - Title 24 eletricity and natural gas energy intensities have been adjusted for 2013 standards per CEC report: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013publications/CEC-400-2013-008/CEC-400-2013-008.pdf



Construction Phase - Construction emissions determined outside of CalEEMod



Off-road Equipment - 



San Francisco County, Annual



GSW Mission Bay Non-Arena



1.1 Land Usage



Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population



Enclosed Parking with Elevator 475.00 1000sqft 10.90 475,000.00 0



1.2 Other Project Characteristics



Urbanization



Climate Zone



Urban



5



Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)4.6 64



1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data



1.0 Project Characteristics



Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company



2017Operational Year



CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



349 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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2.0 Emissions Summary



2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 442.8943 442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 442.9028 442.9028 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0365



Unmitigated Operational



Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value



tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 0.00



tblEnergyUse T24E 3.92 3.07



tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 349



tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 442.8943 442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 442.9028 442.9028 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0365



Mitigated Operational



3.0 Construction Detail



Construction Phase



Phase 
Number



Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week



Num Days Phase Description



1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2015 12/31/2014 5 0



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00



Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile



3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction



OffRoad Equipment



Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor



Trips and VMT



Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count



Worker Trip 
Number



Vendor Trip 
Number



Hauling Trip 
Number



Worker Trip 
Length



Vendor Trip 
Length



Hauling Trip 
Length



Worker Vehicle 
Class



Vendor 
Vehicle Class



Hauling 
Vehicle Class



Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)



Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0



Acres of Paving: 0
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4.2 Trip Summary Information



4.3 Trip Type Information



Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated



Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT



Enclosed Parking with Elevator 0.00 0.00 0.00



Total 0.00 0.00 0.00



Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %



Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by



Enclosed Parking with Elevator 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0



5.0 Energy Detail



5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy



4.4 Fleet Mix



LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH



0.627987 0.058543 0.149166 0.078755 0.026467 0.003331 0.026417 0.003903 0.003129 0.011009 0.010235 0.000550 0.000507



Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



NaturalGas 
Mitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



NaturalGas 
Unmitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Electricity 
Mitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 442.8943 442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Electricity 
Unmitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 442.8943 442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Mitigated



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



2.79775e
+006



442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Total 442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area



6.0 Area Detail



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Unmitigated 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



2.79775e
+006



442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Total 442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail



6.2 Area by SubCategory



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.2477 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



1.8551 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 4.3000e-
004



4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Total 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Unmitigated



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.2477 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



1.8551 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 4.3000e-
004



4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Total 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category MT/yr



Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Mitigated



8.0 Waste Detail



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



MT/yr



 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Unmitigated



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Mitigated



9.0 Operational Offroad



Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal 
I  Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613 



SCH #2014112045 For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 



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



Lead Agency: SF Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 	Contact Person: Brett Bollinger 
Mailing Address: San Francisco Planning Dept, 1650 Mission Street, Ste 400 Phone: (415) 575-9024  
City: San Francisco 	Zip: 94103 	County: San Francisco  



Longitude/Latitude (degrees, minutes and seconds): 37 	46 



Assessor's Parcel No.: Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008 	Section: 	 Twp.: 	 Range: 	 Base: 
Within 2 Miles: 	State Hwy 41:1-280,1-80, U.S. 101 	Waterways: San Francisco Bay, Mission Creek  



Airports: None 	Railways: Caltrain 	Schools: SFUSD  



Project Location: County:San Francisco 	City/Nearest Community: San Francisco (Mission Bay)  
Cross Streets: Blocks 29-32 (bounded by Third St., South St., Future Terry A. Francois Blvd., & 16th St.)  Zip Code: 94158 



04  "N / 122  23  ' 16 " W Total Acres: 11 



Document Type: 
CEQA: ❑ NOP 



❑ Early Cons 
❑ Neg Dec 
❑ Mit Neg Dec 



❑ Draft EIR 
❑ Supplement/Subsequent EIR 
(Prior SCH No.) 	  
Other: 



NEPA: ❑ NOI 	Other: 
❑ EA 
❑ Draft EIS 
❑ FONSI 



❑ Joint Document 
❑ Final Document 



Other: AB 900  
Application 



Local Action Type: 
❑ General Plan Update 
❑ General Plan Amendment 
❑ General Plan Element 
❑ Community Plan 



❑ Specific Plan 
❑ Master Plan 
El Planned Unit Development 
❑ Site Plan 



❑ Rezone 
❑ Prezone 
❑ Use Permit 
❑ Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) 



❑ Annexation 
❑ Redevelopment 
❑ Coastal Permit 



Other: AB 900 



Development Type: 
❑ Residential: Units 	 Acres 



Office: 	Sq.ft. 605K 
	



Acres 
Commercial:Sq.ft. 125K 



	
Acres 



❑ Industrial: Sq.ft. 	 Acres 
❑ Educational: 	 



Recreational: 3.2 acres  
❑ Water Facilities:Type 	  



Employees2 . 101  	❑ Transportation: Type 	 
Employees372  	❑ Mining: 	Mineral 
Employees 	 ❑ Power: 	Type 	 



❑ Waste Treatment:Type 	 
❑ Hazardous Waste:Type 	  



MGD 
	



133 Other: Event Center (approx. 18,064 seats), 1,255 employees  



MW 	 
MGD 



Project Issues Discussed in 
❑ AestheticNisual 
❑ Agricultural Land 
❑ Air Quality 
❑ Archeological/Historical 
❑ Biological Resources 
❑ Coastal Zone 
❑ Drainage/Absorption 



Economic/Jobs 



Document: 
❑ Fiscal 
❑ Flood Plain/Flooding 
El Forest Land/Fire Hazard 
❑ Geologic/Seismic 
❑ Minerals 
❑ Noise 
❑ Population/Housing Balance 
❑ Public Services/Facilities 



❑ Recreation/Parks 
❑ Schools/Universities 
❑ Septic Systems 
❑ Sewer Capacity 
❑ Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading 
❑ Solid Waste 
❑ Toxic/Hazardous 



Traffic/Circulation 



❑ Vegetation 
❑ Water Quality 
❑ Water Supply/Groundwater 
El Wetland/Riparian 
❑ Growth Inducement 



Land Use 
❑ Cumulative Effects 



Other:GHG 



Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation: 
MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Commercial/Industrial Designation; South Design for Development HZ5 



Project Description: (please use a separate page if necessary) 
Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and other mixed uses, including office, retail, open space, 
and structured parking, on the approximately 11-acre site. The 18,064-seat event center would include the arena, a basketball 
practice facility, and additional GSW office space. Two separate buildings will house office space and retail space, which 
includes food service. With parking the loading areas, the project total square footage is 1,955,000 gross square feet. The event 
center would host NBA games, concerts, family shows, cultural events, other sporting events, conferences and conventions 
throughout the year. 



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 











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". 



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 N/A 
	



Ending Date N/A 



Lead Agency (Complete if applicable): 



Consulting Firm: 	  Applicant: GSW Arena LLC  
Address: 	  Address: 1011 Broadway, Fifth Floor 



City/State/Zip: 	  City/State/Zip: Oakland, CA  
Contact: 	  Phone: (510) 986-2200 



Phone: 



Signature of Lead Agency Represen 	(A-‘—`7 	/\11-54._ Date: 2 X lc-- 



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



Revised 2010 
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; joyce@orionenvironment.com
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Brian Boxer; Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy


(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com)
Subject: FYI: GSW Application for AB900 Certification
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 10:08:38 AM
Attachments: image001.png


2015.02.17_GSW_Blocks29-32_AB900_Application_Submission.pdf
2015.02.27_GSW_Blocks29-32_AB900_Application_NOC_Signed.pdf


Paul and Joyce –
 
Passing along GSW’s application for certification under AB900 – see attached. We submitted to the
ARB and OPR in mid-February, and the application has just been posted at
http://opr.ca.gov/s_californiajobs.php.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions about the application or its implications for our
process moving forward. I think we have covered all of this before but am happy to recap since it’s
been a while.
 
Thank you!
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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Project Proposal 1  



1 Project Proposal  



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. 



GSW, in their commitment to sustainability and the environment, are taking this opportunity to 
certify the new Event Center as an Environmental Leadership Project under California Public 
Resources Code (PRC) 21178-21189.3. 



1.1 Project Description 



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. The 18,064-seat arena would total 750,000 gross square feet 
(GSF), with an additional 25,000 GSF of GSW office space. The arena, basketball practice 
facility, and GSW office space comprise the event center. Two separate buildings will house 
office space totaling 580,000 GSF and retail space, which includes food service, totaling 
125,000 GSF. With parking and loading areas of 475,000 GSF, the project total square footage 
is 1,955,000 GSF. 



A Site Plan is provided in Exhibit A.  



Table 1. Project Land Uses at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Land Use Square Footage 



Event Center 750,000 



GSW Office Space 25,000 



Office Space 580,000 



Retail Space1 125,000 



Parking and Loading 475,000 



Notes: 
1 Proposed retail uses are approximately 51,500 GSF sit‐down 
restaurant, 11,000 quick‐service restaurant, and 62,500 GSF soft 
goods retail including food retail. 



 



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 
proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA 
season and 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. 
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Project Proposal 2  



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. No amendment to the South Plan would be required, although the 
proposed project at Blocks 29-32 would require certain amendments and/or variations to other 
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. 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. 



Concurrently with adoption of the Redevelopment Plan, the former San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency (which was succeeded by the Office of Community Investment and 
Infrastructure, or OCII) entered into an Owner Participation Agreement with Catellus as Master 
Developer (now FOCIL-MB, LLC, as Catellus’ successor-in-interest) (the “OPA”). The OPA 
provides a road map for development consistent with the Redevelopment Plan and the Mission 
Bay South Design for Development, and sets forth the rights and obligations of the property 
owner (the “Owner”) to develop buildings and other improvements in the Plan Area. The OPA, in 
conjunction with the Redevelopment Plan and an Interagency Cooperation Agreement with 
other reviewing City agencies, is intended to establish the same types of vested rights typically 
found in a statutory Development Agreement. 



The Owner’s vested rights to develop the permitted uses and up to the maximum development 
intensity permitted under the OPA and Redevelopment Plan are passed to subsequent owners 
through various Purchase and Sale Agreements, Assignment and Assumption Agreements 
initially approved by the Agency and now by OCII, and related covenants recorded against title. 
FOCIL, as the master developer, allocates the overall land use and density/intensity allowed 
project-wide on a block-by-block basis as parcels are sold, and these allocations were initially 
tracked by the Agency and now by OCII in their Major Phase and project-level approvals. For 
example, Blocks 29-32 are subject to a recorded covenant that permits the owner to develop up 
to 1.1 million gross square feet (as defined under the Mission Bay South Design for 
Development) of commercial development, and all remaining square footage available for retail 
development in the Mission Bay South Plan Area, subject to necessary design approvals by the 
Agency in accordance with the Mission Bay South Design Review and Document Approval 
Procedure. FOCIL has assigned all attendant vested rights under the OPA to the Blocks 29-32 
owner under an Assignment, Assumption and Release agreement approved by the Agency. 
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Consistency with Statutory 
Requirements for CEQA Streamlining 3  



2 Consistency with Statutory Requirements for CEQA 
Streamlining 



The following information shows how the Project satisfies the statutory requirements for CEQA 
streamlining as further informed by the criteria set forth in the Governor's Guidelines for 
Streamlining Judicial Review under CEQA (PRC) Section 21178 et seq.). 



 Information to show the project is residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, 
entertainment, or recreational in nature.  



The Project is sports and entertainment in nature. The project site is designed to be a 
multi-purpose event center, which will host the Golden State Warriors NBA team, as well 
as a variety of entertainment events, such as concerts, family shows, other sporting 
events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The Project will also be retail and 
commercial in nature, as the center will also include office, retail, open space and 
structured parking. Proposed site plans for the Project are attached as Exhibit A.  



 Information to show the project will qualify for LEED silver certification. The 
application shall specify those design elements that make the project eligible for 
LEED silver certification, and the applicant shall submit a binding commitment to 
delay operating the project until it receives LEED silver certification. If, upon 
completion of construction, LEED silver certification is delayed as a result of the 
certification process rather than a project deficiency, the applicant may petition the 
Governor to approve project operation pending completion of the certification 
process.  



The Project has been designed to meet the standards for LEED Gold certification, which 
meet and exceed those required for LEED Silver certification. Relevant design features 
include, but are not limited to: 



‐ Project siting in an urban infill area, immediately adjacent to a local transit stop and 
less than a mile from other regional transit resources, including train and ferry 



‐ Maximization of open space (more than one-fourth of the total site area) 



‐ Reduction of fan and employee trips by private automobile through an aggressive 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program, including participation in a 
local Transportation Management Association’s shuttle program; provision of over 
500 bike parking locations; and a mobile application to direct site visitors towards 
efficient and sustainable modes of transit 



‐ Provision of carpool and vanpool spaces (5% of total spaces on-site) 



‐ Provision of reserved spaces either for fuel efficient vehicles (FEV) (5% of total 
spaces on-site), or for vehicle charging stations (VCS) (3% of total spaces on-site) 



‐ Stormwater quality treatment via on-site treatment basins 



‐ 50% reduction in water usage for outdoor irrigation, through water-efficient 
landscaping (emphasizing native or adapted plants) and irrigation systems 
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Consistency with Statutory 
Requirements for CEQA Streamlining 4  



‐ 30% reduction in water usage indoors, through installation of efficient fixtures 



‐ 15% (arena) or 24% (offices) greater energy efficiency than as discussed in Exhibit 
B, the LEED point tally 



‐ 75% diversion of construction waste from landfill 



‐ Use of low VOC-emitting interior building materials and recycled content 



A preliminary LEED point tally for the Project is attached as Exhibit B. Because final LEED 
certification is not granted until a project is completed and operational, the project sponsor 
will petition the Governor to approve project operation pending completion of the 
certification process, as permitted under PRC Section 21178 et seq. 



 Information to show the project will achieve at least 10 percent greater 
transportation efficiency than comparable projects. “Transportation efficiency” is 
defined as the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or customers to the 
project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers. The 
applicant shall provide information setting forth its basis for determining and 
evaluating comparable projects and their transportation efficiency, and how the 
project will achieve at least 10 percent greater transportation efficiency. For the 
purposes of this provision, comparable means a project of the same size, capacity 
and location type. 



The Project will be highly transit-accessible for all site visitors and daily employees. Nearby 
transit resources, outlined below, were a key factor in choosing the Mission Bay Blocks 29-
32 site for the Project. 



‐ Local public access is primarily provided by Muni light rail stops along the T Third 
line. These include the UCSF Mission Bay stop at the corner of South Street and 
Third Street (at the northwest corner of the Project site) and the Mariposa stop at 
Mariposa Street and Third Street (one block south of the Project site). By 2019, the 
UCSF Mission Bay stop will be integrated into the city’s Central Subway system, 
which in turn connects to the regional BART system. Several Muni bus lines also 
serve the Project vicinity. 



‐ Regional public access is primarily provided via Caltrain at the 4th & King Street 
station, less than a mile from the Project, via BART from stations north and west of 
the Project site, and via the ferry routes terminating at the downtown Ferry Building 
about one mile away. The future Transbay Terminal in downtown San Francisco, 
scheduled to open in 2017, will enable additional regional travel with quick transit, 
bike, or shuttle connections to the Event Center project site. 



‐ The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (MB TMA) currently runs 
shuttles from Mission Bay to the 4th & King Street Caltrain station and downtown 
BART stops. The Golden State Warriors will join the MB TMA and contribute funds to 
enable the expansion of regular shuttle service hours and/or routes. 



In order to make efficient use of the resources described above, the San Francisco MTA 
has proposed a project-specific Transit Service Plan (TSP). The plan will supplement 
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transit system capacity for guests of the Project’s Event Center by adding express shuttle 
buses on key routes through the city and/or from major transit hubs. Proposed destinations 
include, for instance, the 16th Street & Mission Street BART station and the future 
Transbay Terminal. The plan also calls for staging additional light rail trains to serve guests 
during the high-demand post-event period. In total, the implementation of the TSP will 
increase the weekday evening transit mode share for Event Center patrons to 35%, which 
represents the maximum capacity available on San Francisco transit during event hours. 



To encourage a similar increase in transit use for daily office and retail employees, and to 
incentivize Event Center patrons to use alternative modes to both auto and transit, the 
Golden State Warriors will also implement a robust Travel Demand Management strategy 
(TDM). Proposed measures include, but are not limited to, the following efforts. 



‐ Promote the use of the indoor bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 spaces) during 
events 



‐ Provide indoor secure bicycle parking rooms, and shower and locker facilities, for 
employees in on-site office buildings 



‐ Provide outdoor bicycle storage/racks for Event Center and office or retail visitors 



‐ Designate parking spaces on-site for carpool or vanpool vehicles 



‐ Develop a mobile application and website that puts information on all transportation 
modes—including travel conditions, travel times, and cost comparisons—into the 
hands of all users with smart devices. Display the same information on screens 
inside office buildings and Event Center spaces. 



‐ Program additional on-site amenities (e.g., fitness and exercise centers, food and 
beverage options, or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay 
on-site during the work day 



‐ Participate in the federal Commuter Check Program and San Francisco’s Emergency 
Ride Home program 



‐ Encourage tenant participation in public events like an annual “Bike to Work” day or 
“Spare the Air” days 



As a result of these combined TSP and TDM efforts: 



‐ Transit mode share is anticipated to increase by 15% (for basketball game patrons) 
or 17% (for office and retail workers)  



‐ Vehicle mode share for is anticipated to decrease by 16% (for basketball game 
patrons) or 12% (for office and retail workers)  



‐ Transit person trips for a basketball game are anticipated to increase by more than 
3,600 patrons 



‐ Vehicle trips for a basketball game are anticipated to decrease by more than 1,400 
cars 
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Therefore, the Project will achieve at least 10% greater transportation efficiency than a 
comparable project of a similar size, capacity and location type. Additional information on 
transportation efficiency is included in Exhibit C. 



 Information to show the project is located on an infill site, defined at Public 
Resources Code section 21061.3, and in an urbanized area, as defined at Public 
Resources Code section 21071 



The project is located within a Priority Development Area (PDA), as identified by the San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority and the FEIR for the SCS. PDAs are, by 
definition, infill development opportunity areas. Under PRC section 21061.3, an “infill site” 
is defined as a site that “has been previously developed for qualified urban uses.” A 
“qualified urban use,” in turn, is defined as “any residential, commercial, public institutional, 
transit or transportation passenger facility, or retail use, or any combination of those uses” 
(PRC § 21072). The Project site has previously been developed for industrial use. The site 
is currently occupied by two large surface parking lots, as well as open space. There are 
no existing buildings currently onsite. 



 For a project that is within a metropolitan planning organization for which a 
sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in effect, 
information to show the project is consistent with the general use designation, 
density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in 
either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for 
which the State Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) 
of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the Government Code, has accepted a 
metropolitan planning organization's determination that the sustainable 
communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy would, if implemented, 
achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. For the purposes of this 
provision, “in effect” means that the sustainable communities strategy or the 
alternative planning strategy has been adopted by the metropolitan planning 
organization, and that the Air Resources Board has accepted the metropolitan 
planning organization’s determination that the sustainable communities strategy or 
alternative planning strategy meets the adopted greenhouse gas reduction targets 
and is not the subject of judicial challenge. 



Senate Bill 375 requires that each metropolitan planning organization in the state prepare 
a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of a regional transportation plan (RTP). 
The Project is within the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), who are jointly responsible for 
developing the Bay Area’s SCS. The SCS for San Francisco is “Plan Bay Area,” which was 
adopted on July 18, 2013. Plan Bay Area has been accepted by ARB as sufficient to meet 
the GHG reduction goals of SB375 in Executive Order G-14-028, attached as Exhibit D, 
and it has been adopted by the Metropolitan Transportation Committee (MTC) and 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 



The California Air Resources Board (CARB), ABAG and MTC have adopted a greenhouse 
gas (GHG) reduction target for the SCS, requiring a regional reduction of per-capita CO2 
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emissions from cars and light-duty trucks by 7% by 2020 and by 15% by 2035, compared 
to a 2005 baseline. 



Plan Bay Area does not have requirements for event centers. Although there are no 
quantitative requirements for event centers, the project will be built within a Priority 
Development Area (PDA), and Plan Bay Area emphasizes the importance of focusing 
growth in these areas. Additionally, the new arena will be located in a “transit priority area,” 
which is defined in Section 21099(a)(7) as an area within one-half mile of a major transit 
stop that is existing or planned. A major transit stop is located at the intersection on the 
northwest corner of the project site. 



 Information to show that the applicant has notified a lead agency prior to the release 
of the draft environmental impact report that it intends to certify a project for 
streamlined environmental review under the Jobs and Economic Improvement 
Through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011. Written acknowledgment from the 
lead agency of the applicant’s intent to apply for certification may be used to satisfy 
this requirement. 



The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) of the City and County of 
San Francisco, the lead agency for the Project, has been notified that the Golden State 
Warriors are seeking certification for the Project under the Jobs and Economic 
Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act. Written acknowledgement from the 
City of San Francisco OCII regarding the Golden State Warriors’ intent to apply for 
certification is attached as Exhibit E.  



 Information to show that the project will result in a minimum investment of $100 
million in California through the time of completion of construction. 



The Project is a major mixed-use development that includes the purchase, redesign, 
excavation, grading, and geotechnical improvement of an approximately 11-acre site. 
Planned building area includes a state-of-the-art, 18,064-seat entertainment facility, team 
practice facilities for the Golden State Warriors, a headquarters for the team’s front office 
staff, and additional office and retail buildings, together totaling over 1 million square feet in 
development. The site will also include 3.2 acres of new public and private open space and 
over 900 parking stalls in three levels (two below grade). Anticipated construction duration 
is 23 to 27 months. Based on anticipated project costs, the Project will far exceed the $100 
million minimum investment requirement of Public Resources Code section 21183(a). 



 Information to show that the project will satisfy the prevailing and living wage 
requirements of Public Resources Code section 21183(b). 



During construction the Project will create high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay according 
to the prevailing wages and living wages required by Public Resources Code section 
21183(b). All workers employed for the construction duration of the Project will receive, at 
minimum, the general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and 
geographic area, as determined by the Director of Industrial Relations (DIR) pursuant to 
Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the Labor Code. Rate details are included in Exhibit F. The 
Project sponsor will include this requirement in all contracts for work performed. 
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 Information establishing that the project will not result in any net additional 
greenhouse gas emissions. This information includes (1) a proposed methodology 
for quantifying the project’s net additional greenhouse gas emissions, and (2) 
documentation that quantifies both direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with the project’s construction and operation, including emissions from 
the project’s projected energy use and transportation related emissions; and 
quantifies the net emissions of the project after accounting for any mitigation 
measures. This information is subject to a determination signed by the Executive 
Officer of the Air Resources Board that the project does not result in any net 
additional greenhouse gas emissions, following the procedures set forth in section 
6 of the Governor’s Guidelines. 



The proposed methodology for calculating Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions for the new 
arena project would treat the office and retail components of the project, which are the 
subject of fully vested legal rights, as immediately adjacent uses. Thus, the calculation of 
the emissions for the project would first estimate emissions associated with the arena 
components only. Next, the methodology proposes to deduct from those emissions totals 
certain “credits”, as follows: 



(1)  A deduction arising as a consequence of the proximity of the immediately adjacent 
office and retail components in the form of internal trip capture; 



(2)  A deduction reflecting the sustainable features that will be incorporated into the 
office and retail components; and  



(3)  A deduction of all emissions resulting from Golden State Warriors (GSW) games 
PLUS 50% of the Non-Sporting Events that were to occur at Oracle Arena in the 
absence of the Mission Bay Event Center, but will in the future occur only at the Mission 
Bay Event Center. Includes a deduction of emissions from the GSW Headquarters and 
practice facility emissions in Downtown Oakland, which will likewise move to the Mission 
Bay Event Center and cease operations in Oakland. 



The proposed technical methodology for quantifying the Project’s GHG emissions is 
attached as Exhibit G. It accounts for one-time emissions impacts due to Project 
construction, as well as annual Project operations emissions from 2017 through 2035. 
Where available, the proposed methodology uses site-specific data for employee numbers, 
trip rates, and energy and water use. Where site-specific data is not available, default 
values such as those recommended in the CalEEMod® land-use model have been used. 



Based on this methodology, net operational emissions from the Project are estimated to be 
approximately 4,099 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) for operational 
year 2017, decreasing to 2,923 MT CO2e in 2035. Exhibits G and H show the total Project 
emissions as well as the emissions deducted for games and half of the non-game events 
at the Oracle Arena and GSW Headquarters in Oakland, as discussed above. 



Project construction emissions, including both direct and indirect emissions, are estimated 
to be approximately 10,066 MT CO2e over two years of construction. Construction of the 
project is a one-time source of emissions. 

















 



   



Exhibit A 



Golden State Warriors Event Center Site Plan 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

















 



   



Exhibit B 



LEED Scorecard
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10.4 – CAMPUS SUSTAINABLE APPROACH 
 



10.4.1 ‐ Process Overview 



 The LEED Campus Approach streamlines the LEED certification process for larger and 
more complex projects.  Multiple building projects that share a site, and are under the 
control of the same owner, developer, or property management, fall into the criteria of 
the campus program.  Under the Campus Approach, several LEED credits and 
prerequisites may be reviewed and pre‐approved.  Once earned, these credits may be 
claimed by all LEED projects for that campus, though the Campus is not eligible for LEED 
certification itself.  The US Green Building Council (USGBC) defines a campus credit as 
one that can be attempted for most or all projects within a LEED campus boundary 
because of shared site features and uniformity in project or management traits. 
 



 As highlighted in Figure 29, the Campus project will consist of a Master Site with several 
individual building projects.  The Office/Mixed‐Use Development will be utilizing LEED 
Core and Shell.  The North Tower and South Tower, inclusive of the Gatehouse, will 
pursue LEED individually, earning two separate LEED Gold certifications.  The Event 
Center, inclusive of the Arena, Markethall and Bayfront Terrace, will use LEED for New 
Construction.  Campuses with multiple segregated sites can register multiple LEED 
Master Sites to create groups of buildings within the campus.  For this project the terms 
Master Site and Campus represent the same single entity within the LEED certification 
process.  Therefore, from this point on the project will be referred to as the “Campus.” 
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Figure 29. LEED Online Campus Application 



 
10.4.2 ‐ Project Registration 



 The Campus project is registered on LEED‐Online, and the Event Center and 
Office/Mixed‐Use facilities will be registered early in the design phase once final building 
configurations are finalized.  These projects will be registered through the Campus LEED 
website as the Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32.  
Project team access to these LEED projects will be available via LEED‐Online once 
registration is complete. 



 
10.4.3 ‐ Campus LEED Detailed Scorecard 



 The following page is a detailed list of all Campus credits along with design and 
construction criteria for the Mission Bay site. 
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10.5 – EVENT CENTER SUSTAINABLE APPROACH 
 



10.5.1 ‐ Narrative 



 The 100% SD analysis identifies approximately sixty‐eight (68) LEED® points that are 
available either within the current design or with minor modifications for the Event 
Center project.  These credits are identified on the provided LEED® Credit Checklist 
under the “Yes” column.  An additional seven (7) points identified under the “Maybe” 
column may be possible, pending further research and potentially higher investment.  
Credits under the “No” column were designated as such based on a higher associated 
cost or inapplicability to this project. 



 With sixty (60) points required for LEED® Gold certification, this project is well 
positioned to achieve the minimum certification goal.  A buffer of five to six (5‐6) points 
above the desired certification threshold is recommended. 



 With the Arena, Bayfront Terrace and Markethall being contiguous spaces these 
facilities will all be included as part of the Event Center’s LEED application. 



 
10.5.2 ‐ Measurement & Verification 



 LEED EA credit 5 Measurement and Verification is intended to provide for the ongoing 
accountability of building energy consumption over time. Through the use of utility 
invoices, building automation system (BAS) data logging, permanently installed sub‐
metering, and spot measurements, the facility will measure the actual utility usage of 
the building for each energy end use for at least 12 months post‐occupancy. The 
method of metering will be primarily through the use of building meters and sub‐
meters.  These meters will record the electrical and natural gas loads as indicated below 
and in the final M&V plan. These meters are intended to validate the anticipated energy 
savings indicated in LEED EAc1.  See Electrical Narrative (Section 4) for more details on 
the networked metering system. 
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Table 9. Event Center M&V Preliminary Energy End Uses 



Fuel Type  Category  Sub Category  Equipment 



Electricity 



Lighting 
Interior Lighting 



Exterior Lighting 



HVAC Equipment 



Packaged HVAC 
Equipment 



Variable Refrigerant Flow (VRF) Units 



AHUs, ERVs, DAUs 



CRAC Units, Split Systems 



Fans 



Kitchen & Grease Exhaust Fans 



Process Ventilation Fans 



VRF Indoor FCUs 



AHU Supply Fans 



Exhaust Fans 



Heat Rejection  Cooling Towers 



HVAC Pumps 



 Heat Rejection Loop Recirc Pumps 



Heating Hot Water Pumps 



Radiant Heating Pumps 



Condenser Water Pumps 



Plug/Process Loads 



Receptacle Loads 



Event Center Event Lighting 



Low Temp Chillers & associated Pumps 



Ice Slab Chiller(s) & associated Pumps 



Elevators/Escalators 



Food Service Equipment 



Food Service Refrigeration Equipment 



Service Water Heating 
Domestic Water Heaters 



Domestic Water Pumps 



Natural Gas 



Space Heating  Boilers 



Service Water Heating  Domestic Water Heaters 



Plug/Process Loads  Food Service Equipment 



 
10.5.3 ‐ Event Center LEED Detailed Scorecard 



 The following scorecard details the credit by credit approach for the Event Center 
project, along with design and construction notes based upon the current design for the 
facility. 
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10.6 – OFFICE TOWER(S) / MIXED USE SUSTAINABLE APPROACH 
 



10.6.1 ‐ Narrative 



 The 75% SD analysis identifies sixty‐six (66) LEED® points that are available either based 
on current design or with minor modifications, similar to the Event Center project.  
These credits are identified on the provided LEED® Credit Checklist under the “Yes” 
column.  An additional sixteen (16) points identified under the “Maybe” column may be 
possible, pending further research and potentially higher investment.  Credits under the 
“No” column were designated as such based on a higher associated cost or 
inapplicability to this project. 



 With sixty (60) points required for LEED® Gold certification, this project is well 
positioned to achieve the minimum certification goal.  As with the Event Center project, 
a buffer of five to six (5‐6) points above the desired certification threshold is 
recommended. 



 Due to the Gatehouse being connected to the southwest office tower, at this phase the 
facility will be included in the 16th Street Office Tower’s LEED application. 



 
10.6.2 ‐ Measurement & Verification 



 LEED EA credit 5 Measurement and Verification is intended to provide for the ongoing 
accountability of building energy consumption over time. Through the use of utility 
invoices, building automation system (BAS) data logging, permanently installed sub‐
metering, and spot measurements, the facility will measure the actual utility usage of 
the building for each energy end use for at least 12 months post‐occupancy. The 
method of metering will be primarily through the use of building meters and sub‐
meters.  These meters will record the electrical and natural gas loads as indicated below 
and in the final M&V plan. These meters are intended to validate the anticipated energy 
savings indicated in LEED EAc1.  See Electrical Narrative (Section 4) for more details on 
the networked metering system. 
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Table 12. Office Buildings M&V Preliminary Energy End Uses 



Fuel Type  Category  Sub Category  Equipment 



Electricity 



Lighting 
Interior Lighting 



Exterior Lighting 



HVAC Equipment 



Packaged HVAC 
Equipment 



AHUs 



Packaged and Split DX Equipment 



VRF Outdoor Units 



Space Heating 



Rooftop AHU Heating Coils 



UFAD Terminal Unit Heating Coils & Fans 



Pedestal‐type Radiant Heaters 



Fans 



AHU Supply Fans 



Toilet/General Exhaust Fans 



VRF Fan Coil Units 



Process Loads 
Receptacle Loads 



Elevators/Escalators 



Service Water Heating 
Common Area Domestic Water Heaters 



Tenant Area Domestic Water Heaters 



  
10.6.3 – Office / Mixed‐Use LEED Detailed Scorecard 



 The following pages are a detailed list of all Mixed‐Use credits along with design and 
construction notes based upon the current design for the project. 
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10.7 – ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES 
 



10.7.1 ‐ Solar Photovoltaic (PV) System 



 Office Tower(s) 
The opportunity exists for a solar PV system to be installed on the office tower roofs; 
however, the extent of the system will likely not be large enough to achieve any LEED 
points for the on‐site renewable energy credit. 



 
10.7.2 ‐ Educational Opportunities 



 Campus Signage 
While signage options have yet to be discussed in detail, it is understood that 
technology is expected to be incorporated in some fashion. 



 High Performance MEP Systems 
 



10.8 ‐ TENANT LEASE LEED GUIDELINES 
The following credits being pursued by the Office Towers must be addressed in a Tenant Lease 
Agreement.  LEED for Core and Shell requires certain credits to be specified in the tenant lease 
(shown in bold below).  Additional credits will assist in the required LEED for Commercial Interiors 
certification as they will affect future building tenants.  



 SSc4.2: Bicycle Storage and Changing Rooms 



 WEp1: Water Use Reduction 



 WEc3: Water Use Reduction 



 EAp2: Minimum Energy Performance 



 EAp3: Fundamental Refrigerant Management 



 EAc1: Optimize Energy Performance 



 EAc3: Enhanced Commissioning 



 EAc4: Enhanced Refrigerant Management 



 EAc5: Measurement and Verification 



 IEQp1:Minimum Indoor Air Quality Performance 



 IEQp2: Environmental Tobacco Smoke Control 



 IEQc1: Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring 



 IEQc2: Increased Ventilation 



 IEQc3: Construction Indoor Air Quality Management Plan 



 IEQc5: Indoor Chemical and Pollutant Source Control 



 IEQc6: Controllability of Systems 



 IEQc7: Thermal Comfort 



 IEQc8: Daylighting and Views 
 
The Tenant Guidelines and/or Lease Agreements are typically drafted during the core and shell 
design phase.  The document should be provided to future tenants during lease negotiations and 
must be provided prior to tenant design work. 



   











 



   



Exhibit C-1 



Transportation Efficiency Analysis











Golden State Warriors Event Center
Transportation Efficiency Analysis



GSW Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Blocks 29‐32



Size Event center and team facilities
Approx. 580,000 GSF office
Approx. 125,000 GSF retail



Capacity Approx. 18,000 seats (event center)
Approx. 2,500 anticipated office and retail employees



Location Type San Francisco infill area 
Superdistrict 3
Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32



LEED Target LEED Gold certification
Parking Approx. 950 total vehicle spaces 



     ‐ 5% carpool
     ‐ Either 3% electric vehicle charging stations or 5% fuel‐  
       efficient vehicle spaces
Approx. 500 total bike spaces



Transit Service Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan (TSP)
Infrastructure Mission Bay TMA designated shuttle stop 



Sponsored Bay Area Bike Share station
Additional buffered bike lanes on 16th Street



Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM)



Yes (robust strategy)



GSW Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Blocks 29‐32, Basketball 
Event night (TSP/TDM in effect) (1) 



Variance due to TSP/TDM



Auto 54% 16% reduction in Auto trips
Transit 35% 15% increase in Transit trips
Walk/Other 11% 1% increase in Walk/Other trips



GSW Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Blocks 29‐32, No event 
night (TDM in effect) (2)



San Francisco Guidelines for Visitor Trips, 
Superdistrict 3, All Non‐Retail Uses (TDM NOT in 



effect) (1)



Variance due to TDM



Auto 48% 57% 12% reduction in Auto trips
Transit 32% 19% 17% increase in Transit trips
Walk/Other 20% 25% 4% increase in Walk/Other trips



(1) Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting, GS Warriors Trip Gen 2015 01 20 v3 ‐ TSP vs no TSP.  Transmitted to the Golden State Warriors via email (February 9, 2015). 
(2) Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting, Table 9 , Memorandum re: Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐ Case No. 2014.1441E  (November 26, 2014), 20. 



Mode Split ‐
Event Patrons



GSW Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Blocks 29‐32, Basketball Event night (TSP/TDM NOT in 
effect) (1)



70%
20%
10%



Mode Split ‐
Daily FTEs and 



Visitors



San Francisco Guidelines for Visitor Trips, 
Superdistrict 3, All Retail Uses (TDM NOT in effect) 



(1)



64%
12%
24%



Project 
Descriptions



LEED Silver arena, LEED Gold mixed‐use buildings
Approx. 1,270 vehicle spaces (Design for Development code requirement)



Approx. 60 total bike spaces (Design for Development code requirement)
Standard transit system service  (no TSP)
No designated shuttle stop
No bike share station
No additional buffered bike lanes
No  



Comparable Project(s)



Proof of 
comparable 
projects 



Event center and team facilities
Approx. 580,000 GSF office
Approx. 125,000 GSF retail
Approx. 18,000 seats (event center)
Approx. 2,500 anticipated office and retail employees
San Francisco infill area 
Superdistrict 3
Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32
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CHAPTER 4. TRAVEL DEMAND MANAGEMENT 



The purpose of the strategies described in this chapter is to increase the level of access to the project by transit, 
bicycling and walking while discouraging the use of private automobiles, particularly by solo drivers. The 
strategies identified in this chapter will be reviewed and refined both during the Event Center’s first year of the 
project’s completion and as new transportation facilities are developed in the project vicinity. 



4.1 GENERAL TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES  



Measures that will be implemented to support all public transit, bicycle, and automobile reduction strategies 
include: 



1. Appoint an Event Center Transportation Coordinator (ECTC) to: manage the transportation needs of 
employees and event attendees; provide information and education materials; implement and 
administer various TDM measures; coordinate with nearby employers; promote use of rideshare; 
encourage use of public transportation, Mission Bay TMA shuttles, and bicycles; conduct surveys to 
determine travel mode and other relevant information; and implement new strategies as needed to 
meet target auto mode share and reduce impacts to adjacent businesses and residents. 



2. Develop means of in-building communication (radio, TV, smart phone app, etc.) that give Event Center, 
office, or retail users multiple, real-time advisories about the status of the transportation system to 
facilitate convenient transportation choices that include availability of public transit and shuttle bus 
service, location and capacity of bike parking facilities, best walking paths, location of taxi stops, and 
limited extent of – or high price for – available parking. 



3. Develop a crowd-sourced app that puts information on all transportation modes in the hands of event 
attendees with smart communication devices. This real-time information on travel conditions and travel 
times by mode will lead to a transportation system that will become increasingly more user optimized. 
The app will be free and available to anyone who wishes to download it, and will be useful for anyone 
working, living, or visiting the Mission Bay Area. 



4. Provide extensive use of real-time transit info in public assembly areas that reflect the range of transit 
services in the area.  



5. Install a machine to add value to Clipper Cards on-site.  



4.2 EMPLOYEE TDM 



The strategies described below are designed to limit employee auto mode split for weekday, peak-hour travel 
to no more than 48 percent. 



4.2.1 Employee Public Transit Strategies 



Measures that will be implemented to increase the use of public transit among employees of the office, retail, 
and event center uses on-site include: 



1. Participate in Commuter Check Program, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their 
commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses. 
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2. Notify employees that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles, and provide information 
about routes, stop locations, and schedule.  



4.2.2 Employee Bicycle Strategies 



Measures that will be implemented to increase the frequency and convenience of biking among employees of 
the office, retail, and event center uses on-site include: 



1. Promote use of the indoor bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces) at Bayfront Park. 



2. Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees in office buildings and retail uses on-site. 



3. Provide outdoor bicycle storage/racks for Event Center and office or retail visitors. 



4. Sponsor Bay Area Bike Share pod(s) in the project vicinity. 



5. Provide shower and locker facilities in each on-site building for Event Center Development employee 
use. 



6. Encourage all employees and guests to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the 
annual “Bike to Work” day. 



4.2.3 Employee Automobile Reduction Strategies 



Measures that will be implemented to reduce the effects of employee vehicular traffic include: 



1. Allow employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent possible. 



2. Support Ridesharing Program – Participate in free-to-employees ride-matching program through 
www.511.org. 



3. Emergency Ride Home Program – Participate in ERH program through the City of San Francisco 
(www.sferh.org).  



4. Organize and publicize promotions like Spare the Air days (as declared for the  Bay Area region) or a 
Rideshare Week.  



5. Encourage carpooling and vanpooling by designating/reserving some Event Center garage parking 
spaces for employees who use those modes. 



4.2.4 Additional Strategies 



1. Encourage employees to choose electric vehicles (EVs) over gas-fueled autos by designating/reserving 
some Event Center garage parking spaces for EVs  and providing charging equipment. 



2. Program additional on-site amenities (fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, 
automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the work day.  



4.3 EVENT CENTER PATRON TDM 



The strategies described below are designed to limit event patron auto mode split for weekday, peak-event 
travel (6:00 PM to 8:00 PM) to no more than 53 percent. 
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4.3.1 Patron Public Transit Strategies 



Measures that will be implemented to increase the use of public transit among guests include:  



1. Reward patrons arriving via transit with implementation options that may include discounted food or 
beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, or access to a “fast-track” security line. Market these 
incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that guests can make 
choices accordingly.  



2. Establish a partnership to brand Clipper Cards and/or transit stops and stations near the Event Center 
to encourage the mental association of event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip 
planning process. 



3. Promote transit access to project by: providing interactive trip-planning tool, transit maps, with 
recommended stops/stations for accessing site; best routes to the Event Center; and walking directions 
from transit stations/stops. Provide these on the Event Center web site, on websites of events taking 
place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract), and mobile app. Provide real-
time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key Event Center locations 
(exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens) post-event.  



4. Utilize TVs and other screens inside the Event Center building to display real time transit information 
and prominent comparisons between transportation choices available to fans, employees, and visitors 
to the Event Center Development. Emphasize transit’s lower-cost, higher sustainability, and other 
beneficial factors as compared with private autos. 



5. Play recorded announcements during halftime (for games) or between opening and main acts (for 
concerts), and as Event Center attendees exit the building, to notify guests of non-auto travel options 
home, including real time transit and shuttle departure times.  



6. Provide additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-
season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and 
coordinating displays within, hotels and local businesses in the Event Center vicinity 



4.3.2 Patron Bicycle Strategies 



Measures that will be implemented to increase the frequency and convenience of biking among Event Center 
patrons include: 



1. Promote use of the indoor bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces) at Bayfront Park. 
Reward patrons of the bike valet with implementation options that may include discounted food or 
beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, or access to a “fast-track” security line. Market these 
incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that guests can make 
choices accordingly.  



2. Provide outdoor bicycle storage/racks for Event Center and office or retail visitors. 



3. Sponsor Bay Area Bike Share pod(s) in the project vicinity. 



4. Encourage all employees and guests to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the 
annual “Bike to Work” day 
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5. Provide temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas in both major plazas for peak events that 
experience bicycle storage demands that exceed the 300 space indoor valet facility. 



6. Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the Event Center development site, on the Event Center web 
site and mobile app. 



4.3.3 Patron Automobile Reduction Strategies 



Measures that will be implemented to reduce the effects of visitor vehicular traffic include: 



1. Increase fees for parking on-site above typical event center rates. 



2. Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons 
before showing preferred driving routes or available parking.  



3. Promote transit and bicycle information on event site website, event apps, and in event literature and 
advertisements, when appropriate. 



4. Provide electronic message boards displaying upcoming event schedules to discourage auto use and 
parking on-site. 



5. Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with 
rideshare/carpool/TNC companies to offer discounts to event attendees. 



4.4 SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN 



This section summarizes a preliminary Transit Service Plan (TSP) for the Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use 
Development as outlined by the SFMTA in a presentation on October 1, 2014. 



4.4.1 Service Plan Objectives 



The key objective for the TSP is as follows: 



 Provide high quality service to event goers, without affecting service reliability for other Muni customers 



 Accommodate a 35 percent transit mode share for peak events. 



 Develop a service plan that maximizes existing infrastructure and prioritizes operations efficiencies 



4.4.2 Service Plan for Peak Event 



The majority of regional transit riders will use Muni as a last-mile connection to the Event Center Development. 
Most Muni passengers will travel on the T 3rd southbound pre-event, and northbound post-event. The T 3rd 
service pre-event is expected to have excess capacity, while post-event excessive capacity will not be allocated 
from regular service, but rather will be served from additional trains and supplemental routes. The T 3rd service 
will be supplemented with bus service to respond to distributed customer demand, to minimize transfers made, 
and to minimize rail car demand. Inset 4-1 shows proposed routes for each of the supplemental shuttles. 
Supplemental bus routes include: 



 T 3rd Supplemental Service  



 Metro Shuttle via The Embarcadero  
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 16th Street BART Station Shuttle 



 Van Ness Avenue Shuttle 



 Ferry Building / Transbay Terminal Shuttle  



Inset 4-1 Supplemental Shuttle Routes 



 



Table 4-1 summarizes the fleet of shuttle buses and light rail vehicles necessary for pre- and post-event 
scenarios.  



Figure 4-1 shows the pre-event shuttle plan, including stop locations at the site. Figure 4-2 shows the post-
event shuttle plan; including shuttle stop locations, staging areas, and temporary lane closers, which are 
discussed in more detail in Chapter 6. 
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TABLE 4-1: PRELIMINARY TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN FOR PEAK EVENT 



SERVICE  



FLEET NECESSARY 



Pre-Event Post-Event 



T 3rd Supplemental Service 4 two car trains between Chinatown and 
Mission Bay Loop combined with 4 minute 
scheduled subway service 



10 two car trains staged to clear event 



Metro Shuttle via The 
Embarcadero 



None – limited car availability 2 three car trains staged to clear event 



16th Street BART Station Shuttle 
4 articulated motor coaches operating 
between 16th Street BART and the arena 
every 7-8 minutes 



4 articulated motor coaches + 1 standard 
motor coaches operating between 16th 
Street BART and the arena staged to clear 
event with half of vehicles returning for a 
second trip 



Van Ness Avenue Shuttle 5 standard motor coaches operating every 
12 minutes along the Van Ness corridor to 
arena via 16th Street 



4 standard motor coaches operating to the 
Van Ness corridor via 16th Street staged to 
clear event 



Ferry Building / Transbay 
Terminal Shuttle 



6 standard motor coaches operating every 
10 minutes via Ferry Plaza and the Transbay 
Terminal to the arena 



6 standard motor coaches operating to 
Transbay Terminal and Ferry Building Plaza 
staged to clear event 



Source: SFMTA (Oct. 1, 2014). 
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ARB Acceptance of GHG Quantification Determination for Plan Bay Area 
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Exhibit E 



Written Acknowledgement of Notice and Obligations











Sin rely, 



Tiff 
Exec tive D ector 



Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure 



(Successor to the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency) 



One South Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94103 



415.749.2400 



EDWIN M. LEE, Mayor 



Mara Rosales, Chair 
Marily Mondejar 
Darshan Singh 
Miguel Bustos 



Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 



February 11, 2015 
	



126-0172015-014 



David Kelly, Esq. 
Golden State Warriors 
1011 Broadway 
Oaklaild, CA 94607 



Re: Acknowledgement of the GSW Arena, LLC (GSW) Intent to Seek Certification Under 
the Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 



Dear Mr. Kelly: 



The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure of the City and County of San 
Francisco ("OCII"), as lead agency for the proposed Golden State Warriors Arena Project (the 
"Project") in San Francisco, California, acknowledges that it has been notified of GSW's intent 
to apply for certification of the Project as a "Leadership Project" under the Jobs and Economic 
Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011 (the "Act"). Public Resources 
Code section 21178 et seq. 



OCII further acknowledges that, as part of the certification process, GSW is obligated to enter 
into an agreement with OCII establishing the requirements of Public Resources Code sections 
21183(d), (e), and (f), and that the certification under the Act entitles the Project to streamlined 
environmental review and requires the lead agency to prepare an administrative record in 
accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code section 21186. 



As the Executive Director for OCII, I am authorized to make the above acknowledgement on 
behalf of OCII. 











February, 5, 2015 



Tiffany Bohee 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure ("OCII") 
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5 th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 



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



Dear Ms. Bohee: 



I write on behalf of GSW Arena LLC ("GSW"), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC 
(which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) 
team), the project sponsor of that certain proposed event center and mixed-use development 
project located on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San 
Francisco (the "Project"). GSW wishes to confirm to the Office of Community Investment 
and Infrastructure (OCII) in its capacity as the lead agency for the approval of the Project 
GSW's agreement to the following items, all of which are conditions of qualifying for the 
Project's treatment as a "leadership project" under the Jobs and Economic Improvement 
Through Environmental Leadership Act of 2011, as amended (The "Act") California Public 
Resources Code Sections 21178 et. seq. By this letter, GSW acknowledges and agrees to its 
obligations under the Act as set forth in California Public Resources Code Sections 21183 
(d), (e) and (f). 



Accordingly, as required by Public Resources Code § 21183(d), GSW agrees that all 
mitigation measures required pursuant to CEQA to certify the Project under the Act shall be 
conditions of approval, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by OCII or another 
agency designated by OCII. GSW agrees that all environmental mitigation measures 
required to certify the Project under the Act will be monitored and enforced by OCII for the life 
of the obligation. 



As required by Public Resources Code § 21183(e), GSW agrees to pay the costs of the Court 
of Appeal in hearing and deciding any case, including payment of the costs for the 
appointment of a special master if deemed appropriate by the court, in a form and manner 
specified by the Judicial Council, as provided in the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial 
Council pursuant to the Act. 



NBA 
GOLDEN STATE WARRIORS • NATIONAL BASKETBALL ASSOCIATION 



1011 Broadway • Oakland, CA 94607-4019 



510.986.2200 • 1-888-GSW-HOOP • warriors.com  











Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure ("OCII") 
<February 5, 2015> 
Page 2 



As required by Public Resources Code § 21183(f), GSW agrees to pay the costs of preparing 
the administrative record for the Project, in a form and manner specified by OCII, concurrent 
with review and consideration of the Project pursuant to CEQA and the Act. 



In entering into this letter agreement, GSW acknowledges and agrees that this agreement will 
have no impact on the on-going process under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). In order to comply with CEQA and give the public and decision-makers the 
opportunity to be aware of the environmental consequences of the Project, and to fully 
participate in the CEQA process, the Parties acknowledge that OCII has no obligation to 
approve, and GSW has no obligation to develop, the Project unless and until the Parties have 
negotiated, executed and delivered mutually acceptable agreements based upon information 
produced from the CEQA environmental review process and any other public review and 
hearing processes, subject to all applicable governmental approvals. OCII retains the 
absolute, sole discretion to: (1) modify the Project as OCII may, in its sole discretion, deem 
necessary to comply with CEQA; (2) select other feasible alternatives and/or impose 
mitigation measures to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts, which 
this agreement; (3) balance the benefits of the Project against any significant environmental 
impacts prior to taking final actions, if such significant impacts cannot otherwise be avoided; 
and/or (4) determine not to proceed with the Project. 



GSW Arena LLC 



By: 
Its: 	c er 	s e.) 



Acknowledged and Agreed to by: 



Tiffan 	ee, irector of 
Office o Col, unity Investment and Infrastructure 



cc: City of San Francisco Dept. of City Planning 



101875308.5 
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Wage and Investment Documentation











 
180 Howard Street, Suite 1200 



San Francisco, CA  94105 



CA License No.  996476 



 



February 12, 2015 



 



Golden State Warriors 



Attn:  David Kelly 



 



Re: Golden State Warriors 



Event Center and Mixed-Use Development  



 



Per your request, we are confirming published prevailing wage information for select field craft labor 



anticipated to work on the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development in Mission 



Bay, San Francisco.  We intend to contract with contractors and to pay wages as negotiated through 



appropriate collective bargaining agreements for non-artisan on site craft labor   These wages are 



anticipated to meet or exceed the prevailing wages for job classifications as set forth by California's 



Department of Industrial Relations ("DIR"). 



 



Below is a subset of job classifications and median journeyman wages from the DIR Database for 2014-2 



that will comprise a majority of the non-artisan on site construction jobs created by the project: 



 



Trade Classification 2014-2 Rates 



 



Construction Laborer (Group 3) - Area 1 $48.27 



Carpenter - Area 1 $68.07 



Cement Mason and Concrete Finisher $53.66 



Electrician - Inside Wireman $87.73 



Operating Engineer - Group II $66.70 



Plumber $108.44 



Sheet Metal Worker $91.64 



Steel Erector - Group II $68.31 



 



These values represent base wages plus health and welfare and other employer paid 



benefits for San Francisco County based on the SFR-2014-2 Determination. 



 



These rates were developed using the published information from the 2014-2 general prevailing wage 



journeymen determinations made by the Director of DIR. 



 



If you have any questions, please let me know. 



 



Sincerely, 



Mortenson/Clark, a Joint Venture 



 
Steven J. Dell'Orto 



Senior Vice President  











 



   



Exhibit G 



Greenhouse Gas Emissions Methodology











Application for CEQA Streamlining: 
GHG Emissions Methodology and Documentation 
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AB900:  (California) Assembly Bill 900 (Buchanan) 
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1. Introduction 



The Event Center and Mixed-Use Development Project located on Blocks 29-32 within the 



Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (herein referred to as the 



“Project”) has applied for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) judicial streamlining 



under Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21178 et seq. In support of the Application, 



ENVIRON quantified both direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions associated with the 



Project’s operation, including ongoing emissions reductions associated with transportation and 



building energy use, to show the Project meets the requirement for no “net additional emission 



of greenhouse gases [GHG], including greenhouse gas emissions from employee 



transportation” [California PRC §21183(c)]. 



ENVIRON quantified potential emissions for the Project as well as those associated with the 



existing uses at the Oracle Arena and the Golden State Warriors (GSW) Headquarters and 



practice facility in Oakland to calculate the net GHG emissions associated with the Project. 



ENVIRON also quantified emissions reductions associated with internal trip capture made 



possible by the immediately adjacent office and retail uses and sustainability components of the 



newly constructed office, as described in Section 3 of this methodology document. Lastly, 



ENVIRON quantified the Project’s one-time emissions due to construction. This document 



summarizes of the assumptions and calculation methodologies ENVIRON used to estimate 



GHG emissions. 



Throughout this report, GHG emissions are reported in units of metric tons of carbon dioxide 



equivalents (MT CO2e). Carbon dioxide equivalents are emissions of carbon dioxide, methane 



(CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O), weighted by the global warming potentials (GWP) from Title 40 



of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 98, Table A-1, as referenced by the California 



Mandatory Reporting Rule for GHG (Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations, §§95100-



95158). GHG emissions are quantified for this Project, existing uses at the Oracle Arena and 



the current GSW Headquarters in Oakland, and one-time emissions associated with 



construction. 



1.1. Project 



The Project on Blocks 29-32 consists of development of a new arena for the National Basketball 



Association (NBA) team the Golden State Warriors (GSW), who currently play at the Oracle 



Arena in Oakland, California. Currently, the Project site is used for surface parking. As 



described in the Application for judicial streamlining, there are immediately adjacent office and 



retail land uses. The calculations of the GHG emissions for the Project include emissions 



associated with the event center and reductions associated with transportation and building 



energy use. Table 1 shows the proposed land uses at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. 
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Table 1. Project Land Uses at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 



Land Use Square Footage 



Event Center 750,000 



GSW Office Space 25,000 



Office Space 580,000 



Retail Space1 125,000 



Parking and Loading 234,411 



Notes: 



1 Proposed retail uses are approximately 51,500 GSF sit‐down 



restaurant, 11,000 quick‐service restaurant, and 62,500 GSF soft 



goods retail including food retail. 



 



The GSW are assumed to play 47 games per year at the Mission Bay Event Center, which is 



the number of pre-season, regular season, and post-season home games in the 2013-2014 



season. This represents an average good year as the GSW made the first round of playoffs 



(including 3 pre-season home games). Home games can range from a minimum of 43 (including 



2 pre-season games) to a maximum of 60 (including 3 pre-season games and 16 post-season 



games) if the GSW continue through a seven-game championship. 



Currently, construction of the Project is scheduled to be completed in late 2017. Thus, for the 



purposes of this analysis the first operational year of the Project is assumed to be 2017. A GHG 



emissions inventory is also presented for each year from 2017 to 2035. From 2017 to 2035, 



emissions change each year due to the phase-in of the Renewable Portfolio Standard from 



2017 to 2020 and CO2e emission factors resulting from an improved vehicle fleet as 



documented by ARB guidance for AB900 projects. 



1.2. Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters 



The current GSW Headquarters are located at 1011 Broadway in Oakland, California. The 



calculations of potential Project GHG emissions at the Mission Bay Event Center would deduct 



a portion of the existing GHG emissions from the Oracle Arena and the existing GSW 



Headquarters from the future GHG calculations. The portion deducted is associated with the 



relocation of all the GSW games, the GSW Headquarters and practice facility in Oakland, and 



fifty percent (50%) of the non-GSW events currently taking place at the Oracle Arena, as 



described in the Application. 



Methodologies for quantifying GHG emissions associated with all events at the Oracle Arena 



and the existing GSW Headquarters in Oakland are presented in Section 2. Methodologies for 



quantifying GHG emissions associated with the Mission Bay Event Center, emission reductions 



due to the Project, and emissions from the remaining 50% of non-GSW events at Oracle Arena 



are presented in Section 3. 
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Table 2. Oracle Arena and GSW Headquarters Land Uses 



Location Square Footage 



Oracle Arena approx. 500,000 



GSW Headquarters 



(management offices and 



practice facility) 



16,0001 



Notes: 



1 Greenhouse gas emissions associated with the GSW 



Headquarters are based on actual consumption data and 



not the building square footage. 



 



1.3. One-Time Emissions 



Construction of the Project will generate “one-time” emissions, that is, discrete emissions that 



are not associated with ongoing Project operation. These emissions are quantified and 



disclosed for the Project. Methodologies for quantifying construction GHG emissions are 



detailed in Section 4. 



1.4. Emissions Sectors 



For the Project in Mission Bay and the Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters, 



emissions are quantified and presented for the following sectors: 



Table 3. Emissions Sectors 



Sector Description 



Energy Emissions from purchased electricity and natural gas 



Mobile sources Emissions from on-road vehicle traffic 



Waste Emissions from solid waste treatment 



Water Indirect GHG emissions from the treatment and delivery of fresh water 



and wastewater treatment 



Area sources Emissions from landscaping equipment 



Stationary Sources Emissions from emergency generators at the Project 



 



Detailed calculations of one-time emissions associated with construction and emissions in the 



above sectors are presented in Exhibit H: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculations of the 



Application.
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2. Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters Operational 
Emissions 



The estimated GHG emissions from Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters operations 



at the existing site are shown in Table 4. Total GHG emissions are 14,930 MT CO2e/year, with 



14,304 MT CO2e/year originating at the Oracle Arena and the remaining 625 MT CO2e/year 



from the GSW Headquarters (numbers do not add to 14,930 MT CO2e/year due to rounding). 



The GSW provided site-specific data for energy use and transportation, as described in the 



respective subsections below. For both land uses, mobile sources are the largest contributor of 



GHG emissions, followed by energy use. 



Table 4: Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters 2017 GHG Emissions 



GHG Emissions [MT 



CO2e/year] 



Emission Source 



Energy Mobile Area Waste Water Total 



Oracle Arena 
(47 games and 42 events) 



1,413 12,284 
0.010 



91 517 14,304 



GSW Headquarters 258 365 2 1 625 



Total 1,671 12,648 0.010 92 518 14,930 



 



No stationary sources such as emergency generators are considered for the Oracle Arena and 



GSW Oakland Headquarters. This is a conservative approach. 



The GHG emissions from energy use and mobile sources were evaluated between 2017 and 



2035. Detailed calculations for the Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters emission 



calculations are in Exhibit H: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculations of the Application. 



2.1. Energy 



Energy emissions from Oracle Arena and GSW headquarters land uses were estimated using 



similar methodology to that of the California Air Resources Board (ARB) in evaluating GHG 



emissions from the Apple Campus 2 project in Cupertino, California (“ARB Determination for 



Apple Campus 2”).1 The ARB emissions methodology was developed to assess GHG emissions 



in support of a CEQA judicial streamlining application under California Assembly Bill 900 



(AB900). The energy emissions estimates consider emissions from two processes, electricity 



generation and natural gas combustion, with further details in Section 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 below. 



2.1.1. Electricity 



Determining GHG emissions from electricity generation requires an emission factor correlating 



MWh of electricity consumed to MT CO2e. The emission factor for GHG from electricity 



production for customers of the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) is based on the 



                                                 
1 ARB. 2011. Attachment A to letter from Lynn M. Terry to Ken Alex. June 14. Available online at 



http://opr.ca.gov/docs/ARBDeterminationAppleCampus2.pdf 
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PG&E report “Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers.”2 All 



calculations use the PG&E 2017 through 2020 emission factors for electricity production. The 



CH4 and N2O emission factors are the same as those used in the California Air Pollution Control 



Officers Association (CAPCOA)-developed model for land uses, California Emissions Estimator 



Model, version 2013.2.2 (CalEEMod®).3 



Electricity demand for the Oracle Arena is estimated based on historical CalEEMod® energy 



intensities for the Arena land use, which reflect 2005 Title 24 standards. The GSW provided 



historical actual electricity usage data for the GSW Headquarters. 



Emissions from electricity use are the product of the historical annual electricity use and the 



GHG emission factor. 



2.1.2. Natural Gas 



Emission factors for CO2, CH4, and N2O from natural gas combustion were taken from 



CalEEMod®. 



Natural gas demand for the Oracle Arena is estimated based on historical CalEEMod® energy 



intensities for the Arena land use, which reflect 2005 Title 24 standards. As Oracle Arena was 



originally opened in 1966 and last renovated in 1997, it is likely that energy use is 



underestimated here. Natural gas demand for the GSW Headquarters is based on historical 



actual usage data provided by the GSW. 



Emissions from natural gas use are the product of the historical annual natural gas use and the 



GHG emission factors from CalEEMod®. 



2.2. Mobile Sources 



Mobile source emissions for the Oracle Arena and GSW headquarters are considered 



separately for GSW Headquarters employees, Oracle Arena employees, and spectators at the 



Oracle Arena, as discussed in the subsections below. Trip rate estimates are based on staff and 



spectator head counts. Trip lengths are the default values from CalEEMod® except for event 



spectator trips, which are longer, as discussed below. CO2e emission factors are from the ARB 



guidance document “Statewide Emission Factors For Use With AB900 Projects.” 



                                                 
2 Pacific Gas and Electric Company. 2013. Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers. 



April. Available online at: 
http://www.pge.com/includes/docs/pdfs/shared/environment/calculator/pge_ghg_emission_factor_info_sheet.pdf. 



3 CalEEMod® calculates annual GHG emissions which can be used in support of analyses in environmental 
documents such as Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) and Negative Declarations used to support a California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) evaluation. CalEEMod® utilizes widely accepted models for emission estimates 
combined with appropriate default data that can be used if site-specific information is not available. These models 
and default estimates use sources such as the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) AP-42 
emission factors, California Air Resources Board (ARB) onroad and offroad equipment emission models such as 
the EMission FACtor 2011 model (EMFAC2011) and the Offroad Emissions Inventory Program model 
(OFFROAD), and studies commissioned by California agencies such as the California Energy Commission (CEC) 
and Calrecycle. Available at: http://www.caleemod.com/ 
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2.2.1. Employee Trips 



ENVIRON estimated GHG emissions from employees working at the GSW Headquarters and 



as part of non-event operations at the Oracle Arena. The actual count of full-time employees 



(not including vendor and event staff on event days) at the Oracle Arena was used.4 The 



number of employees at the GSW Headquarters in Oakland was based on the Project Notice of 



Preparation (NOP) from November 2014. 



Bay Area Census data from 2013 show that 78% of commuters drive to work, the employee 



driving rate assumed for Oracle Arena staff.5 The Bay Area Census data also show that the 



single occupancy vehicle (SOV) rate is 86% and the average local carpool rate is 14%, so 14% 



of Oracle Arena employees were assumed to carpool in 2-person carpools. The GSW provided 



a driving rate of 85% for the Headquarters employees. The GSW also provided a carpool rate of 



6%, assumed to be of 2-person carpools. 



Employees were assumed to take one round-trip commute trip and one round-trip non-commute 



trip per day. The CalEEMod® default trip length of 9.5 miles was used for the employee 



commute trips. The non-commute trip length is assumed to be 3 miles. 



The emissions for employee trips are the product of employee trips per year, length per trip, and 



the ARB CO2e emission factor. 



2.2.2. Spectator Trips 



The GSW provided average count of game and non-game event spectators. The trip length for 



all spectators (game and non-game event) was developed based on the zip codes of GSW 



season ticket-holder addresses. The trip length of 25 miles used for event spectators is the 



weighted-average of distances to each Bay Area county represented by the season ticket-



holder addresses. 



The GSW estimated that 2,000 of the total spectators per game event took public transit or 



taxis. In the absence of survey or public transit data, ENVIRON assumed the count of single-



occupancy vehicles and 3-person carpools based on the capacity of the Oracle Arena parking 



lot. About four times as many spectators attend events as there are parking spaces. Of the 



spectators driving to game events, ENVIRON assumed that 20% of spectators drive in single-



occupancy vehicles while the remaining spectators drive in carpools of 3 people. ENVIRON also 



conservatively assumed that all non-game event spectators drive, and that 20% of these 



spectators drive in single-occupancy vehicles while the remaining carpool at a density of 3 



people per vehicle. 



                                                 
4 City of Oakland. 2014. Oakland Coliseum Area Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, Volume II. 



Available online at: http://www2.oaklandnet.com/Government/o/PBN/OurOrganization/PlanningZoning/OAK048830 
5 Bay Area Census. 2013. Selected Census Data from the San Francisco Bay Area. Available online at 



http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/bayarea.htm 





http://www2.oaklandnet.com/Government/o/PBN/OurOrganization/PlanningZoning/OAK048830
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The emissions for event spectator trips are the product of spectator trips per year, trip length, 



and the ARB CO2e emission factor. 



2.2.3. Vendor and Event Staff Trips 



Event staff are those employees who work only on game days and for non-game events at the 



Oracle Arena. Vendors are contractors who provide services at games and non-game events. 



The annual number of vehicle trips by vendor and event staff is based on number of vendors at 



each event and total number of event days per year. 



Vendors and event staff are assumed to drive and carpool at the average local rates in the Bay 



Area Census data, that is, a driving rate of 78% and a carpool rate of 14%. Carpools are 



assumed to be of 2 people per vehicle.  



The trip length for vendor and event staff trips, 9.5 miles, is the default commercial-work trip 



length in CalEEMod® for the Bay Area. 



The emissions for vendor and event staff trips are the product of employee trips per year, trip 



length, and the ARB CO2e emission factor. 



2.2.4. Opposing Team Bus Trips 



Typically, the opposing team visiting to play against the GSW stays in a hotel in San Francisco. 



The opposing team takes a bus to the Oracle Arena for each game, a trip of approximately 17.5 



miles. On average, there are 1.5 bus trips per game based on information from the GSW.  



The emissions for opposing team bus trips are the product of opposing team bus trips per year, 



trip length, and the ARB CO2e emission factor for the fleet mix. 



2.2.5. Delivery Trips 



On average, there are about 8 deliveries per work day to the GSW Headquarters. The trip 



length for delivery trips is 7.3 miles, the default commercial-nonwork trip length in CalEEMod®. 



The emissions for delivery trips are the product of delivery trips per year, trip length, and the 



ARB CO2e emission factor. 



2.3. Waste 



Solid waste treatment releases GHG, primarily methane, as a result of decomposition. The ARB 



developed an emission factor for CO2e from solid waste disposal in the ARB Determination for 



Apple Campus 2.6 ENVIRON uses the same emission factor in this analysis, and shows its 



derivation in Exhibit H: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculations of the Application. The 



GHG emission factor for waste is 0.155 MT CO2e/MT waste. 



The annual waste generation rate for the Oracle Area on a square footage basis is 1.29 



tons/1000 square feet per year, based on the Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & 



Related Development EIR cited in the GSW Event Center November 2014 NOP. GHG 



                                                 
6 California Air Resources Board. 2012. Email between Webster Tasat of the California Air Resources Board and 



Catherine Mukai of ENVIRON, 20 November 2012. 
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emissions from solid waste at the Oracle Arena are the product of the amount of waste 



generated per year and the CO2e emission factor for solid waste. 



The GSW provided an estimate for the amount of solid waste generated at the GSW 



Headquarters as well as the amount of diverted waste. GHG emissions from GSW 



Headquarters-generated solid waste are the product of the amount of waste generated per year 



less the amount diverted and the CO2e emission factor for solid waste. 



2.4. Water 



Water treatment and transport results in indirect emissions of GHG. In the ARB Determination 



for Apple Campus 2, ARB developed a CO2e emission factor for water use based on a study by 



the University of California on behalf of the California Public Utilities Commission and the 



California EPA’s Water Energy Team of the Climate Action Team (WetCat). The emission factor 



accounts for emissions from fresh water supply, treatment, distribution, and wastewater 



treatment. The GHG emission factor for water use is 2.255 MT CO2e/Mgal. 



The water use rate for the Oracle Arena is based on data from the “Commercial and Institutional 



End Uses of Water” report by the American Water Works Association Research Foundation.7 



The use rate is multiplied by the square footage of the Oracle Arena to get the usage in gallons 



per year. The GSW provided the annual water use for the GSW Headquarters. 



GHG emissions from water usage are the product of water used per year and the CO2e 



emission factor for water use. 



2.5. Area Sources 



The Project includes area sources such as landscaping equipment. GHG emissions from area 



sources were estimated using CalEEMod® based on the type and size of land uses associated 



with the Oracle Arena and the GSW Oakland Headquarters. 



 



                                                 
7 American Water Works Association Research Foundation. 2000. Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water. 
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3. Project Operational Emissions  



The estimated Project GHG emissions from future operations at the Project site at full build-out 



are shown in Table 5. Total GHG emissions in the first operational year, 2017, are 19,133 MT 



CO2e/year, with 18,384 MT CO2e/year originating from the new Event Center at Mission Bay 



and 2,939 MT CO2e/year from remaining events at Oracle Arena. Credits due to Energy 



Efficiency and Trip Linking account for a reduction of 2,008 MT CO2e/year. For all land uses, 



mobile sources are the largest contributor of GHG emissions, followed by energy use. 



Table 5: Project GHG Emissions in 2017 (MT CO2e/year) 



GHG Emissions 



[MT CO2e/year] 



Emission Source 



Energy Mobile Area Waste Water Generators 



Oracle Arena 



(21 events) 
333 2,242 0.0023 21 122 - 



Mission Bay Event Center 



(47 games and 161 



events) 



748 16,741 0.014 136 23 



106 



GSW Office Space 74 104 0.00047 4.6 0.66 



Parking and Loading 446 - 0.0090 - - 



Credit due to Energy 



Efficiency 
-646 - - - - - 



Credit due to Trip Linking - -1,362 - - - - 



Sub-Total 956 17,726 0.026 162 145 106 



Total 19,095      



 



The GHG emissions from energy use and mobile sources associated with the Project were 



evaluated at full build-out between 2017 and 2035. Credits due to energy efficiency and trip 



linking are also calculated for these years, as discussed below. 



ENVIRON calculated the Project emissions using largely the same methodology as described in 



Section 2. There are additional sources of GHG emissions in the Project, namely stationary 



sources, which are discussed in Section 3.6. 



Detailed calculations for Project emissions are in Exhibit H: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 



Calculations of the Application. 



3.1. Energy 



The energy emissions estimates consider emissions from two processes, electricity generation 



and natural gas combustion. 
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Project emissions from electricity are the sum of the emissions from the new event center, the 



GSW office space, and the Oracle Arena. Though the Oracle Arena will no longer host GSW 



games, it is assumed that approximately 50% of the non-game events will still occur at the 



Oracle Arena, or 24% of a typical year’s game and non-game events will still occur at the Oracle 



Arena. Thus, emissions calculations for the remaining non-game events at Oracle Arena use a 



24% scaling factor to account for this reduction in number of events. An emission reduction from 



the electricity use of the Office Tower is also applied; this is discussed further below. 



3.1.1. Electricity 



The GHG emission factors for electricity use change over time due to the California Renewable 



Portfolio Standard (RPS), a program designed to meet statewide GHG reduction targets. The 



RPS requires grid electricity to come from 33% renewable sources by 2020. ENVIRON used 



emission factors for 2017 through 2020 for electricity from the PG&E report “Greenhouse Gas 



Emission Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers.”8 The PG&E emission factors for electricity 



production range between 0.158 and 0.131 MT CO2e/MWh between 2017 and 2020. 



SSR, Sustainable Design and LEED consultants to the GSW, provided the electricity demand 



for the Event Center. Emissions from arena electricity use are the product of the energy demand 



rate and the GHG emission factor. 



Emissions from electricity use at the Oracle Arena were calculated using the same methods 



described in Section 2; however, annual electricity use was scaled down to 24% of the existing 



arena. This scaling accounts for the percentage of total events that will continue to occur at the 



Oracle Arena. 



Finally, the proposed office towers of the Project will generate lower GHG emissions due to 



greater building energy efficiency associated with the LEED Gold certification when compared 



to a similarly sized office buildings that are code-compliant. Emission reduction credits from the 



office electricity use are calculated by subtracting the code-compliant office energy emissions 



from the immediately adjacent office energy emissions. Code-compliant office energy emissions 



were calculated in CalEEMod® assuming 2013 Title 24 standards. Immediately adjacent office 



energy emissions were calculated by multiplying the annual electricity use by the PG&E 



emission factor. 



3.1.2. Natural Gas 



As was done in the Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters calculations, emission 



factors for CO2, CH4, and N2O from natural gas combustion were taken from CalEEMod® 



defaults. SSR, Sustainable Design and LEED consultants to the GSW, provided the natural gas 



demand for the Event Center. Emissions from the Event Center and GSW office space natural 



gas use are the product of the natural gas demand rate and the GHG emission factor. 



                                                 
8 Pacific Gas and Electric Company. 2013. Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers.  



April. Available online at  



http://www.pge.com/includes/docs/pdfs/shared/environment/calculator/pge_ghg_emission_factor_info_sheet.pdf. 





http://www.pge.com/includes/docs/pdfs/shared/environment/calculator/pge_ghg_emission_factor_info_sheet.pdf
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Finally, emissions from natural gas use at the Oracle Arena were calculated using the same 



methods described in Section 2; however, annual natural gas use was scaled down by 24%. 



This scaling accounts for the percentage of total events that will continue to occur at the Oracle 



Arena. 



3.2. Mobile 



Mobile source emissions for the Project are based on daily vehicle trip data provided by 



Adavant Consulting, the traffic consultant for the Project. One-way vehicle trips are provided 



separately at the Mission Bay Event Center for weekdays and weekends, and for various event 



scenarios: no events, basketball game event, and convention event. ENVIRON assumed the 



number of home games (assumed to be the same as the 2013-2014 season, 47) are distributed 



evenly between weekdays and weekends over a year. Trip generation associated with 45 



concerts and 55 family shows distributed throughout the year is approximated by the basketball 



event scenario (assumes 55 events occur on weekends and 45 occur on weekdays). 61 



convention events in a year are assumed to occur on weekdays, while the remaining days (157) 



are assumed to be “no event” days.  



The one-way trip length to the Event Center is conservatively assumed to be 25.2 miles, which 



is based on addresses of GSW season ticket holders. The average length of a trip to the GSW 



office, 8 miles, is the average CalEEMod default value for offices. 



Oracle Arena trips to account for non-game events that will still take place at that arena are 



calculated similarly to the calculations described in Section 2; however, a 50% scaling factor is 



applied to the spectator, vendor, and event staff trips to account for 50% of the non-game 



events (or 24% of total events) that will take place there. 



CO2 emission factors are from ARB's Statewide Emission Factors For Use With AB900 



Projects. The emissions for each event scenario are the product of vehicle trips per year, trip 



length, and weighted CO2 emission factor. 



Finally, the retail trips associated with the Project will result in lower GHG emissions due to 



internal trip capture when compared to trips generated by retail use of the same size that is not 



immediately adjacent to an event center. Emission reduction credits from retail trip linking are 



calculated by determining the difference in retail trips with and without internal trip capture. The 



difference can be seen in the Adavant Consulting traffic data for no event days versus event 



days. Emission credits were calculated by multiplying the annual reduction in vehicle miles 



traveled (VMT) due to internal trip capture and the CO2 emission factor. 



3.3. Waste 



Emissions from the transport and processing of solid waste were calculated using solid waste 



generation rates were obtained from the Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & 



Related Development Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the event center, GSW offices, 



and untransferred events at the existing Oracle Arena, as cited in the November 2014 NOP. 



Waste emissions were calculated using the same methods described in Section 2. A scaling 



factor of 24% was applied to waste emissions from the existing Oracle Arena to account for 



reduction in number of events. 
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3.4. Water 



As in the Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters calculations, emissions are estimated 



from the energy use associated with the supply, treatment, and distribution of water, as well as 



wastewater treatment. The emission factor described in the calculation methodology in Section 



2 was also used for this Project calculation. 



Project water use includes event center and GSW office water use, water used for landscaping, 



and facility washdown and cleaning; these usage rates were provided by the Project Water 



Demand Memorandum dated November 14, 2014. Water use emissions also include those from 



the existing Oracle arena, scaled to 24% of the original value to include only untransferred 



events. 



Emissions from water use are the product of the water use rate for each of the components 



described above and the emission factor. 



3.5. Area Sources 



The Project includes area sources such as architectural coatings and landscaping equipment. 



GHG emissions from area sources were estimated using CalEEMod® based on the type and 



size of land uses associated with the Oracle Arena and the GSW Oakland Headquarters. 



3.6. Stationary Sources 



Operation of standby emergency engines will result in direct emissions of GHGs. The Project 



includes the installation of two 1,500 kW diesel generators at the arena. Emissions are 



calculated as a product of engine horsepower, a CO2 emission factor of 526 g/hp-hr based on 



AP-42 for large stationary diesel engines, and a limit of 50 hours of operation for routine 



maintenance and testing by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 
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4. One-Time Emissions 



The one-time emissions from Project construction are shown in Table 6. Project construction will 



span 24 months, with total GHG emissions summing to 10,066 MT CO2e. Detailed calculations 



for the one-time emissions due to construction are in Exhibit H: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 



Calculations of the Application. 



Table 6: Construction Emissions 



Emission Source 
GHG Emissions [MT CO2e/yr] 



Year 1 Year 2 Total 



Offroad Equipment 3,997 1,358 5,355 



Construction Trips 2,355 2,355 4,711 



Total by Year 6,352 3,714 10,066 



 



4.1. Construction 



Greenhouse gas emissions from construction of the Project include emissions from offroad 



equipment and construction trips. Construction phasing was provided by the Project 



construction contractor. 



4.1.1. Offroad Equipment 



Project-specific construction equipment inventories that include details on the type, quantity, 



construction schedule, and hours of operation anticipated for each piece of equipment for each 



construction phase were provided by the GSW Construction Team, as shown in Table 3: 



Construction Equipment List in Exhibit H of the Application. ENVIRON estimated GHG 



emissions from construction equipment using methodologies consistent with CalEEMod®. 



Specifically, emissions are the product of the equipment horsepower, total hours of operation, 



load factor, and CO2 emission factor. 



4.1.2. Construction Trips 



GHG emissions from on-road construction trips were calculated using the total number of truck 



and worker trips provided by the GSW Construction Team, as shown in Table 5: Project 



Construction Trip Estimates in Exhibit H of the Application, and emission factors from ARB’s 



EMission FACtor model (EMFAC2011) model. For haul trucks, a 20-mile one-way trip length 



was used, based on CalEEMod® default truck trip lengths, and for vendor trucks a 7.3-mile trip 



length was used, based on the regional default vendor trip length from CalEEMod®. For worker 



trips, the regional default trip length of 12.4 miles from CalEEMod® was used. The CO2 emission 



factors were generated with the current version of the EMFAC2011, released on September 30, 



2011, and updated in January 2013. The model includes updated information on California’s car 



and truck fleets and travel activity. Emissions reported by the model were converted to units of 



grams of pollutant emitted per vehicle mile traveled (VMT) using the daily VMT for running 



emissions, or grams of pollutant emitted per trip for idling and starting emissions. 
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5. Comparison of Project to Oracle Arena and GSW 
Headquarters Emissions 



The comparison of the Oracle Arena and GSW Headquarters emissions and Project emissions 



between 2017 and 2035 is shown in Table 7. In 2017, Project emissions exceed Oracle Arena 



and GSW Headquarters emissions by 4,099 MT CO2e/year, but by 2035, with anticipated 



reductions from the RPS, Advanced Clean Cars (ACC), and fleet turnover, Project emissions 



are only 2,923 MT CO2e/year above Oracle Arena and GSW Headquarters emissions. 



The increase in Project emissions over the Oracle Arena and GSW Headquarters is small when 



considering the increased area and expected utilization of the Event Center. This represents a 



more efficient and sustainable Project given that the new Event Center will host more events on 



an annual basis and will allow spectators and residents to take advantage of nearby amenities 



and public transportation. 



Table 7. Comparison of GHG Emissions between Oracle Arena and GSW HQ versus the 
Event Center Project, 2017 - 2035 



GHG Emissions [MT 



CO2e/year]1 



Oracle 



Arena and 



GSW HQ 



Event Center 



Project 
Difference 



2017 15,034 19,133 4,099 



2018 14,780 18,813 4,032 



2019 14,527 18,493 3,966 



2020 14,253 18,139 3,886 



2021 14,049 17,854 3,805 



2022 13,815 17,529 3,714 



2023 13,553 17,163 3,611 



2024 13,348 16,879 3,530 



2025 13,086 16,513 3,427 



2026 12,881 16,228 3,347 



2027 12,677 15,944 3,267 



2028 12,502 15,700 3,198 



2029 12,356 15,497 3,140 



2030 12,210 15,293 3,083 



2031 12,093 15,131 3,037 



2032 12,006 15,009 3,003 



2033 11,918 14,887 2,968 



2034 11,860 14,806 2,946 



2035 11,802 14,724 2,923 
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While the Project emissions are higher than those at the Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland 



Headquarters, the GSW are committing to purchase carbon credits to offset the difference in 



GHG emissions. 



5.1. Project Sustainability Commitments 



Even though the Project anticipated event count exceeds those at the Oracle Arena by over 100 



events per year, and square footage is increased by 50%, emissions are reduced by 15% per 



square foot in 2017. This is in no small part due to aggressive energy and transportation 



efficiency efforts taken by the GSW. 



The Project will increase transportation efficiency by at least 10% compared to similar projects. 



The Project location, in close proximity to Muni Metro (adjacent to UCSF/Mission Bay Station) 



and Caltrain (0.7 miles to San Francisco Station), allows it to reduce on-road vehicle trips by 



making public transit an attractive option. The Central Subway Project will further improve public 



transit in the area by providing connections to downtown San Francisco with light-rail stops in 



South of Market, Yerba Buena, Union Square, and Chinatown. These transit centers connect 



the Project to the Peninsula (via bus, BART, and Caltrain), the North Bay (via bus and ferry), the 



East Bay (via bus, BART, and ferry), and San Francisco (via bus, Muni Metro, and BART). 



Exhibit C to Application provides more detail on the Project transportation efficiency. 



The new Event Center will increase energy efficiency to exceed the 2013 Title 24 building 



standards. This commitment allows the Project to achieve LEED Gold certification through a 



combination of design features and operational measures. 



5.2. Project GHG Reduction Strategies 



The GSW commit to purchasing GHG credits so there are no net additional GHG emissions 



associated with the Project. By purchasing offsets, the GSW will help the State achieve its GHG 



reduction targets under Assembly Bill 32 (AB32)  











 



   



Exhibit H 



Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculations 
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Abbreviations for Construction Emission Calculations:



ARB California Air Resources Board



CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model



CO2 Carbon dioxide



CO2e Carbon dioxide equivalent



DSL Diesel



GAS Gasoline



GHG Greenhouse gases



GSW Golden State Warriors



HHDT Heavy-Heavy Duty Trucks



HP Horsepower



LDA Light-Duty Auto



LDT Light-Duty Trucks



LF Load factor



MHDT Medium-Heavy Duty Trucks



MT Metric Ton
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Golden State Warriors Event Center
Table 1. Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions



Year 1 Year 2 Total
Offroad Equipment2 3,997 1,358 5,355
Construction Trips3 2,355 2,355 4,711
Total by Year 6,352 3,714 10,066



Notes:



References:
California Air Resources Board (ARB). 2011. EMFAC2011.
ARB. 2011. OFFROAD 2011.



GHG Emissions [MT CO2e/yr]1
Emission Source



3. Emissions from construction trips are conservatively based on  2015 emission factors from 
EMFAC2011, and are distributed evenly between 2015 and 2016.



2. Emissions based on construction phases provided by the Project construction contractor 
and emission factors from OFFROAD2011. 2015 emission factors were conservatively used 
to calculate emissions for the first twelve months of construction.



1. Emissions reflect construction of both the event center and the office towers.



4











Table 2. Construction Phases



Phase Name Project Equipment at Site Equipment 
Quantity



Usage Hours 
per Workday



Equipment 
Start Month



Equipment End 
Month



Workdays per 
Week



Demolition/Mass Excavation Street Sweeper 2 7 1 10 5
Mass Excavation Large Excavator 3 7 1 3 5
Mass Excavation Scraper 3 7 1 3 5
Mass Excavation Wheel Loader 3 7 1 3 5
Mass Excavation Track Type Tractor Blde/Ripper 2 7 1 3 5



Rapid Impact Compaction Track type tractor with hammer 3 7 1 3 5
Pile Installation Drill Rig (for installation of Auger Cast piles) 4 7 2 4 5
Pile Installation Crawler Cranes 4 7 2 4 5
Pile Installation Large Forklifts 2 7 2 4 5
Pile Installation Bobcat or small excavators 4 7 2 4 5
Pile Installation Cutting and chopping saws 4 7 2 4 5



Shoring Cut off wall (CDSM) equipment 4 7 1 2 5
Shoring Drill Rig 2 7 2 4 5
Shoring Support Crane 2 7 2 4 5
Shoring Grout-mixing plant 2 7 2 4 5
Shoring Small Excavator 2 7 2 4 5



Building Construction (including arena) Concrete Boom Pumps 2 7 2 13 5
Building Construction (including arena) Bobcat 2 7 2 23 5
Building Construction (including arena) Small Excavator 2 7 2 23 5
Building Construction (including arena) Large Excavator 2 7 2 13 5
Building Construction (including arena) Crawler Cranes 4 7 3 16 5
Building Construction (including arena) Mobile Cranes 4 7 3 23 5
Building Construction (including arena) Grandall-type Forklifts 8 7 3 24 5
Building Construction (including arena) Cutting/chopping saws 15 7 3 24 5
Building Construction (including arena) Tile cutting saws 10 7 8 24 5
Building Construction (including arena) Drywall stud impact guns 25 7 8 20 5
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Table 3. Construction Equipment List



Phase 
ID Phase Project Equipment OFFROAD Equipment HP OFFROAD 



HP Bin
Tier HP 



Bin LF Quantity Total 
Hours



Calendar 
Year



Construction 
Year Fuel



1 Demolition/Mass Excavation Street Sweeper Sweepers/Scrubbers 285 500 300 0.4556 2 3042 2015 1 Diesel
2 Mass Excavation Large Excavator Excavators 523 750 600 0.3819 3 1369 2015 1 Diesel
2 Mass Excavation Scraper Scrapers 500 500 600 0.4824 3 1369 2015 1 Diesel
2 Mass Excavation Wheel Loader Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 211 250 300 0.3685 3 1369 2015 1 Diesel
2 Mass Excavation Track Type Tractor Blde/Ripper Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 150 175 175 0.3685 2 913 2015 1 Diesel
3 Rapid Impact Compaction Track type tractor with hammer Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 150 175 175 0.3685 3 1369 2015 1 Diesel
4 Pile Installation Drill Rig (for installation of Auger Cast piles) Bore/Drill Rigs 1205 9999 2000 0.5025 4 1825 2015 1 Diesel
4 Pile Installation Crawler Cranes Cranes 530 750 600 0.2881 4 1825 2015 1 Diesel
4 Pile Installation Large Forklifts Forklifts 93 120 120 0.201 2 913 2015 1 Diesel
4 Pile Installation Bobcat or small excavators Rubber Tired Loaders 71 120 75 0.3618 4 1825 2015 1 Diesel
4 Pile Installation Cutting and chopping saws Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 4 1825 2015 1 Electric
5 Shoring Drill Rig Bore/Drill Rigs 150 175 175 0.5025 2 913 2015 1 Diesel
5 Shoring Support Crane Cranes 530 750 600 0.2881 2 913 2015 1 Diesel
5 Shoring Grout-mixing plant Other Material Handling Equipment 20 50 25 0.3953 2 913 2015 1 Diesel
5 Shoring Small Excavator Excavators 71 120 75 0.3819 2 913 2015 1 Diesel
5 Shoring Cut off wall (CDSM) equipment Bore/Drill Rigs 150 175 175 0.5025 4 1217 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Concrete Boom Pumps Other Construction Equipment 480 500 600 0.4154 2 3346 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Bobcat Rubber Tired Loaders 71 120 75 0.3618 2 3346 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Small Excavator Excavators 404 500 600 0.3819 2 3346 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Large Excavator Excavators 523 750 600 0.3819 2 3346 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Crawler Cranes Cranes 530 750 600 0.2881 4 6083 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Mobile Cranes Cranes 530 750 600 0.2881 4 6083 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Grandall-type Forklifts Forklifts 93 120 120 0.201 8 12167 2015 1 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Cutting/chopping saws Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 15 22813 2015 1 Electric
6 Building Construction (including arena) Tile cutting saws Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 10 7604 2015 1 Electric
6 Building Construction (including arena) Drywall stud impact guns Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 25 19010 2015 1 Electric
6 Building Construction (including arena) Concrete Boom Pumps Other Construction Equipment 480 500 600 0.4154 2 304 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Bobcat Rubber Tired Loaders 71 120 75 0.3618 2 3346 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Small Excavator Excavators 404 500 600 0.3819 2 3346 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Large Excavator Excavators 523 750 600 0.3819 2 304 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Crawler Cranes Cranes 530 750 600 0.2881 4 2433 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Mobile Cranes Cranes 530 750 600 0.2881 4 6692 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Grandall-type Forklifts Forklifts 93 120 120 0.201 8 14600 2016 2 Diesel
6 Building Construction (including arena) Cutting/chopping saws Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 15 27375 2016 2 Electric
6 Building Construction (including arena) Tile cutting saws Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 10 18250 2016 2 Electric
6 Building Construction (including arena) Drywall stud impact guns Other Construction Equipment 0 50 11 0.4154 25 30417 2016 2 Electric



6











Table 4. Offroad Equipment Activities and Emissions



Construction 
Year Phase ID Phase Project Equipment OFFROAD Equipment Total Hours HP OFFROAD HP 



Bin
Tier HP 



Bin Fuel Emissions Units Pollutant



1 1 Demolition/Mass Excavation Street Sweeper Sweepers/Scrubbers 3042 285 500 300 Diesel 494,825 lb CO2
1 2 Mass Excavation Large Excavator Excavators 1369 523 750 600 Diesel 342,521 lb CO2
1 2 Mass Excavation Scraper Scrapers 1369 500 500 600 Diesel 413,631 lb CO2
1 2 Mass Excavation Track Type Tractor Blde/Ripper Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 913 150 175 175 Diesel 63,194 lb CO2
1 2 Mass Excavation Wheel Loader Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1369 211 250 300 Diesel 133,338 lb CO2
1 3 Rapid Impact Compaction Track type tractor with hammer Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1369 150 175 175 Diesel 94,790 lb CO2
1 4 Pile Installation Bobcat or small excavators Rubber Tired Loaders 1825 71 120 75 Diesel 58,736 lb CO2
1 4 Pile Installation Crawler Cranes Cranes 1825 530 750 600 Diesel 349,135 lb CO2
1 4 Pile Installation Cutting and chopping saws Other Construction Equipment 1825 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
1 4 Pile Installation Drill Rig (for installation of Auger Cast piles) Bore/Drill Rigs 1825 1205 9999 2000 Diesel 1,384,513 lb CO2
1 4 Pile Installation Large Forklifts Forklifts 913 93 120 120 Diesel 21,371 lb CO2
1 5 Shoring Drill Rig Bore/Drill Rigs 913 150 175 175 Diesel 86,173 lb CO2
1 5 Shoring Grout-mixing plant Other Material Handling Equipment 913 20 50 25 Diesel 9,039 lb CO2
1 5 Shoring Small Excavator Excavators 913 71 120 75 Diesel 30,999 lb CO2
1 5 Shoring Support Crane Cranes 913 530 750 600 Diesel 174,567 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Bobcat Rubber Tired Loaders 3346 71 120 75 Diesel 107,682 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Concrete Boom Pumps Other Construction Equipment 3346 480 500 600 Diesel 835,840 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Crawler Cranes Cranes 6083 530 750 600 Diesel 1,163,783 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Cutting/chopping saws Other Construction Equipment 22813 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Drywall stud impact guns Other Construction Equipment 19010 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Grandall-type Forklifts Forklifts 12167 93 120 120 Diesel 284,945 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Large Excavator Excavators 3346 523 750 600 Diesel 837,272 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Mobile Cranes Cranes 6083 530 750 600 Diesel 1,163,783 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Small Excavator Excavators 3346 404 500 600 Diesel 646,765 lb CO2
1 6 Building Construction (including arena) Tile cutting saws Other Construction Equipment 7604 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Bobcat Rubber Tired Loaders 3346 71 120 75 Diesel 107,682 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Concrete Boom Pumps Other Construction Equipment 304 480 500 600 Diesel 75,985 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Crawler Cranes Cranes 2433 530 750 600 Diesel 465,513 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Cutting/chopping saws Other Construction Equipment 27375 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Drywall stud impact guns Other Construction Equipment 30417 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Grandall-type Forklifts Forklifts 14600 93 120 120 Diesel 341,935 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Large Excavator Excavators 304 523 750 600 Diesel 76,116 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Mobile Cranes Cranes 6692 530 750 600 Diesel 1,280,161 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Small Excavator Excavators 3346 404 500 600 Diesel 646,765 lb CO2
2 6 Building Construction (including arena) Tile cutting saws Other Construction Equipment 18250 0 50 11 Electric 0 lb CO2
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Table 5. Project Construction Trip Estimates



 Hauling 
Trips



 Vendor 
Trips



 Worker 
Trips



Entire Site
Demolition (Entire Site) 1 8 10 22 352 - 440
Excavation and Shoring (Entire Site) 3 300 25 66 39,600 - 3,300
Arena
Foundation & Below Grade 
Construction (Piles & Concrete) 6 20 100 131 - 5,240 26,200



Base Building 16 25 200 348 - 17,400 139,200
Exterior Finishing 10 25 50 218 - 10,900 21,800
Interior Finishing 18.5 30 150 402 - 24,120 120,600
Garage/Podium
Foundation & Below Grade 
Construction (Piles & Concrete) 6 20 50 131 - 5,240 13,100



Base Building 9 20 50 196 - 7,840 19,600
NW Tower
Base Building 8 15 40 174 - 5,220 13,920
Exterior Finishing 5 2 10 109 - 436 2,180
Interior Finishing 12 10 100 261 - 5,220 52,200
SW Tower
Base Building 8 15 40 174 - 5,220 13,920
Exterior Finishing 5 2 10 109 - 436 2,180
Interior Finishing 12 10 100 261 - 5,220 52,200
Entire Site
Street Improvements 5 10 40 109 - 2,180 8,720



39,952 94,672 489,560



Notes:
1. Proposed number of construction trucks and workers provided by Project Sponsor in a table titled "Summary of Construction Phases 
and Duration, and Daily Construction Trucks and Workers by Phase," dated 11/25/2014.



Total Construction Trips



Total One-Way TripsNumber 
of Work 



Days
Phase Duration 



[months]



Average Number of 
Daily Construction 



Trucks1



Average Number of 
Daily Construction 



Workers1
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Table 6. Onroad Equipment Activities, Emission Factors and Emissions



Emission 
Factor2 



[g/mile]



Emissions 
[lb]



Emission 
Factor3 



[g/hr-
vehicle]



Emissions 
[lb]



Emission 
Factor2 



[g/one-way 
trip]



Emissions 
[lb]



2015 Worker LDA GAS 50% 489,560 12.4 319 2,131,413 0 0 65 34,846



2015 Worker LDT1 GAS 25% 489,560 12.4 380 1,272,229 0 0 76 20,463



2015 Worker LDT2 GAS 25% 489,560 12.4 458 1,531,579 0 0 91 24,623



2015 Vendor T6 DSL 50% 94,672 7.3 1,155 879,662 7,308 63,551 0 0



2015 Vendor T7 DSL 50% 94,672 7.3 1,711 1,303,415 6,854 59,609 0 0



2015 Hauling T7 DSL 100% 39,952 20 1,711 3,013,955 6,854 50,311 0 0



Notes:



3. Idling exhaust emission factors are based on EMFAC2011 Idling Emission Rates (ARB 2012). Idling is assumed to occur for 5 minutes per one-way trip.



References:
California Air Resources Board (ARB). 2011. EMFAC2011.
ARB. 2012. EMFAC2011 Idling Emission Rates. Available online at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/emfac2011_idling_emission_rates.xlsx



2. Running exhaust and starting exhaust emission factors are based on EMFAC2011 for San Francisco County. 



Running Exhaust Idling Exhaust Starting Exhaust



1. CalEEMod default vehicle mix of light-duty auto (LDA), light-duty truck type 1 (LDT1), and light-duty truck type 2 (LDT2) for worker trips; mix of medium heavy-duty 
vehicles (MHDT or T6) and heavy heavy-duty trucks (HHDT or T7) for vendor trips; and all HHDT for hauling trips.



Site
Emission 



Factor 
Year



Trip Type1 Vehicle 
Type1



Mission 
Bay



CO2 Emission Factor and Emissions



Fuel
% of 



Fleet1
Total One-
way Trips



One-way 
Trip 



Length
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Abbreviations for Operational Emission Calculations:
AB Assembly Bill
ANDOC Anaerobically Degradable Carbon
ARB (California) Air Resources Board
AWWA American Water Works Association
CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model
CEC California Energy Commission
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CH4 Methane
CO2 Carbon dioxide
CO2e Carbon dioxide equivalent
EF Emission factor
EIR Environmental Impact Report
GHG Greenhouse gases
GSF Gross square feet
GSW Golden State Warriors
HQ Headquarters
IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
kBTU Thousand British Thermal Units
KSF Thousand square feet
LDA Light-Duty Auto
LDT Light-Duty Trucks
LHD Light-Heavy Duty (Trucks)
MCY Motorcycles
MDV Medium-Duty Trucks
MMBtu Million British Thermal Units
MT Metric Ton
MWh Megawatt-hour
N2O Nitrous oxide
NOP Notice of Preparation
OBUS Other Buses
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company
SF Square feet
SOV Single Occupancy Vehicle
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled
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Golden State Warriors Event Center
Operational GHG Emissions Summary



Table 1. Project Description



Element



First Operational Year 
Considered
Oracle Arena



GSW Games
1



Non-game Events
2



Mission Bay Event Center
GSW Games



1



Non-game Events
3



GSW Headquarters



Table 2. Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland Headquarters 2017 GHG Emissions



Energy Mobile Area1 Waste Water Generators
Oracle Arena



(47 games and 42 events) 1,413 12,388 91 517 -



GSW Headquarters 258 365 2 1 -
Sub-Total 1,671 12,753 0.010 92 518 -



Total 15,034



Table 3. Event Center Project 2017 GHG Emissions



Energy Mobile Area4 Waste Water Generators
Oracle Arena
(21 events) 333 2,280 0.010 21 122 -



Mission Bay Event Center
(47 games and 161 events) 748 16,741 0.014 136 23



GSW Headquarters 74 104 4.7E-04 4.6 0.66
Parking and Loading4 446 - 0.0090 - -
Credit due to Energy 



Efficiency -646 - - - - -



Credit due to Trip Linking - -1,362 - - - -
Sub-Total 956 17,764 0.033 162 145 106



Total 19,133



Notes:



106



GHG Emissions [MT 
CO2e/year]



Emission Source



0.010



GHG Emissions
[MT CO2e/year]



Emission Source



4. GHG emissions from parking and area sources are based on CalEEMod runs. Emission calculations for other sources can be 
found in subsequent tables.



1. Number of GSW games in both scenarios is based on the 2013-2014 season. Averages for the previous years were skewed by 
the 2011 NBA lockout.



Event Center ProjectOracle Arena and GSW 
Oakland Headquarters



2017 2017



100%, 47 games No games
500 KSF 500 KSF



3. Number of non-game events at Mission Bay Event Center is based on the Notice of Preparation dated 11/19/2014.



Oakland Mission Bay, 25 KSF



100%, 42 events 50%, 21 events



- 100%, 161 events



- 750 KSF
- 100%, 47 games



2. Number of non-game events at Oracle Arena is based on the schedule from recent years. In the Event Center Project scenario, 
half of the non-game events are assumed to remain at Oracle Arena while the other half are transferred to the Mission Bay Event 
Center.



12











Operational GHG Emissions Summary



Table 4. Annual Energy Emissions, Mobile Emissions, and Credits



Energy Mobile Energy Mobile
Credit due to 



Energy 
Efficiency



Credit due to 
Trip Linking



2017 1,671 12,753 1,602 19,125 -646 -1,362
2018 1,621 12,549 1,559 18,819 -639 -1,340
2019 1,572 12,344 1,517 18,512 -632 -1,318
2020 1,532 12,111 1,483 18,162 -627 -1,293
2021 1,532 11,907 1,483 17,856 -627 -1,271
2022 1,532 11,673 1,483 17,506 -627 -1,246
2023 1,532 11,411 1,483 17,112 -627 -1,218
2024 1,532 11,206 1,483 16,806 -627 -1,196
2025 1,532 10,944 1,483 16,412 -627 -1,168
2026 1,532 10,739 1,483 16,105 -627 -1,147
2027 1,532 10,535 1,483 15,799 -627 -1,125
2028 1,532 10,360 1,483 15,536 -627 -1,106
2029 1,532 10,214 1,483 15,318 -627 -1,090
2030 1,532 10,068 1,483 15,099 -627 -1,075
2031 1,532 9,951 1,483 14,924 -627 -1,062
2032 1,532 9,864 1,483 14,792 -627 -1,053
2033 1,532 9,776 1,483 14,661 -627 -1,044
2034 1,532 9,718 1,483 14,574 -627 -1,037
2035 1,532 9,660 1,483 14,486 -627 -1,031



Table 5. Annual Operational Emissions



2017 15,034 19,133 4,099
2018 14,780 18,813 4,032
2019 14,527 18,493 3,966
2020 14,253 18,139 3,886
2021 14,049 17,854 3,805
2022 13,815 17,529 3,714
2023 13,553 17,163 3,611
2024 13,348 16,879 3,530
2025 13,086 16,513 3,427
2026 12,881 16,228 3,347
2027 12,677 15,944 3,267
2028 12,502 15,700 3,198
2029 12,356 15,497 3,140
2030 12,210 15,293 3,083
2031 12,093 15,131 3,037
2032 12,006 15,009 3,003
2033 11,918 14,887 2,968
2034 11,860 14,806 2,946
2035 11,802 14,724 2,923



Notes:
1. GHG emissions reflect all source categories including energy, mobile, area, waste, water, and generators. Emissions from all 
sources except energy and mobile are assumed to remain constant in future years.



GHG Emissions [MT 
CO2e/year]1



Event Center Project



Oracle Arena 
and GSW HQ



Event Center 
Project Difference



GHG Emissions [MT 
CO2e/year]



Oracle Arena and GSW HQ
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Energy Use GHG Emision Estimates
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Energy Use GHG Emissions Estimates



Determination of Emission Factors



Global Warming Potentials (IPCC 1995)
CH4 Global Warming Potential 21
N2O Global Warming Potential 310



Electricity Use Emission Factor



N2O Emission 
Factor2



[lb N2O/MWh] [lb CO2e/MWh] [MT CO2e/MWh]
2017 352 0.159
2018 331 0.150
2019 310 0.140
2020 293 0.133



Natural Gas Use Emission Factor2



Natural Gas CO2 Emission Factor 117.6 lb CO2/MMBtu
CH4 Emission Factor 0.0023 lb CH4/MMBtu
N2O Emission Factor 0.0022 lb N2O/MMBtu
Weighted Greenhouse Gas Emission Factor 118.4 lb CO2e/MMBtu



0.0054 MT CO2e/therm



Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland HQ GHG Emission Calculations



Energy Use Calculations



Annual Electricity 
Use4



Natural Gas Use 
Rate3



Annual Natural 
Gas Use4



[MWh/yr] [kBTU/sq ft-yr] [therm/yr]
Oracle Arena 4,325 27.0 134,800
GSW Headquarters 875 - 22,000



Annual Emission Calculations



Electricity Total Electricity Natural Gas Total
2017 690 1,413 140 118 258
2018 648 1,372 131 118 249
2019 607 1,331 123 118 241
2020 574 1,298 116 118 234



Notes:
1. Based on PG&E 2013.
2. Based on CalEEMod.



4. GSW Headquarters electricity and natural gas use based on actual receipts.



307
290



0.029



Venue
Area Electricity Use Rate3



[sq ft] [kWh/sq ft-yr]



GSW Headquarters Emissions [MT/yr]



Natural Gas



Weighted Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Factor



724
724



500,000 8.7
--



0.00617



PG&E Electricity CO2 



Emission Factor1 CH4 Emission Factor2



[lb CO2/MWh] [lb CH4/MWh]
349
328



724
724



Year



3. Based on historical CalEEMod energy intensities for the Arena land use, which reflect 2005 Title 24 standards.



Year
Oracle Arena Emissions [MT/yr]
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Energy Use GHG Emissions Estimates



Project GHG Emission Calculations



Electricity Use Emissions Calculations



Annual 
Electricity Use



[MWh/yr]
Event Center1 750,000 sq ft - 3,109
GSW Office2 25,000 sq ft 12.8 kWh/sq ft-yr - 320
Oracle Arena (scaled)3 500,000 sq ft 8.7 kWh/sq ft-yr 24% 1,021



Natural Gas Use Emissions Calculations



Annual Natural 
Gas Use



[therm/yr]
Event Center1 750,000 sq ft - 47,087
GSW Office2 25,000 sq ft 17.1 kBTU/sq ft-yr - 4,263
Oracle Arena (scaled)3 500,000 sq ft 27.0 kBTU/sq ft-yr 24% 31,807



Annual Emission Calculations



Electricity Electricity Natural Gas Electricity Natural Gas
2017 496 51 23 163 171
2018 466 48 23 153 171
2019 436 45 23 143 171
2020 412 42 23 135 171



Venue Area Natural Gas Use Rate Scaling 
Percentage



-



Year
Natural Gas



253
253
253
253



Event Center Emissions [MT/yr] GSW Office Emissions [MT/yr] Oracle Arena (Scaled) Emissions 
[MT/yr]



Scaling 
Percentage



-



Venue Area Electricity Use Rate
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Energy Use GHG Emissions Estimates



Office Tower Emission Reduction



Annual 
Electricity 



Use
[MWh/yr]



Office1 580,000 sq ft 6,695



Annual Emission Reduction at Office Towers



2017 -646
2018 -639
2019 -632
2020 -627



Notes:



References:



California Energy Commission. 2013. Impact Analysis. California’s 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards.
Available online at http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013publications/CEC-400-2013-008/CEC-400-2013-008.pdf?_sm_au_=iVVRz3FV2dMBFjr2



California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). Available online at http://www.caleemod.com/



Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 1995. Second Assessment Report.
Available at http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/sar/wg_I/ipcc_sar_wg_I_full_report.pdf



Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). 2013. Greenhouse Gas Emission Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers.
Available online at http://www.pge.com/includes/docs/pdfs/shared/environment/calculator/pge_ghg_emission_factor_info_sheet.pdf



Year



1. Annual energy use provided by SSR in the document titled "100% Schematic Design Sustainability Narrative." No natural gas 
consumption is expected at the office towers, which will use electric heating.



Project Office Energy 
Emissions [MT/yr]



1068
1004
940
888



1,714
1,643
1,572
1,515



4. Based on CalEEMod runs. Title 24 electricity and natural gas components were further reduced by 21.8% and 16.8%, 
respectively, to account for 2013 Standards (CEC 2013).



Venue Area



2. Based on default CalEEMod energy intensities for the arena land use. Title 24 components for electricity and natural gas were further 
reduced by 21.8% and 16.8%, respectively, to account for 2013 Standards (CEC 2013).



3. Oracle Arena will continue to operate without GSW games and with 50% of the baseline non-game events. Thus, the emissions were 
scaled by 24%, the percentage of all events that will continue to occur at the Oracle Arena. 



Emission Credit 
[MT/yr]



Code-Compliant 
Office Energy 



Emissions [MT/yr]4
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Mobile Source GHG Emision Estimates
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Mobile Source GHG Emissions Estimates



Oracle Arena and GSW Oakland HQ Vehicle Trips Calculation



Employee Commute/ Non-Commute Trips



Scenario Total Employees1 Total Driving 
Employees2 % SOV3 % Carpool3



Carpool 
Density 
[people/ 
vehicle]4



One-way 
Trips/



Roundtrip



Total Vehicle 
Trips per Day



Average 
operating 
days per 



year5



Total 
Vehicle 



Trips per 
Year



Oracle Arena Operations Employees 71 55 86% 14% 2 2 103 260 26,859
GSW Headquarters Employees 150 128 94% 6% 2 2 248 260 64,350



Notes:



4. A carpool density of two people per vehicle is assumed to be conservative.
5. Assumes 5 days per week for 52 weeks per year.



Spectator Trips



Scenario
Total Spectators Per 



Event1
Total Driving 
Spectators2 % SOV3 % Carpool3



Carpool 
Density 
[people/
vehicle]3



One-way 
Trips/



Roundtrip



Total Vehicle 
Trips per 



Event



Event Days 
per Year4



Total 
Vehicle 



Trips per 
Year



Oracle Arena Game Spectators 18,250 16,250 20% 80% 3 2 15,167 47 712,833
Oracle Arena Non-game Event Spectators 9,125 9,125 20% 80% 3 2 8,517 42 357,700



Notes:



3. The carpool assumptions are conservative in that 20% of the driving spectators would drive alone, while the remaining 80% would carpool at a density of 3 people per vehicle.
4. Number of GSW games is based on the 2013-2014 season and number of non-game events is based on four-year averages (2010-2013).



Vendor and Event Staff Trips



Scenario Total Staff Per Event1 Total Driving Staff2 % SOV3 % Carpool3
Carpool 
Density 
[people/ 
vehicle]4



One-way 
Trips/



Roundtrip



Total Vehicle 
Trips per 



Event



Event Days 
per Year5



Total 
Vehicle 



Trips per 
Year



Oracle Arena Game Event Staff 1,013 791 86% 14% 2 2 1,474 47 69,274
Oracle Arena Non-game Event Staff 645 504 86% 14% 2 2 939 42 39,419



Notes:
1. Actual numbers of game event and non-game event staff were used.



4. The minimum carpool density of two people per vehicle is assumed.
4. Number of GSW games is based on the 2013-2014 season and number of non-game events is based on recent years (2010-2013).



3. Oracle Arena employees SOV and carpool rates from Bay Area Census data. GSW Headquarters SOV and carpool rates from Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW.



2. A 78.1% driving rate was assumed for the vendor and event staff according to the most recent Bay Area Census data (http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/bayarea.htm). 
GSW employees who drive based on a 85% driving rate according to Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW.
3. SOV and carpool rates from Bay Area Census data.



1. Actual number of Oracle Arena Operations employees was used. Number of existing GSW employees at the Oakland headquarters is based on the Project Notice of Preparation dated 11/19/2014.



2. A 78.1% driving rate was assumed for the Oracle Arena employees according to the most recent Bay Area Census data (http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/bayarea.htm). GSW employees who drive 
based on a 85% driving rate according to Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW.



1. Average spectator count and transit riders from Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW. 
2. Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW, estimated that 2,000 of the total spectators take public transit or taxis per event.
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Mobile Source GHG Emissions Estimates



Oracle Arena and GSW HQ GHG Emission Calculations



Trip Type Scenario Total Vehicle Trips 
per Year



Trip Length 
[mile]



Total VMT 
[mile/year]



Oracle Arena operations 
employees 26,859 9.5 255,163



GSW Headquarters 64,350 9.5 611,325
Oracle Arena operations 
employees 26,859 3 80,578



GSW Headquarters 64,350 3 193,050
Oracle Arena game 
spectators 712,833 25 17,963,400



Oracle Arena non-game 
event spectators 357,700 25 9,014,040



Oracle Arena game 
vendors and event staff 69,274 9.5 658,103



Oracle Arena non-game 
event vendors and event 
staff



39,419 9.5 374,479



Opposing Team Bus Trips5,6 Oracle Arena Opposing 
Team Bus trips 141 18 2,468



Delivery Trips7,8 GSW Headquarters 4,160 7.3 30,368
28,348,231



834,743



Arena GSW HQ Total
2017 437 12,388 365 12,753
2018 430 12,190 359 12,549
2019 423 11,991 353 12,344
2020 415 11,765 346 12,111
2021 408 11,566 341 11,907
2022 400 11,339 334 11,673
2023 391 11,084 326 11,411
2024 384 10,886 321 11,206
2025 375 10,631 313 10,944
2026 368 10,432 307 10,739
2027 361 10,234 301 10,535
2028 355 10,064 296 10,360
2029 350 9,922 292 10,214
2030 345 9,780 288 10,068
2031 341 9,667 285 9,951
2032 338 9,582 282 9,864
2033 335 9,497 280 9,776
2034 333 9,440 278 9,718
2035 331 9,383 276 9,660



Notes:



5. Annual vehicle trips based on 1.5 bus trips per game, 2 trips per round trip and 47 events per year. Count of opposing team bus trips from Ben Draa, Senior Financial 
Analyst, GSW.
6. Trip length is the driving distance from Union Square, San Francisco, where the Opposing Team is assumed to stay, to Oracle Arena.



1. CalEEMod Default Trip Length for Commercial-Worker trips in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin.
2. Non-commute trips are assumed to have a trip length of 3 miles.



Vendor and Event Staff Trips1,4



9. From ARB's Statewide Emission Factors For Use With AB 900 Projects.



7. Annual vehicle trips based on a daily delivery count of 8 from Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW. Assume 5 days per week for 52 weeks per year.
8. CalEEMod Default Trip Length for Commercial-Nonwork trips in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin.



Total Oracle Arena VMT [miles/year]
Total GSW Office VMT [miles/year]



Year
Emission Factor 



[g/mile]9



Spectator Trips3



Employee Commute Trips1



Employee Non-Commute Trips2



Emissions [MT/yr]



3. Trip length is an estimation based on season ticket holder addresses. Season ticket holders account for approximately 60% of seating at Warrior games.
4. Annual vehicle trips based on number of vendors at each event and total number of event days per year.
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Mobile Source GHG Emissions Estimates



Project GHG Emission Calculations



Event Center GSW Office Event Center GSW Office Event Center GSW Office
Basketball Event Days 8,715 21 23 5,051,214 3,883
Concert Event Days 8,715 21 55 12,078,990 9,285
No Event Days 55 21 26 36,036 4,389
Basketball Event Days 8,589 105 24 5,194,627 20,233
Concert Event Days 8,589 105 45 9,739,926 37,938
Convention Event Days 3,921 105 61 6,027,361 51,427
No Event Days 55 105 131 181,566 110,441



38,309,720 237,595



Trip Type4 Scenario Total Vehicle Trips 
per Year4



Trip Length 
[mile]4 Scaling %5 Total VMT 



[mile/year]



Employee Commute Trips Oracle Arena operations 
employees 26,859 9.5 - 255,163



Employee Non-Commute Trips Oracle Arena operations 
employees 26,859 3 - 80,578



Spectator Trips Oracle Arena non-game 
event spectators 357,700 25 50% 4,507,020



Vendor and Event Staff Trips
Oracle Arena non-game 
event vendors and event 
staff



39,419 9.5 50% 374,479



5,217,240



Arena GSW Office Oracle Arena 
(scaled) Total



2017 437 16,741 104 2,280 19,125
2018 430 16,473 102 2,243 18,819
2019 423 16,205 101 2,207 18,512
2020 415 15,899 99 2,165 18,162
2021 408 15,630 97 2,129 17,856
2022 400 15,324 95 2,087 17,506
2023 391 14,979 93 2,040 17,112
2024 384 14,711 91 2,003 16,806
2025 375 14,366 89 1,956 16,412
2026 368 14,098 87 1,920 16,105
2027 361 13,830 86 1,883 15,799
2028 355 13,600 84 1,852 15,536
2029 350 13,408 83 1,826 15,318
2030 345 13,217 82 1,800 15,099
2031 341 13,064 81 1,779 14,924
2032 338 12,949 80 1,763 14,792
2033 335 12,834 80 1,748 14,661
2034 333 12,757 79 1,737 14,574
2035 331 12,681 79 1,727 14,486



Notes:
1. Daily vehicle trips provided by Adavant Consulting. GSW office trips are based on values for total office space scaled by GSW office square footage.
2. ENVIRON conservatively assumed daily concert vehicle trips to be the same as daily basketball event trips.



Mission Bay, Weekend Trips



Trip Type



3. It is assumed that half of the games will take place on weekends. Vehicle generation associated with all concert and family show events is approximated by concert trips, 
while the other 61 events are assumed to be convention events on weekdays.



Emission Factor 
[g/mile]6Year



Scenario
Days Per 



Year3
Daily One-way Vehicle Trips1,2 Total VMT [mile/yr]



Total Oracle Arena VMT [miles/year]



Trip Length [mile]4



25 8.0



Total Annual VMT [mile/year]



Mission Bay, Weekday Trips



Emissions [MT/yr]



5. Oracle Arena will continue to operate without GSW games and with 50% of the baseline non-game events. Thus, the VMT for non-game event trips was scaled by 50%.
4. For details on trip types and lengths, refer to Table Oracle Arena and GSW HQ GHG Emission Calculations above. 



6. From ARB's Statewide Emission Factors For Use With AB 900 Projects.
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Mobile Source GHG Emissions Estimates



GHG Internal Trip Reduction



Retail with Internal 
Trip Capture



Retail without 
Internal Trip 



Capture
Basketball Event Days 3,106 5,313 23 385,325
Concert Event Days 3,106 5,313 55 921,430
No Event Days 5,313 5,313 26 0
Basketball Event Days 2,560 4,393 24 333,942
Concert Event Days 2,560 4,393 45 626,141
Convention Event Days 2,560 4,393 61 848,769
No Event Days 4,393 4,393 131 0



Total Reduction in VMT [mile/year] 3,115,608



2017 437 -1,362
2018 430 -1,340
2019 423 -1,318
2020 415 -1,293
2021 408 -1,271
2022 400 -1,246
2023 391 -1,218
2024 384 -1,196
2025 375 -1,168
2026 368 -1,147
2027 361 -1,125
2028 355 -1,106
2029 350 -1,090
2030 345 -1,075
2031 341 -1,062
2032 338 -1,053
2033 335 -1,044
2034 333 -1,037
2035 331 -1,031



Notes:



References



Bay Area Census. 2013. Selected Census Data from the San Francisco Bay Area.
Available online at http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/bayarea.htm



California Air Resources Board (ARB). 2014. Statewide Emission Factors For Use With AB 900 Projects. April.



California Air Resources Board (ARB). 2011. EMission FACtor Model (EMFAC2011).
Available online at www.arb.ca.gov/msei/modeling.htm



California Air Resources Board (ARB). 2011. LEV 3 Inventory Database Tool Version 9h.
Available online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/clean_cars/clean_cars_ab1085/lev3-inv-dbase_v9h.accdb



3. Average CalEEMod Trip Length of 7.6 miles for restaurant and shopping land uses in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, weighted by square footage.



Days Per 
Year2



Daily One-way Vehicle Trips1



Trip Type Project Scenario



Year
Emission Factor 



[g/mile]4
Emission Credit 



[MT/yr]



Reduction in 
VMT [mile/yr]3



1. Daily vehicle trips for "Retail with Internal Trip Capture" provided by Adavant Consulting. "Event day" trips increased to equal "No Event Days" for "Retail without Internal 
Trip Capture" to account for the increase in retail trips that would occur if the Arena and retail were not colocated. 



Mission Bay, Weekend Trips



Mission Bay, Weekday Trips



4. From ARB's Statewide Emission Factors For Use With AB 900 Projects.



2. It is assumed that half of the games will take place on weekends. Vehicle generation associated with all concert and family show events is approximated by concert trips, 
while the other 61 events are assumed to be convention events on weekdays.
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Solid Waste Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates
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Solid Waste Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates



Determination of Emission Factor



Calculate the amount of Anaerobically Degradable Carbon (ANDOC) In 1 metric ton (MT) of solid waste



Input Notes



ANDOC Content of Municipal Solid Waste 7.7% [1]



Total ANDOC in 1 MT waste 0.077 MT ANDOC/MT 
waste Calculated



Calculate the amount of uncaptured and unoxidized ANDOC in 1 MT waste



Input Notes
Captured Portion of Landfill Gas 85% [1]
Uncaptured Portion of Landfill Gas 15% [1]
Oxidized Portion of Carbon in the Landfill 
Cap 10% [1]



Unoxidized Portion of Carbon in the 
Landfill Cap 90% [1]



Uncaptured and unoxidized ANDOC 1.04E-02 MT ANDOC/MT 
waste Calculated



Calculate the amount of uncaptured and unoxidized ANDOC in 1 MT waste



Input Notes
Captured Portion of Landfill Gas 85% [1]
Uncaptured Portion of Landfill Gas 15% [1]
Controlled Portion of Captured Landfill 
Gas 99% [1]



Uncontrolled Portion of Captured Landfill 
Gas 1% [1]



Captured and uncontrolled ANDOC 6.55E-04 MT ANDOC/MT 
waste Calculated



Value



Value



Value
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Solid Waste Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates
Calculate methane (CH4) emissions from uncaptured and unoxidized, and captured and uncontrolled ANDOC in carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e)



Input Notes



Total ANDOC available for release 1.10E-02 MT ANDOC/MT 
waste Calculated



Portion of Landfill Gas released as CH4 50% [1]
Portion of Landfill Gas released as CO2 50% [1]



100-year Global Warming Potential of CH4 21 g CO2e/g CH4 [2]



Molecular Weight for CH4 16.04 g/mol CH4 -
Molecular Weight for C 12.01 g/mol C -



CO2e Emission Factor 0.155
MT CO2e/MT 
waste -



Notes:
1. California Air Resources Board. 2012. Email between Webster Tasat of the California Air Resources Board and Catherine Mukai of ENVIRON, 20 November 2012.
2. Based on IPCC 1995.



Oracle Arena and GSW HQ Emission Calculations



CO2e EF Emissions
[MT CO2e/MT waste] [MT CO2e/yr]



Oracle Arena 1.29 tons/1000 sf-yr 0.155 91



Diversion 
Rate4 CO2e EF Emissions



[%] [MT CO2e/MT waste] [MT CO2e/yr]
GSW Headquarters 35% 0.155 2



Notes:



2. Waste generation from Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW.
3. Average for Services - Business Services, from CalRecycle (http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteChar/DispRate.htm).
4. Calculated diversion rate based on information provided by Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW.



Use
[lb/cubic yard]



87



Mass of Waste 
Generated



[lb/year]
40,060



1. From the Notice of Preparation dated 11/19/2014. Based on factors used in the Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & Related Development EIR, 2013.



Value



93,000
[gallons/year]



Volume of Waste Generated2 Waste Density3



500,000



Solid Waste Generation
[tons/yr]



645



Use
Square Footage Solid Waste Generation 



Rate1[square feet]
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Solid Waste Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates



Project Emission Calculations



CO2e EF Emissions



[MT CO2e/MT waste] [MT CO2e/yr]
Event Center 1.29 tons/1000 sf-yr - 136
GSW Office Space3 1 lb/100 sf-d - 5
Untransferred Events at Oracle Arena4 1.29 tons/1000 sf-yr 24% 21



Total Emissions: 162



Notes:



References:



Available online at http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/Publications/Documents/Disposal%5C34106006.pdf.



Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 1995. Second Assessment Report.
Available at http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/sar/wg_I/ipcc_sar_wg_I_full_report.pdf



CalRecycle. 2006. Waste Disposal and Diversion Findings for Selected Industry Groups. June.



Use



1. From the Notice of Preparation dated 11/19/2014.



Square Footage1



[square feet]
750,000



Solid Waste Generation 
Rate2



0.155



Scaling 
Percentage



500,000



Solid Waste 
Generation



[tons/yr]
968
3325,000



645



4. Oracle Arena will continue to operate without GSW games and with 50% of the baseline non-game events. Thus, the emissions were scaled by 24%, the percentage of all events 
that will continue to occur at the Oracle Arena. 



2. Based on factors used in the Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & Related Development EIR, 2013.
3. GSW office assumed to operate 260 days a year.
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Water Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates



27











Water Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates



Determination of Emission Factor



Stage
State Average (ton 



CO2/acre-foot)
Supply 0.6
Treatment 0.01
Distribution 0.1
Wastewater 0.1
End Use 1.7
Total 2.51
Total Excluding End Use 0.81



Conversion Factors
1 acre-foot = 325,851 gal
1 Mgal = 1,000,000 gal
1 MT CO2 = 1 MT CO2e



Emission factor for indirect GHG emissions from water: 2.255 MT CO2e/Mgal



Oracle Arena and GSW HQ Emission Calculations



Water Use Rate1 Area
Annual Water 



Use2
Emission 



Factor
Emissions



[gal/1000 sq ft-yr] [sq ft] [Mgal/yr] [MT CO2e/Mgal] [MT CO2e/yr]



Oracle Arena 458,266 500,000 229 517
GSW Headquarters - - 0.465 1



Total Emissions: 518



Notes:
1. Based on data from the "Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water" report (AWWA Research Foundation 2000).
2. GSW Headquarters water use based on information provided by Ben Draa, Senior Financial Analyst, GSW. 



Excerpt of Table A4-6 of Implementing a Public Goods Charge for Water, 2020 GHG emissions per acre-foot of urban water in 
California (p. 32 of 48 of pdf)



Venue



2.255
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Water Indirect GHG Emissions Estimates



Project Emission Calculations



Water Use Rate1 CO2e EF Emissions



[Mgal/yr] [MT CO2e/Mgal] [MT CO2e/yr]



Event Center (includes GSW office) 9.1 21
Landscape 0.54 1.2
Washdown & Facility Cleaning 0.76 1.7
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Water Use Rate2 Area
Annual Water 



Use
Emission 



Factor
Emissions



[gal/1000 sq ft-yr] [sq ft] [Mgal/yr] [MT CO2e/Mgal] [MT CO2e/yr]



Untransferred Events at Oracle Arena3 458,266 500,000 229 24% 2.255 122



Notes:
1. Based on Project Water Demand Memorandum dated November 14, 2014.
2. Based on data from the "Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water" report (AWWA Research Foundation 2000).



References:
American Water Works Association Research Foundation. 2000. Commercial and Institutional End Uses of Water.



California Public Utilities Commission. 2010. Implementing a Public Goods Charge for Water
Available online at http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/docs/cwpu2009/0310final/v4c02a19_cwp2009.pdf



Project Component



Total Emissions: 



2.255



3. Oracle Arena will continue to operate without GSW games and with 50% of the baseline non-game events. Thus, the emissions were scaled by 
24%, the percentage of all events that will continue to occur at the Oracle Arena. 



Venue
Scaling 



Percentage
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Generator GHG Emissions Estimates
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Generator GHG Emissions Estimates



Project Emission Calculations



Operation1
CO2 



Emission 
Factors2



CO2 



Emissions



[kW] [hp] [hr/yr] [g/bhp-hr] [MT/yr]
Mission Bay



Arena Standby Emergency 1,500 2,012 diesel 50 53
Arena Standby Emergency 1,500 2,012 diesel 50 53



Total Emissions: 106



Notes:



2. CO2 emission factor based on AP-42 (USEPA 1995).



References:



Available online at:  http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/ch03/final/c03s04.pdf



USEPA. 1995. AP 42, Volume I, Fifth Edition. §3.4. Large Stationary Diesel and All Stationary Dual-
Fuel Engines.  



1. Operation for routine maintenance and testing is conservatively assumed to be 50 hours per year, 
the maximum allowable by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.



Location Size Fuel 
Type



526
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              CalEEMod Run Output
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Project Characteristics - CO2 intensity based on PG&E forecasting for Year 2017.



Land Use - Lot Acreage is CalEEMod default. ENVIRON did not modify lot acreage because it is only used for calculating construction emissions and the 
purpose of this run is to calculate area source emissions.



Architectural Coating - 



Vechicle Emission Factors - 



Vechicle Emission Factors - 



Vechicle Emission Factors - 



Energy Use - 



Construction Phase - Construction emissions determined outside of CalEEMod



Off-road Equipment - 



San Francisco County, Annual



GSW No Project Arena



1.1 Land Usage



Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population



General Office Building 16.00 1000sqft 0.37 16,000.00 0



Arena 500.00 1000sqft 160.71 500,000.00 0



1.2 Other Project Characteristics



Urbanization



Climate Zone



Urban



5



Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)4.6 64



1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data



1.0 Project Characteristics



Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company



2017Operational Year



CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



349 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 2/6/2015 5:08 PMPage 1 of 13
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2.0 Emissions Summary



2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 2.2848 5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Energy 0.0710 0.6453 0.5421 3.8700e-
003



0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0000 1,392.257
4



1,392.257
4



0.0708 0.0247 1,401.412
3



Mobile 2.1489 1.2957 9.4179 4.5900e-
003



0.1603 0.0113 0.1715 0.0435 0.0104 0.0538 0.0000 344.7456 344.7456 0.0303 0.0000 345.3826



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 5.8137 0.0000 5.8137 0.3436 0.0000 13.0288



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 69.2339 195.5137 264.7476 7.1272 0.1713 467.5124



Total 4.5046 1.9411 9.9648 8.4600e-
003



0.1603 0.0603 0.2206 0.0435 0.0594 0.1029 75.0476 1,932.525
9



2,007.573
4



7.5720 0.1960 2,227.345
8



Unmitigated Operational



Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value



tblConstructionPhase NumDays 200.00 0.00



tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 349



tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 2.2848 5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Energy 0.0710 0.6453 0.5421 3.8700e-
003



0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0000 1,392.257
4



1,392.257
4



0.0708 0.0247 1,401.412
3



Mobile 2.1489 1.2957 9.4179 4.5900e-
003



0.1603 0.0113 0.1715 0.0435 0.0104 0.0538 0.0000 344.7456 344.7456 0.0303 0.0000 345.3826



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 5.8137 0.0000 5.8137 0.3436 0.0000 13.0288



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 69.2339 195.5137 264.7476 7.1259 0.1710 467.4019



Total 4.5046 1.9411 9.9648 8.4600e-
003



0.1603 0.0603 0.2206 0.0435 0.0594 0.1029 75.0476 1,932.525
9



2,007.573
4



7.5707 0.1957 2,227.235
4



Mitigated Operational



3.0 Construction Detail



Construction Phase



Phase 
Number



Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week



Num Days Phase Description



1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2015 12/31/2014 5 0



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.14 0.00



Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 2.1489 1.2957 9.4179 4.5900e-
003



0.1603 0.0113 0.1715 0.0435 0.0104 0.0538 0.0000 344.7456 344.7456 0.0303 0.0000 345.3826



Unmitigated 2.1489 1.2957 9.4179 4.5900e-
003



0.1603 0.0113 0.1715 0.0435 0.0104 0.0538 0.0000 344.7456 344.7456 0.0303 0.0000 345.3826



4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile



3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction



OffRoad Equipment



Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor



Trips and VMT



Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count



Worker Trip 
Number



Vendor Trip 
Number



Hauling Trip 
Number



Worker Trip 
Length



Vendor Trip 
Length



Hauling Trip 
Length



Worker Vehicle 
Class



Vendor 
Vehicle Class



Hauling 
Vehicle Class



Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)



Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0



Acres of Paving: 0
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4.2 Trip Summary Information



4.3 Trip Type Information



Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated



Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT



Arena 5,355.00 5,355.00 5355.00 105,043 105,043



General Office Building 176.16 37.92 15.68 318,998 318,998



Total 5,531.16 5,392.92 5,370.68 424,041 424,041



Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %



Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by



Arena 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 81.00 19.00 0.66 0.28 0.6



General Office Building 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4



5.0 Energy Detail



5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy



4.4 Fleet Mix



LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH



0.627987 0.058543 0.149166 0.078755 0.026467 0.003331 0.026417 0.003903 0.003129 0.011009 0.010235 0.000550 0.000507



Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



NaturalGas 
Mitigated



0.0710 0.6453 0.5421 3.8700e-
003



0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0000 702.5153 702.5153 0.0135 0.0129 706.7907



NaturalGas 
Unmitigated



0.0710 0.6453 0.5421 3.8700e-
003



0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0490 0.0000 702.5153 702.5153 0.0135 0.0129 706.7907



Electricity 
Mitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 689.7421 689.7421 0.0573 0.0119 694.6216



Electricity 
Unmitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 689.7421 689.7421 0.0573 0.0119 694.6216



5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



Arena 1.284e
+007



0.0692 0.6294 0.5287 3.7800e-
003



0.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0000 685.1913 685.1913 0.0131 0.0126 689.3613



General Office 
Building



324640 1.7500e-
003



0.0159 0.0134 1.0000e-
004



1.2100e-
003



1.2100e-
003



1.2100e-
003



1.2100e-
003



0.0000 17.3240 17.3240 3.3000e-
004



3.2000e-
004



17.4295



Total 0.0710 0.6453 0.5421 3.8800e-
003



0.0491 0.0491 0.0491 0.0491 0.0000 702.5153 702.5153 0.0135 0.0129 706.7907



Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



Arena 1.284e
+007



0.0692 0.6294 0.5287 3.7800e-
003



0.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0478 0.0000 685.1913 685.1913 0.0131 0.0126 689.3613



General Office 
Building



324640 1.7500e-
003



0.0159 0.0134 1.0000e-
004



1.2100e-
003



1.2100e-
003



1.2100e-
003



1.2100e-
003



0.0000 17.3240 17.3240 3.3000e-
004



3.2000e-
004



17.4295



Total 0.0710 0.6453 0.5421 3.8800e-
003



0.0491 0.0491 0.0491 0.0491 0.0000 702.5153 702.5153 0.0135 0.0129 706.7907



Mitigated



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



Arena 4.135e
+006



654.5860 0.0544 0.0113 659.2168



General Office 
Building



222080 35.1561 2.9200e-
003



6.0000e-
004



35.4048



Total 689.7420 0.0573 0.0119 694.6216



Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area



6.0 Area Detail



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 2.2848 5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Unmitigated 2.2848 5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



Arena 4.135e
+006



654.5860 0.0544 0.0113 659.2168



General Office 
Building



222080 35.1561 2.9200e-
003



6.0000e-
004



35.4048



Total 689.7420 0.0573 0.0119 694.6216



Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail



6.2 Area by SubCategory



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.2691 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



2.0152 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 4.7000e-
004



5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Total 2.2848 5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Unmitigated



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.2691 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



2.0152 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 4.7000e-
004



5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Total 2.2848 5.0000e-
005



4.8300e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.2200e-
003



9.2200e-
003



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 9.7600e-
003



Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category MT/yr



Unmitigated 264.7476 7.1272 0.1713 467.5124



Mitigated 264.7476 7.1259 0.1710 467.4019



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



Arena 215.385 / 
13.748



260.4439 7.0343 0.1690 460.5603



General Office 
Building



2.84374 / 
1.74294



4.3038 0.0930 2.2500e-
003



6.9521



Total 264.7476 7.1272 0.1713 467.5124



Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



Arena 215.385 / 
13.748



260.4439 7.0330 0.1688 460.4513



General Office 
Building



2.84374 / 
1.74294



4.3038 0.0929 2.2400e-
003



6.9506



Total 264.7476 7.1259 0.1710 467.4019



Mitigated



8.0 Waste Detail



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



MT/yr



 Mitigated 5.8137 0.3436 0.0000 13.0288



 Unmitigated 5.8137 0.3436 0.0000 13.0288



Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



Arena 13.76 2.7932 0.1651 0.0000 6.2596



General Office 
Building



14.88 3.0205 0.1785 0.0000 6.7692



Total 5.8137 0.3436 0.0000 13.0288



Unmitigated



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



Arena 13.76 2.7932 0.1651 0.0000 6.2596



General Office 
Building



14.88 3.0205 0.1785 0.0000 6.7692



Total 5.8137 0.3436 0.0000 13.0288



Mitigated



9.0 Operational Offroad



Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Project Characteristics - CO2 intensity based on PG&E forecasting for Year 2017



Land Use - Actual lot size is different than CalEEMod default acreage values but default values are used here since lot acreage only affects the construction 
equipment list, and construction emissions are calculated outside of CalEEMod.



Architectural Coating - 



Vechicle Emission Factors - 



Vechicle Emission Factors - 



Vechicle Emission Factors - 



Energy Use - 'Title 24 eletricity and natural gas energy intensities have been adjusted for 2013 standards per CEC report: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013publications/CEC-400-2013-008/CEC-400-2013-008.pdf



Construction Phase - Construction emissions determined outside of CalEEMod



Off-road Equipment - 



San Francisco County, Annual



GSW Mission Bay Arena



1.1 Land Usage



Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population



Arena 750.00 1000sqft 241.07 750,000.00 0



1.2 Other Project Characteristics



Urbanization



Climate Zone



Urban



5



Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)4.6 64



1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data



1.0 Project Characteristics



Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company



2017Operational Year



CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



349 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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2.0 Emissions Summary



Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value



tblConstructionPhase NumDays 300.00 0.00



tblEnergyUse T24E 1.48 1.16



tblEnergyUse T24NG 18.78 15.60



tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 349



tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 3.3209 7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Energy 0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 1,844.400
3



1,844.400
3



0.0957 0.0327 1,856.558
2



Mobile 3.1053 1.6891 12.9948 4.2800e-
003



0.0596 0.0130 0.0725 0.0162 0.0119 0.0281 0.0000 318.3972 318.3972 0.0373 0.0000 319.1807



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.1897 0.0000 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 102.4976 288.1682 390.6658 10.5514 0.2535 690.8405



Total 6.5172 2.5163 13.6967 9.2400e-
003



0.0596 0.0759 0.1354 0.0162 0.0748 0.0910 106.6873 2,450.979
0



2,557.666
4



10.9321 0.2863 2,875.983
0



Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 3.3209 7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Energy 0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 1,844.400
3



1,844.400
3



0.0957 0.0327 1,856.558
2



Mobile 3.1053 1.6891 12.9948 4.2800e-
003



0.0596 0.0130 0.0725 0.0162 0.0119 0.0281 0.0000 318.3972 318.3972 0.0373 0.0000 319.1807



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.1897 0.0000 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 102.4976 288.1682 390.6658 10.5495 0.2531 690.6770



Total 6.5172 2.5163 13.6967 9.2400e-
003



0.0596 0.0759 0.1354 0.0162 0.0748 0.0910 106.6873 2,450.979
0



2,557.666
4



10.9302 0.2859 2,875.819
5



Mitigated Operational



3.0 Construction Detail



Construction Phase



Phase 
Number



Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week



Num Days Phase Description



1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2015 12/31/2014 5 0



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.14 0.01



Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 3.1053 1.6891 12.9948 4.2800e-
003



0.0596 0.0130 0.0725 0.0162 0.0119 0.0281 0.0000 318.3972 318.3972 0.0373 0.0000 319.1807



Unmitigated 3.1053 1.6891 12.9948 4.2800e-
003



0.0596 0.0130 0.0725 0.0162 0.0119 0.0281 0.0000 318.3972 318.3972 0.0373 0.0000 319.1807



4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile



3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction



OffRoad Equipment



Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor



Trips and VMT



Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count



Worker Trip 
Number



Vendor Trip 
Number



Hauling Trip 
Number



Worker Trip 
Length



Vendor Trip 
Length



Hauling Trip 
Length



Worker Vehicle 
Class



Vendor 
Vehicle Class



Hauling 
Vehicle Class



Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)



Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0



Acres of Paving: 0
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4.2 Trip Summary Information



4.3 Trip Type Information



Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated



Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT



Arena 8,032.50 8,032.50 8032.50 157,565 157,565



Total 8,032.50 8,032.50 8,032.50 157,565 157,565



Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %



Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by



Arena 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 81.00 19.00 0.66 0.28 0.6



5.0 Energy Detail



5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy



4.4 Fleet Mix



LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH



0.627987 0.058543 0.149166 0.078755 0.026467 0.003331 0.026417 0.003903 0.003129 0.011009 0.010235 0.000550 0.000507



Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



NaturalGas 
Mitigated



0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 900.5143 900.5143 0.0173 0.0165 905.9946



NaturalGas 
Unmitigated



0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 900.5143 900.5143 0.0173 0.0165 905.9946



Electricity 
Mitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 943.8860 943.8860 0.0784 0.0162 950.5636



Electricity 
Unmitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 943.8860 943.8860 0.0784 0.0162 950.5636



5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



Arena 1.6875e
+007



0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 900.5143 900.5143 0.0173 0.0165 905.9946



Total 0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 900.5143 900.5143 0.0173 0.0165 905.9946



Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



Arena 1.6875e
+007



0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 900.5143 900.5143 0.0173 0.0165 905.9946



Total 0.0910 0.8272 0.6949 4.9600e-
003



0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0629 0.0000 900.5143 900.5143 0.0173 0.0165 905.9946



Mitigated



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



Arena 5.9625e
+006



943.8860 0.0784 0.0162 950.5636



Total 943.8860 0.0784 0.0162 950.5636



Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area



6.0 Area Detail



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 3.3209 7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Unmitigated 3.3209 7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



Arena 5.9625e
+006



943.8860 0.0784 0.0162 950.5636



Total 943.8860 0.0784 0.0162 950.5636



Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail



6.2 Area by SubCategory



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.3911 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



2.9291 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 6.8000e-
004



7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Total 3.3209 7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Unmitigated



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.3911 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



2.9291 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 6.8000e-
004



7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Total 3.3209 7.0000e-
005



7.0200e-
003



0.0000 3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



3.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0134 0.0134 4.0000e-
005



0.0000 0.0142



Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category MT/yr



Unmitigated 390.6658 10.5514 0.2535 690.8405



Mitigated 390.6658 10.5495 0.2531 690.6770



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



Arena 323.078 / 
20.622



390.6658 10.5514 0.2535 690.8405



Total 390.6658 10.5514 0.2535 690.8405



Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



Arena 323.078 / 
20.622



390.6658 10.5495 0.2531 690.6770



Total 390.6658 10.5495 0.2531 690.6770



Mitigated



8.0 Waste Detail



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



MT/yr



 Mitigated 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



 Unmitigated 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



Arena 20.64 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Total 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Unmitigated



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



Arena 20.64 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Total 4.1897 0.2476 0.0000 9.3895



Mitigated



9.0 Operational Offroad



Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Project Characteristics - CO2 intensity based on PG&E forecasting for Year 2017.



Land Use - Actual lot size including event center is 12 acres. CalEEMod default acreage values are used here since lot acreage only affects the construction 
equipment list, and construction emissions are calculated outside of CalEEMod.



Architectural Coating - 



Energy Use - Title 24 eletricity and natural gas energy intensities have been adjusted for 2013 standards per CEC report: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013publications/CEC-400-2013-008/CEC-400-2013-008.pdf



Construction Phase - Construction emissions determined outside of CalEEMod



Off-road Equipment - 



San Francisco County, Annual



GSW Mission Bay Non-Arena



1.1 Land Usage



Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population



General Office Building 25.00 1000sqft 0.57 25,000.00 0



1.2 Other Project Characteristics



Urbanization



Climate Zone



Urban



5



Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)4.6 64



1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data



1.0 Project Characteristics



Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company



2017Operational Year



CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



349 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 2/6/2015 4:57 PMPage 1 of 14



60











2.0 Emissions Summary



Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value



tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 0.00



tblEnergyUse T24E 5.01 3.92



tblEnergyUse T24NG 19.28 16.04



tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 349



tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 0.1107 0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Energy 2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 73.3639 73.3639 4.6400e-
003



1.2900e-
003



73.8605



Mobile 0.1229 0.2651 1.1792 2.7200e-
003



0.1884 4.0800e-
003



0.1925 0.0511 3.7500e-
003



0.0548 0.0000 207.0012 207.0012 8.5300e-
003



0.0000 207.1804



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.7195 0.0000 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.4097 5.3150 6.7247 0.1452 3.5100e-
003



10.8626



Total 0.2359 0.2860 1.1969 2.8500e-
003



0.1884 5.6700e-
003



0.1941 0.0511 5.3400e-
003



0.0564 6.1292 285.6806 291.8098 0.4373 4.8000e-
003



302.4807



Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 0.1107 0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Energy 2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 73.3639 73.3639 4.6400e-
003



1.2900e-
003



73.8605



Mobile 0.1229 0.2651 1.1792 2.7200e-
003



0.1884 4.0800e-
003



0.1925 0.0511 3.7500e-
003



0.0548 0.0000 207.0012 207.0012 8.5300e-
003



0.0000 207.1804



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.7195 0.0000 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.4097 5.3150 6.7247 0.1452 3.5000e-
003



10.8603



Total 0.2359 0.2860 1.1969 2.8500e-
003



0.1884 5.6700e-
003



0.1941 0.0511 5.3400e-
003



0.0564 6.1292 285.6806 291.8098 0.4373 4.7900e-
003



302.4784



Mitigated Operational



3.0 Construction Detail



Construction Phase



Phase 
Number



Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week



Num Days Phase Description



1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2015 12/31/2014 5 0



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.21 0.00



Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 0.1229 0.2651 1.1792 2.7200e-
003



0.1884 4.0800e-
003



0.1925 0.0511 3.7500e-
003



0.0548 0.0000 207.0012 207.0012 8.5300e-
003



0.0000 207.1804



Unmitigated 0.1229 0.2651 1.1792 2.7200e-
003



0.1884 4.0800e-
003



0.1925 0.0511 3.7500e-
003



0.0548 0.0000 207.0012 207.0012 8.5300e-
003



0.0000 207.1804



4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile



3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction



OffRoad Equipment



Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor



Trips and VMT



Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count



Worker Trip 
Number



Vendor Trip 
Number



Hauling Trip 
Number



Worker Trip 
Length



Vendor Trip 
Length



Hauling Trip 
Length



Worker Vehicle 
Class



Vendor 
Vehicle Class



Hauling 
Vehicle Class



Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)



Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0



Acres of Paving: 0
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4.2 Trip Summary Information



4.3 Trip Type Information



Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated



Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT



General Office Building 275.25 59.25 24.50 498,434 498,434



Total 275.25 59.25 24.50 498,434 498,434



Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %



Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by



General Office Building 9.50 7.30 7.30 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4



5.0 Energy Detail



5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy



4.4 Fleet Mix



LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH



0.627987 0.058543 0.149166 0.078755 0.026467 0.003331 0.026417 0.003903 0.003129 0.011009 0.010235 0.000550 0.000507



Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



NaturalGas 
Mitigated



2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 22.7463 22.7463 4.4000e-
004



4.2000e-
004



22.8848



NaturalGas 
Unmitigated



2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 22.7463 22.7463 4.4000e-
004



4.2000e-
004



22.8848



Electricity 
Mitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 50.6176 50.6176 4.2100e-
003



8.7000e-
004



50.9757



Electricity 
Unmitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 50.6176 50.6176 4.2100e-
003



8.7000e-
004



50.9757



5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



General Office 
Building



426250 2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 22.7463 22.7463 4.4000e-
004



4.2000e-
004



22.8848



Total 2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 22.7463 22.7463 4.4000e-
004



4.2000e-
004



22.8848



Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



General Office 
Building



426250 2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 22.7463 22.7463 4.4000e-
004



4.2000e-
004



22.8848



Total 2.3000e-
003



0.0209 0.0176 1.3000e-
004



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



1.5900e-
003



0.0000 22.7463 22.7463 4.4000e-
004



4.2000e-
004



22.8848



Mitigated



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



General Office 
Building



319750 50.6176 4.2100e-
003



8.7000e-
004



50.9757



Total 50.6176 4.2100e-
003



8.7000e-
004



50.9757



Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area



6.0 Area Detail



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 0.1107 0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Unmitigated 0.1107 0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



General Office 
Building



319750 50.6176 4.2100e-
003



8.7000e-
004



50.9757



Total 50.6176 4.2100e-
003



8.7000e-
004



50.9757



Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail



6.2 Area by SubCategory



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.0130 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



0.0976 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 2.0000e-
005



0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Total 0.1107 0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Unmitigated



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.0130 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



0.0976 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 2.0000e-
005



0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Total 0.1107 0.0000 2.3000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 4.5000e-
004



4.5000e-
004



0.0000 0.0000 4.7000e-
004



Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category MT/yr



Unmitigated 6.7247 0.1452 3.5100e-
003



10.8626



Mitigated 6.7247 0.1452 3.5000e-
003



10.8603



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



General Office 
Building



4.44334 / 
2.72334



6.7247 0.1452 3.5100e-
003



10.8626



Total 6.7247 0.1452 3.5100e-
003



10.8626



Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



General Office 
Building



4.44334 / 
2.72334



6.7247 0.1452 3.5000e-
003



10.8603



Total 6.7247 0.1452 3.5000e-
003



10.8603



Mitigated



8.0 Waste Detail



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



MT/yr



 Mitigated 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



 Unmitigated 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



General Office 
Building



23.25 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Total 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Unmitigated



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



General Office 
Building



23.25 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Total 4.7195 0.2789 0.0000 10.5768



Mitigated



9.0 Operational Offroad



Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Project Characteristics - CO2 intensity based on PG&E forecasting for Year 2017.



Land Use - Actual lot size including event center is 12 acres. CalEEMod default acreage values are used here since lot acreage only affects the construction 
equipment list, and construction emissions are calculated outside of CalEEMod.



Architectural Coating - 



Energy Use - Title 24 eletricity and natural gas energy intensities have been adjusted for 2013 standards per CEC report: 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2013publications/CEC-400-2013-008/CEC-400-2013-008.pdf



Construction Phase - Construction emissions determined outside of CalEEMod



Off-road Equipment - 



San Francisco County, Annual



GSW Mission Bay Non-Arena



1.1 Land Usage



Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population



Enclosed Parking with Elevator 475.00 1000sqft 10.90 475,000.00 0



1.2 Other Project Characteristics



Urbanization



Climate Zone



Urban



5



Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)4.6 64



1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data



1.0 Project Characteristics



Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company



2017Operational Year



CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



349 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)



0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)
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2.0 Emissions Summary



2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 442.8943 442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 442.9028 442.9028 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0365



Unmitigated Operational



Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value



tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 0.00



tblEnergyUse T24E 3.92 3.07



tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 349



tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2014 2017



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Area 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 442.8943 442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 442.9028 442.9028 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0365



Mitigated Operational



3.0 Construction Detail



Construction Phase



Phase 
Number



Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week



Num Days Phase Description



1 Demolition Demolition 1/1/2015 12/31/2014 5 0



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e



Percent 
Reduction



0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00



Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile



3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction



OffRoad Equipment



Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor



Trips and VMT



Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count



Worker Trip 
Number



Vendor Trip 
Number



Hauling Trip 
Number



Worker Trip 
Length



Vendor Trip 
Length



Hauling Trip 
Length



Worker Vehicle 
Class



Vendor 
Vehicle Class



Hauling 
Vehicle Class



Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)



Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0



Acres of Paving: 0
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4.2 Trip Summary Information



4.3 Trip Type Information



Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated



Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT



Enclosed Parking with Elevator 0.00 0.00 0.00



Total 0.00 0.00 0.00



Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %



Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by



Enclosed Parking with Elevator 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0



5.0 Energy Detail



5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy



4.4 Fleet Mix



LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH



0.627987 0.058543 0.149166 0.078755 0.026467 0.003331 0.026417 0.003903 0.003129 0.011009 0.010235 0.000550 0.000507



Historical Energy Use: N
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



NaturalGas 
Mitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



NaturalGas 
Unmitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Electricity 
Mitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 442.8943 442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Electricity 
Unmitigated



0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 442.8943 442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Unmitigated
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



NaturalGa
s Use



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Mitigated



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



2.79775e
+006



442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Total 442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Unmitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area



6.0 Area Detail



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category tons/yr MT/yr



Mitigated 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Unmitigated 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Electricity 
Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



2.79775e
+006



442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Total 442.8943 0.0368 7.6100e-
003



446.0275



Mitigated
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7.0 Water Detail



6.2 Area by SubCategory



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.2477 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



1.8551 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 4.3000e-
004



4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Total 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Unmitigated



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10



Exhaust 
PM10



PM10 
Total



Fugitive 
PM2.5



Exhaust 
PM2.5



PM2.5 
Total



Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr



Architectural 
Coating



0.2477 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Consumer 
Products



1.8551 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Landscaping 4.3000e-
004



4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Total 2.1032 4.0000e-
005



4.4500e-
003



0.0000 2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.4900e-
003



8.4900e-
003



2.0000e-
005



0.0000 8.9800e-
003



Mitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Category MT/yr



Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Unmitigated



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2 Date: 2/6/2015 5:01 PMPage 10 of 13



83











8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste



7.2 Water by Land Use



Indoor/Out
door Use



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use Mgal MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Mitigated



8.0 Waste Detail



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



MT/yr



 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Unmitigated



Waste 
Disposed



Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e



Land Use tons MT/yr



Enclosed Parking 
with Elevator



0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000



Mitigated



9.0 Operational Offroad



Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Vegetation
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Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal 
I  Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613 



SCH #2014112045 For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 



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



Lead Agency: SF Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 	Contact Person: Brett Bollinger 
Mailing Address: San Francisco Planning Dept, 1650 Mission Street, Ste 400 Phone: (415) 575-9024  
City: San Francisco 	Zip: 94103 	County: San Francisco  



Longitude/Latitude (degrees, minutes and seconds): 37 	46 



Assessor's Parcel No.: Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008 	Section: 	 Twp.: 	 Range: 	 Base: 
Within 2 Miles: 	State Hwy 41:1-280,1-80, U.S. 101 	Waterways: San Francisco Bay, Mission Creek  



Airports: None 	Railways: Caltrain 	Schools: SFUSD  



Project Location: County:San Francisco 	City/Nearest Community: San Francisco (Mission Bay)  
Cross Streets: Blocks 29-32 (bounded by Third St., South St., Future Terry A. Francois Blvd., & 16th St.)  Zip Code: 94158 



04  "N / 122  23  ' 16 " W Total Acres: 11 



Document Type: 
CEQA: ❑ NOP 



❑ Early Cons 
❑ Neg Dec 
❑ Mit Neg Dec 



❑ Draft EIR 
❑ Supplement/Subsequent EIR 
(Prior SCH No.) 	  
Other: 



NEPA: ❑ NOI 	Other: 
❑ EA 
❑ Draft EIS 
❑ FONSI 



❑ Joint Document 
❑ Final Document 



Other: AB 900  
Application 



Local Action Type: 
❑ General Plan Update 
❑ General Plan Amendment 
❑ General Plan Element 
❑ Community Plan 



❑ Specific Plan 
❑ Master Plan 
El Planned Unit Development 
❑ Site Plan 



❑ Rezone 
❑ Prezone 
❑ Use Permit 
❑ Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) 



❑ Annexation 
❑ Redevelopment 
❑ Coastal Permit 



Other: AB 900 



Development Type: 
❑ Residential: Units 	 Acres 



Office: 	Sq.ft. 605K 
	



Acres 
Commercial:Sq.ft. 125K 



	
Acres 



❑ Industrial: Sq.ft. 	 Acres 
❑ Educational: 	 



Recreational: 3.2 acres  
❑ Water Facilities:Type 	  



Employees2 . 101  	❑ Transportation: Type 	 
Employees372  	❑ Mining: 	Mineral 
Employees 	 ❑ Power: 	Type 	 



❑ Waste Treatment:Type 	 
❑ Hazardous Waste:Type 	  



MGD 
	



133 Other: Event Center (approx. 18,064 seats), 1,255 employees  



MW 	 
MGD 



Project Issues Discussed in 
❑ AestheticNisual 
❑ Agricultural Land 
❑ Air Quality 
❑ Archeological/Historical 
❑ Biological Resources 
❑ Coastal Zone 
❑ Drainage/Absorption 



Economic/Jobs 



Document: 
❑ Fiscal 
❑ Flood Plain/Flooding 
El Forest Land/Fire Hazard 
❑ Geologic/Seismic 
❑ Minerals 
❑ Noise 
❑ Population/Housing Balance 
❑ Public Services/Facilities 



❑ Recreation/Parks 
❑ Schools/Universities 
❑ Septic Systems 
❑ Sewer Capacity 
❑ Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading 
❑ Solid Waste 
❑ Toxic/Hazardous 



Traffic/Circulation 



❑ Vegetation 
❑ Water Quality 
❑ Water Supply/Groundwater 
El Wetland/Riparian 
❑ Growth Inducement 



Land Use 
❑ Cumulative Effects 



Other:GHG 



Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation: 
MB-RA; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Commercial/Industrial Designation; South Design for Development HZ5 



Project Description: (please use a separate page if necessary) 
Blocks 29-32 would be developed with a multi-purpose event center and other mixed uses, including office, retail, open space, 
and structured parking, on the approximately 11-acre site. The 18,064-seat event center would include the arena, a basketball 
practice facility, and additional GSW office space. Two separate buildings will house office space and retail space, which 
includes food service. With parking the loading areas, the project total square footage is 1,955,000 gross square feet. The event 
center would host NBA games, concerts, family shows, cultural events, other sporting events, conferences and conventions 
throughout the year. 



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 











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". 



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 
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	 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 
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	 Housing & Community Development 	 	Other: 	  



	 Native American Heritage Commission 
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Lead Agency (Complete if applicable): 
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Mary McCue"; Pamela Lewis; "Nicole Agbayani"
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Subject: Warriors Event Management Costs
Date: Monday, March 02, 2015 5:59:00 PM


Mary/Pam/Nicole – we are working on getting final cost estimates for event management and make
sure we have a plan for collect/expenditure of fees.
 
Do the three of you have time to jump on the phone later this week, and prior to that update the
estimate for what it is anticipate to cost to for park/private maintenance association additional costs
related to the Warriors?
 
Let us know your availability Thursday/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/
 



mailto:MMcCue@mjmmg.com

mailto:Pamela.Lewis@fsresidential.com

mailto:nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Subject: RE: 360 Berry (N4P3) - ITB Update - SCCI follow-up
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 10:20:00 AM


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


From: Bridges, George (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 10:12 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Subject: RE: 360 Berry (N4P3) - ITB Update - SCCI follow-up
 
He asked that they contact him so I was only reminding them but I wanted to make sure you were in
the loop.  I left Clarke a message yesterday on a different issue so I will ask him to follow up with you
on the art process.
 
George
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 10:10 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Subject: RE: 360 Berry (N4P3) - ITB Update - SCCI follow-up
 
Thanks – I would not have them outreaching to the Commissioners yet.  But, he and I talked about
the art process.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 9:50 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)



mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org

mailto:raymond.c.lee@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





Cc: Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Subject: RE: 360 Berry (N4P3) - ITB Update - SCCI follow-up
 
Catherine
 
I mentioned the Warrior will be back at 9am next Tuesday.  We suggested to Clarke that he reach
out to Commissioner Bustos or yourself on the arts so that they are prepared for future questions.
 
George
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 6:30 PM
To: Bridges, George (CII); Pine, Ryan
Cc: Wong, Joyce (MYR) (ECN); Morales, Lilli (MYR) (ECN)
Subject: RE: 360 Berry (N4P3) - ITB Update - SCCI follow-up
 
I am pretty open this Friday.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) 
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 3:15 PM
To: Pine, Ryan
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wong, Joyce (MYR); Morales, Lilli (MYR)
Subject: FW: 360 Berry (N4P3) - ITB Update - SCCI follow-up
 
Ryan
 
I will check-in with Catherine Reilly, the Mission Bay PM to set up a time to meet with the owner
and Suffolk.  She is out today but we will circle back next week.
 
George
 


From: Pine, Ryan [mailto:RPine@suffolk.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2015 1:29 PM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Subject: RE: 360 Berry (N4P3) - ITB Update - SCCI follow-up
 
George,
 
I’m still the correct contact for Blocks 5 & 11 and I’m aware of the performance issues there.  Shall
we set a time to discuss in person?



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:RPine@suffolk.com





 
 


 
     


Ryan Pine
Senior Project Manager
 
Suffolk Construction Company


C | +14156542949
                               
www.suffolk.com


    


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email


From: Bridges, George (CII) [mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 26, 2015 2:17 PM
To: Pine, Ryan; Fabio
Cc: Derf@butlereg.com; smartfish52002@yahoo.com; McKinney, Kasheica (CII); Lee, Raymond C.
(CII); William Fleissig (WFleissig@integral-online.com); danielmurphy@sbcglobal.net; Eduardo.caceres
(eduardo.caceres@integralgude.com)
Subject: RE: 360 Berry (N4P3) - ITB Update - SCCI follow-up
 
Ryan/Fabio
 
What would be ideal for us is to get the subs summary including the overall achievement a few days
prior to a meeting.   I also ask that you attend the meeting with the bid summaries so that we are


able to review the 2nd and 3rd bidders to review potential SBE participation.  We ask that the owner
also be invited to the meeting so that we are able to better understand the delta and where there
may be possible remaining opportunities for SF-based SBEs.
 
Provided we have the information to review by Tuesday, March 3, we tentatively schedule Thursday,


March 5th, 9:30-11am or 1:30-3pm.  Ray is out of the office until Monday but the times suggested
work with his currently availability.
 
Also, can you provide us with a contract at Suffolk for Block 5 and 11?  We understand changes have
occurred with the Suffolk team and their construction workforce local hire percentages have not
improved since we last talked.
 
Please feel free to contact me with any further questions or concerns.



http://www.suffolk.com/

http://www.linkedin.com/company/suffolk-construction

http://www.facebook.com/SuffolkConstruction

http://www.flickr.com/photos/87121340@N05/sets/

https://twitter.com/SuffolkBuilds

http://www.youtube.com/SuffolkConstruction

http://instagram.com/buildsmart
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George
 


From: Pine, Ryan [mailto:RPine@suffolk.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 2015 10:07 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Derf@butlereg.com; smartfish52002@yahoo.com; McKinney, Kasheica (CII); Lee, Raymond C.
(CII); William Fleissig (WFleissig@integral-online.com); danielmurphy@sbcglobal.net; Eduardo.caceres
(eduardo.caceres@integralgude.com)
Subject: RE: 360 Berry (N4P3) - ITB Update - SCCI follow-up
 
George,
 
We’re still negotiating the GMP and by next week we should be able to schedule a meeting to
review SBE participation.
 
 


 
     


Ryan Pine
Senior Project Manager
 
Suffolk Construction Company


C | +14156542949
                               
www.suffolk.com


    


 


Please consider the environment before printing this email


From: Pine, Ryan 
Sent: Wednesday, February 04, 2015 2:19 PM
To: 'Bridges, George (CII)'
Cc: Derf@butlereg.com; smartfish52002@yahoo.com; McKinney, Kasheica (CII); Lee, Raymond C.
(CII); William Fleissig (WFleissig@integral-online.com); danielmurphy@sbcglobal.net; Eduardo.caceres
(eduardo.caceres@integralgude.com)
Subject: 360 Berry (N4P3) - ITB Update - SCCI follow-up
 
George,
 
We are in the middle of trying to finalize VE for the GMP and I should be able to provide schedule
and SBE feedback late next week.



mailto:RPine@suffolk.com
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From: Bridges, George (CII) [mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 1:50 PM
To: Pine, Ryan; Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Cc: Bertoldi, David; Moore, Damon; Derf@butlereg.com; smartfish52002@yahoo.com; McKinney,
Kasheica (CII)
Subject: RE: 360 Berry (N4P3) - ITB Update - Share Link
 
Hi Ryan
 
It has been a while so I thought I would reach out for an update on project schedule and also find
out the potential SBEs for the project.
 
George
 


From: Pine, Ryan [mailto:RPine@suffolk.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 06, 2014 10:53 AM
To: Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Bertoldi, David; Moore, Damon; Derf@butlereg.com;
smartfish52002@yahoo.com; 'Fabio Garcia'
Subject: 360 Berry (N4P3) - ITB Update - Share Link
 
Ray,
 
We found that the share point link was incorrect in our 11/03/14 TIB posting – can we insert the
attached ITB with the corrected link?  Thanks.



mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Rice, Don (CII)
Subject: Warriors Folder Location
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 9:46:00 AM


S:\PROJECT IMPLEMENT\Mission Bay\MB South Major Phases\29-32 Major Phase\Warriors
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 



mailto:don.rice@sfgov.org
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Re: UCSF Cover Letter Notes
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 4:33:47 PM


This looks fine to me.


Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031


On Mar 5, 2015, at 11:50 AM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org> 
wrote:


Below is some email language I will send to UCSF along with the transportation section. 
Let me know if you have anything to add or that needs clarification. Thanks.
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN) 
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 5:31 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: UCSF Cover Letter Notes
 
OK, if it was my document to send, I would say the following:
 
Attached please find an advance copy of the Admin Draft SEIR Transportation and 
Circulation chapter.  We are providing this to you as a government agency courtesy so 
you can simultaneously review it as the City goes through the document and makes 
edits and corrections with our project sponsor.


A couple of notes:
-        The analysis assumes baseline conditions from 2013/2014 survey data and 


includes the travel demand estimates for your recently opened MB Hospital as 
well as the soon to be opened Public Safety Building. LRDP travel demand is 
included in the cumulative conditions. 


-        It further assumes no coordination with Giants games, UCSF, the City, regional 
transit providers or other citywide events and as such represents a worst case 
scenario for concurrent events.  We are in the midst of crafting a series of 
solutions to address this – both avoiding conflicts in the first place as well as 
triggering conditions when they cannot be avoided – and will share it with you 
and the broader CAC shortly.


-        While we used best efforts to identify traffic and transit impacts in advance of 



mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
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the analysis, the model identified additional locations where we could expect 


impacts (such as 7th and Mission Bay Drive) and mitigation measures could be 
applied to address LOS impacts in these locations. 


-        We’ve discussed creating an areawide wayfinding plan in our staff level 
meetings and the Ad Draft codifies this as a Mitigation Measure.


-        The City has committed to funding and delivering the Transit Service Plan.  In 
the absence of a Development Agreement we have included performance 
standards for auto mode share, vehicle queuing, pedestrian flows, bicycle 
parking, transit boarding times and TMA shuttles and lists a series of measures 
that could meet them in the event  the City cannot fully fund them for any 
reason in the future.   


-        The City has always recognized the challenge of cumulative conditions in 


Mission Bay which is why we initiated the Central Subway, 16th Street BRT, the 


Waterfront Transportation Assessment and are exploring a ferry landing at 16th 
Street, a potential Caltrain realignment and even a second Transbay BART 
tube.  This is related to our discussion on the LRDP cushioning agreement. 


-        Finally, and most importantly, the deadline for comments is next Friday, 
March 13.  We look forward to your feedback.


 
Best,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-6625








From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow, David (CPC); Miller, Erin (MTA); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Bike Parking
Date: Friday, March 06, 2015 5:11:32 PM


I have been a little out of the loop on GSW for a bit, but one notable bike parking issue I
recall bringing up from one of the last rounds of review was the siting of Class 1 bike
parking for arena and retail/food hall employees. There was bike parking indicated for the
two office buildings in each building and bike parking for arena visitors, but no secure bike
parking indicated anywhere for all of these employees. They cannot be expected to park
with the public in the valet station (which does not always operate or which will have too
limited hours for employees) or on the street, but need their own secure bike room(s) for
employees only, in the same way that workers in the office building have secure indoor bike
parking. I just want to make sure this is not an oversight.


_____________________________________________
From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 1:22 PM
To: David Manica; Albert, Peter (MTA); Kate Aufhauser; William Hon; Arce, Pedro (CII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR) (ECN); Clarke Miller; Leah DiCarlo; Winslow, David (CPC); Keith Robinson; Miller, Erin
(MTA); Jesse Blout; Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Molly Hayes; David Carlock; Mark Linenberger; Beau
Beashore; Rene Bihan (rbihan@SWAGroup.com); RICHARD ALTUNA
Subject: Bike Parking


Hey all – one thing that we forgot to discuss yesterday is the location for the bike parking.  I
think I saw it still in mid-block of TFB and forgot to ask about it.  We talked about moving it


to 16th street to better tie into the actual bike routes.  What is the status of this?  This is
one issue that does need to be worked out before next Thursday to respond to the coming
questions from the Bike Coalition and the community about the plan for bike parking.


Thanks


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