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From: Kate Aufhauser

To: Paul Mitchell

Cc: Joyce; Clarke Miller; Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett
(CPC); lubaw@Icweonsulting.com

Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Date: Friday, March 27, 2015 5:59:07 PM

Attachments: image002.png
image003.png

Yes, the lead on the plaza variant design is our landscape architect (SWA), while the lead on early
site plans was the Manica Architecture team. The MANICA group has completed their site-wide
scope and is now focused on the arena and its more immediate surroundings.

As a relative layperson (i.e., not a designer nor a frequent peruser of EIRs), | have no problems
comparing the two proposed designs. But I'll await further comment from this group.

Kate

Kate Aufhauser

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

WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]

Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 5:23 PM

To: Kate Aufhauser

Cc: Joyce; Clarke Miller; Kern, Chris (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); lubaw@Icwconsulting.com

Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Kate:

Ideally, the site plan (you provided yesterday) and the building elevation you provided today for this
project variant would be in the same format to what you we are presenting for the proposed project
design in the SEIR Project Description, since they are being considered on an equal basis, and thus,
so an apples-to-apples visual comparison can be made by the reader. However, if you are using a
different architect and/or software program for this variant (can you confirm), we understand that
may not be possible to present them in the same format.

I'll talk to Chris Kern on Monday (he’s out today) to get his insight, and we can follow up with you
early next week.

FYI, the EIR Alternatives plans you provided are fine since they are expected to be somewhat more
generalized and not on a project-level.
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Thanks.

-Paul

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

Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 4:45 PM

To: Paul Mitchell

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,

Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

See attached per second request. Is this sufficient?

Thanks,
Kate

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) 1 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com

WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 2:23 PM

To: Kate Aufhauser

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@Icwconsulting.com; Joyce
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Thanks, Kate.

-Paul

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

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 2:08 PM

To: Paul Mitchell

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul,

Here’s the presentation. You're correct we have no written description.
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We do plan to complete elevations for this option but have not yet done so. I'll send along when
able.

Kate

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com

WARRIE&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us
SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:06 PM

To: Kate Aufhauser

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,

Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Kate:
Thanks for this.

e |[f possible, can you please provide the other accompanying figures you presented yesterday
for this variant? We won’t plan on presenting them in the SEIR, however, it was helpful to
get more context from the other pespectives for when we write the description for it in the
SEIR (we assume you have no written description for this variant?)

e This variantis being analyzed at an equal level of detail as the project in the SEIR (albeit
largely only affecting wind effects). As such, do you plan on also providing an building
elevation drawing for this variant (e.g., at a minimum, looking east from Third Street towards
the project), similar to how we plan to present building elevation drawings in the Project
Description for the proposed project? Certainly, UCSF would be interested in seeing that.

Thanks.

-Paul

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

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:03 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@Icwconsulting.com
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Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul —

As follow-up to the first item (project variant), please see the attached conceptual site plan. Let me
know if you need anything else.

Kate

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) 1 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com

WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Kate Aufhauser

Sent: Sunday, March 22, 2015 6:18 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); 'Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)'; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); ‘wyckowilliam@comcast.net'’;

lubaw@Ilcwconsulting.com
Subject: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul, Joyce, and others -
Answers to ESA’s recent info request are below. More answers to come when available.

Thanks,
Kate

e Project Variant Conceptual Site Plan/Description: Please provide conceptual site plan for

project variant that does not include the gatehouse building (and any other potential design
changes within or outside the UCSF visual easement on the project site, such as the podium
structure, plaza and approaches to the plaza). Please describe if the limited retail included in
the gatehouse would be relocated on site. Please confirm any changes in total development
square footage.

0 Site plan production is underway, with wind testing planned directly afterwards. Both
SWA (L.arch) and RWDI (wind) are working or ready to do so.

O Please presume there will be no change in project program under this variant,
including no change in total development square footage, proposed retail square
footage, or proposed vehicle parking spaces.

e  Construction Tower Crane / UCSF Compatibility. The sponsor indicated it had conducted a
preliminary review of applicable regs (e.g., FAA) when considering compatibility of the
proposed use of tower cranes at the project site with the UCSF helipad. Please provide that
preliminary review
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0 Clarke has provided MCJV's diagrams, which ESA and/or Luba may use to draft a
discussion in the EIR. Generally, the graphics demonstrate that neither the building
(penthouse mechanical areas) nor cranes will interfere with the approved helicopter
flight path.

0 The document should also state that GSW is prepared to comply with FAA law.
Sponsor-Proposed Good Neighbor Policies/Plan. As discussed as the 3/12/15 meeting, please
provide a copy of the sponsor's proposed good neighbor policies/plan to include in the SEIR
Project Description that will address proposed crowd control, directing people to the
proposed transit connections (as opposed to up Bridgeview Way), outdoor noise
management and other practices to minimize effects on surrounding land uses.

O Per recent emails, ESA will include a placeholder in the SEIR until early May (following
CAC discussions on these strategies,, scheduled for 4/30). Then, we will reconvene
to discuss preliminary proposed practices to include in the SEIR Project Description.

0 Note: At this time, the text should also state that GSW has committed to compliance
with Mission Bay's Good Neighbor Policy during construction, and that GSW will
comply with the Entertainment Commission's standard "good neighbor" practices
under the conditions of a Place of Entertainment permit.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to determine if SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-13 will be
revised to have taxi versus general loading, and no black car loading, on Terry A. Francois
Boulevard? Project sponsor to investigate use of Port lots for staging of black cars prior to
the end of an event, and provide details

0 Terry Francois Boulevard's curb management plan will be revised to replace any
"black car loading" labels with "general loading" (passenger pick-up/drop-off). There
are no changes anticipated to the planned taxi zone or paratransit zone on TFB. This
update will be reflected in our revised TMP (forthcoming by 4/18).

0 Note: Adam is reaching out to the Port about the lot closest to our site. No updates
are available at this time.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to confirm if black car loading on 16th Street on Figure
5.2-13 to remain?

0 Yes, that area will remain on our plans and will still be called "black car loading." We
will remove conflicting footnotes in the TMP that may reference TNC
loading/unloading in that zone.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to rearrange of on-street commercial loading spaces for
SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-9. Add a couple of spaces to South and 16th Streets closer to
Third Street.

0 This change will be reflected in the text, charts, and graphics of our revised TMP

(forthcoming by 4/18). Note we are planning to move 2 commercial loading spaces

in total (one to South Street, one to 16t Street).
16th Street Sidewalk. Project sponsor and OCll to finalize 16th Street sidewalk adjacent to
project site. [We assumed the minimum width would be 10 feet, but discussed the additional
queuing areas. It would be better to have at least 12.5 feet of sidewalk area (i.e., the 10 foot
dedicated plus 2.5 feet of sidewalk width within the 20 foot setback), similar to South Street.
Plus the additional queuing areas.]

0 OCII/MTA direction, based on a 3/20 email, is for 20 feet of free clearance from the
tree wells along the 16th St. sidewalk. Our designers are studying approaches to





accomplish this goal now (hoping to review resulting design development with OCII
and Planning on 3/31). We will share design details when available.

e TMP Performance Standards. Project sponsor to review performance standards included in

the TMP to see if need to be revised
0 Please assume any performance standards related to auto mode share currently

contained in the project TMP will be re-written to match those deemed appropriate
for the SEIR transportation section. The admin draft provided mode split targets for
weekday events and weekend events, while GSW’s TMP previously provided them
for weekday event attendees and weekday non-event office workers. We will
modify the TMP to match the SEIR’s focus on auto mode split events, since those are

the scenarios generating the greatest community concern.
0 No other TMP performance standards (clear signage for bike parking, safe pedestrian
flows, etc.) will be modified.
e final TMP.
0 Forthcoming (submission no later than 4/18, as requested). Work with F&P is in
progress. As requested, we plan to call Luba to confirm all changes (per her notes
and edits), and to keep a record of changes for ESA to expedite review of the revised

document.

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Paul Mitchell

To: Kate Aufhauser

Cc: Joyce; Clarke Miller; Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Bollinger, Brett
(CPC); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Date: Friday, March 27, 2015 5:23:10 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Kate:

Ideally, the site plan (you provided yesterday) and the building elevation you provided today for this
project variant would be in the same format to what you we are presenting for the proposed project
design in the SEIR Project Description, since they are being considered on an equal basis, and thus,
so an apples-to-apples visual comparison can be made by the reader. However, if you are using a
different architect and/or software program for this variant (can you confirm), we understand that
may not be possible to present them in the same format.

I'll talk to Chris Kern on Monday (he’s out today) to get his insight, and we can follow up with you
early next week.

FYI, the EIR Alternatives plans you provided are fine since they are expected to be somewhat more
generalized and not on a project-level.

Thanks.

-Paul

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

Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 4:45 PM

To: Paul Mitchell

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;
lubaw@Icwconsulting.com; Joyce

Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

See attached per second request. Is this sufficient?

Thanks,
Kate

Kate Aufhauser

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

WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 2:23 PM

To: Kate Aufhauser

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@agibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Thanks, Kate.

-Paul

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

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 2:08 PM

To: Paul Mitchell

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul,
Here’s the presentation. You're correct we have no written description.

We do plan to complete elevations for this option but have not yet done so. I'll send along when
able.

Kate

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com

WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:06 PM

To: Kate Aufhauser

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,

Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Kate:
Thanks for this.

e |[f possible, can you please provide the other accompanying figures you presented yesterday
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for this variant? We won’t plan on presenting them in the SEIR, however, it was helpful to
get more context from the other pespectives for when we write the description for it in the
SEIR (we assume you have no written description for this variant?)

e This variantis being analyzed at an equal level of detail as the project in the SEIR (albeit
largely only affecting wind effects). As such, do you plan on also providing an building
elevation drawing for this variant (e.g., at a minimum, looking east from Third Street towards
the project), similar to how we plan to present building elevation drawings in the Project
Description for the proposed project? Certainly, UCSF would be interested in seeing that.

Thanks.

-Paul

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

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:03 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,

Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul —

As follow-up to the first item (project variant), please see the attached conceptual site plan. Let me
know if you need anything else.

Kate

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com

WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Kate Aufhauser

Sent: Sunday, March 22, 2015 6:18 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); 'Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)'; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); ‘wyckowilliam@comcast.net’;

lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul, Joyce, and others -
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Answers to ESA’s recent info request are below. More answers to come when available.

Thanks,
Kate

e Project Variant Conceptual Site Plan/Description: Please provide conceptual site plan for

project variant that does not include the gatehouse building (and any other potential design
changes within or outside the UCSF visual easement on the project site, such as the podium
structure, plaza and approaches to the plaza). Please describe if the limited retail included in
the gatehouse would be relocated on site. Please confirm any changes in total development
square footage.

0 Site plan production is underway, with wind testing planned directly afterwards. Both
SWA (L.arch) and RWDI (wind) are working or ready to do so.

0 Please presume there will be no change in project program under this variant,
including no change in total development square footage, proposed retail square
footage, or proposed vehicle parking spaces.

e Construction Tower Crane / UCSF Compatibility. The sponsor indicated it had conducted a
preliminary review of applicable regs (e.g., FAA) when considering compatibility of the
proposed use of tower cranes at the project site with the UCSF helipad. Please provide that
preliminary review

0 Clarke has provided MCJV's diagrams, which ESA and/or Luba may use to draft a
discussion in the EIR. Generally, the graphics demonstrate that neither the building
(penthouse mechanical areas) nor cranes will interfere with the approved helicopter
flight path.

0 The document should also state that GSW is prepared to comply with FAA law.

e  Sponsor-Proposed Good Neighbor Policies/Plan. As discussed as the 3/12/15 meeting, please
provide a copy of the sponsor's proposed good neighbor policies/plan to include in the SEIR
Project Description that will address proposed crowd control, directing people to the
proposed transit connections (as opposed to up Bridgeview Way), outdoor noise
management and other practices to minimize effects on surrounding land uses.

0 Per recent emails, ESA will include a placeholder in the SEIR until early May (following
CAC discussions on these strategies,, scheduled for 4/30). Then, we will reconvene
to discuss preliminary proposed practices to include in the SEIR Project Description.

0 Note: At this time, the text should also state that GSW has committed to compliance
with Mission Bay's Good Neighbor Policy during construction, and that GSW will
comply with the Entertainment Commission's standard "good neighbor" practices
under the conditions of a Place of Entertainment permit.

e On-street Loading. Project sponsor to determine if SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-13 will be
revised to have taxi versus general loading, and no black car loading, on Terry A. Francois
Boulevard? Project sponsor to investigate use of Port lots for staging of black cars prior to
the end of an event, and provide details

0 Terry Francois Boulevard's curb management plan will be revised to replace any
"black car loading" labels with "general loading" (passenger pick-up/drop-off). There
are no changes anticipated to the planned taxi zone or paratransit zone on TFB. This





update will be reflected in our revised TMP (forthcoming by 4/18).

0 Note: Adam is reaching out to the Port about the lot closest to our site. No updates
are available at this time.

e On-street Loading. Project sponsor to confirm if black car loading on 16th Street on Figure
5.2-13 to remain?

0 Yes, that area will remain on our plans and will still be called "black car loading." We
will remove conflicting footnotes in the TMP that may reference TNC
loading/unloading in that zone.

e On-street Loading. Project sponsor to rearrange of on-street commercial loading spaces for
SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-9. Add a couple of spaces to South and 16th Streets closer to
Third Street.

0 This change will be reflected in the text, charts, and graphics of our revised TMP
(forthcoming by 4/18). Note we are planning to move 2 commercial loading spaces

in total (one to South Street, one to 16t Street).

e 16th Street Sidewalk. Project sponsor and OClI to finalize 16th Street sidewalk adjacent to
project site. [We assumed the minimum width would be 10 feet, but discussed the additional
queuing areas. It would be better to have at least 12.5 feet of sidewalk area (i.e., the 10 foot
dedicated plus 2.5 feet of sidewalk width within the 20 foot setback), similar to South Street.
Plus the additional queuing areas.]

0 OCII/MTA direction, based on a 3/20 email, is for 20 feet of free clearance from the
tree wells along the 16th St. sidewalk. Our designers are studying approaches to
accomplish this goal now (hoping to review resulting design development with OCII
and Planning on 3/31). We will share design details when available.

e TMP Performance Standards. Project sponsor to review performance standards included in
the TMP to see if need to be revised

O Please assume any performance standards related to auto mode share currently
contained in the project TMP will be re-written to match those deemed appropriate
for the SEIR transportation section. The admin draft provided mode split targets for
weekday events and weekend events, while GSW’s TMP previously provided them

for weekday event attendees and weekday non-event office workers. We will

modify the TMP to match the SEIR’s focus on auto mode split events, since those are
the scenarios generating the greatest community concern.

0 No other TMP performance standards (clear signage for bike parking, safe pedestrian

flows, etc.) will be modified.
Einal TMP.

0 Forthcoming (submission no later than 4/18, as requested). Work with F&P is in
progress. As requested, we plan to call Luba to confirm all changes (per her notes
and edits), and to keep a record of changes for ESA to expedite review of the revised
document.

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
WARRI&RS
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From: Kate Aufhauser

To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@aibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly. Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam
(ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger. Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net; lubaw@Icwconsulting.com; Joyce
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1
Date: Friday, March 27, 2015 4:45:32 PM
Attachments: image002.png
image003.png

See attached per second request. Is this sufficient?

Thanks,
Kate

Kate Aufhauser

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

WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 2:23 PM

To: Kate Aufhauser

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;
lubaw@Ilcwconsulting.com; Joyce

Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Thanks, Kate.

-Paul

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

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 2:08 PM

To: Paul Mitchell

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@agibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul,
Here’s the presentation. You're correct we have no written description.

We do plan to complete elevations for this option but have not yet done so. I'll send along when
able.

Kate
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Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com

WARRIE&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us
SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:06 PM

To: Kate Aufhauser

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Kate:
Thanks for this.

e |[f possible, can you please provide the other accompanying figures you presented yesterday
for this variant? We won’t plan on presenting them in the SEIR, however, it was helpful to
get more context from the other pespectives for when we write the description for it in the
SEIR (we assume you have no written description for this variant?)

e This variantis being analyzed at an equal level of detail as the project in the SEIR (albeit
largely only affecting wind effects). As such, do you plan on also providing an building
elevation drawing for this variant (e.g., at a minimum, looking east from Third Street towards
the project), similar to how we plan to present building elevation drawings in the Project
Description for the proposed project? Certainly, UCSF would be interested in seeing that.

Thanks.

-Paul

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

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:03 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul —
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As follow-up to the first item (project variant), please see the attached conceptual site plan. Let me

know if you need anything else.

Kate

Kate Aufhauser

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

WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Kate Aufhauser

Sent: Sunday, March 22, 2015 6:18 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); 'Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)"; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'wyckowilliam@comcast.net’;

lubaw

lcwconsulting.com

Subject: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul, Joyce, and others -

Answers to ESA’s recent info request are below. More answers to come when available.

Thanks,

Kate

Project Variant Conceptual Site Plan/Description: Please provide conceptual site plan for

project variant that does not include the gatehouse building (and any other potential design
changes within or outside the UCSF visual easement on the project site, such as the podium
structure, plaza and approaches to the plaza). Please describe if the limited retail included in
the gatehouse would be relocated on site. Please confirm any changes in total development
square footage.

0 Site plan production is underway, with wind testing planned directly afterwards. Both
SWA (L.arch) and RWDI (wind) are working or ready to do so.

0 Please presume there will be no change in project program under this variant,
including no change in total development square footage, proposed retail square
footage, or proposed vehicle parking spaces.

Construction Tower Crane / UCSF Compatibility. The sponsor indicated it had conducted a
preliminary review of applicable regs (e.g., FAA) when considering compatibility of the
proposed use of tower cranes at the project site with the UCSF helipad. Please provide that
preliminary review

0 Clarke has provided MCJV's diagrams, which ESA and/or Luba may use to draft a
discussion in the EIR. Generally, the graphics demonstrate that neither the building
(penthouse mechanical areas) nor cranes will interfere with the approved helicopter
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flight path.

0 The document should also state that GSW is prepared to comply with FAA law.
Sponsor-Proposed Good Neighbor Policies/Plan. As discussed as the 3/12/15 meeting, please
provide a copy of the sponsor's proposed good neighbor policies/plan to include in the SEIR
Project Description that will address proposed crowd control, directing people to the
proposed transit connections (as opposed to up Bridgeview Way), outdoor noise
management and other practices to minimize effects on surrounding land uses.

0 Per recent emails, ESA will include a placeholder in the SEIR until early May (following
CAC discussions on these strategies,, scheduled for 4/30). Then, we will reconvene
to discuss preliminary proposed practices to include in the SEIR Project Description.

0 Note: At this time, the text should also state that GSW has committed to compliance
with Mission Bay's Good Neighbor Policy during construction, and that GSW will
comply with the Entertainment Commission's standard "good neighbor" practices
under the conditions of a Place of Entertainment permit.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to determine if SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-13 will be
revised to have taxi versus general loading, and no black car loading, on Terry A. Francois
Boulevard? Project sponsor to investigate use of Port lots for staging of black cars prior to
the end of an event, and provide details

0 Terry Francois Boulevard's curb management plan will be revised to replace any
"black car loading" labels with "general loading" (passenger pick-up/drop-off). There
are no changes anticipated to the planned taxi zone or paratransit zone on TFB. This
update will be reflected in our revised TMP (forthcoming by 4/18).

0 Note: Adam is reaching out to the Port about the lot closest to our site. No updates
are available at this time.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to confirm if black car loading on 16th Street on Figure
5.2-13 to remain?

0 Yes, that area will remain on our plans and will still be called "black car loading." We
will remove conflicting footnotes in the TMP that may reference TNC
loading/unloading in that zone.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to rearrange of on-street commercial loading spaces for
SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-9. Add a couple of spaces to South and 16th Streets closer to
Third Street.

0 This change will be reflected in the text, charts, and graphics of our revised TMP

(forthcoming by 4/18). Note we are planning to move 2 commercial loading spaces

in total (one to South Street, one to 16t Street).
16th Street Sidewalk. Project sponsor and OCll to finalize 16th Street sidewalk adjacent to
project site. [We assumed the minimum width would be 10 feet, but discussed the additional
queuing areas. It would be better to have at least 12.5 feet of sidewalk area (i.e., the 10 foot
dedicated plus 2.5 feet of sidewalk width within the 20 foot setback), similar to South Street.
Plus the additional queuing areas.]

0 OCII/MTA direction, based on a 3/20 email, is for 20 feet of free clearance from the
tree wells along the 16th St. sidewalk. Our designers are studying approaches to
accomplish this goal now (hoping to review resulting design development with OCII
and Planning on 3/31). We will share design details when available.

TMP Performance Standards. Project sponsor to review performance standards included in






the TMP to see if need to be revised
O Please assume any performance standards related to auto mode share currently
contained in the project TMP will be re-written to match those deemed appropriate
for the SEIR transportation section. The admin draft provided mode split targets for
weekday events and weekend events, while GSW’s TMP previously provided them

for weekday event attendees and weekday non-event office workers. We will
modify the TMP to match the SEIR’s focus on auto mode split events, since those are

the scenarios generating the greatest community concern.

0 No other TMP performance standards (clear signage for bike parking, safe pedestrian

flows, etc.) will be modified.
e final TMP.

0 Forthcoming (submission no later than 4/18, as requested). Work with F&P is in
progress. As requested, we plan to call Luba to confirm all changes (per her notes
and edits), and to keep a record of changes for ESA to expedite review of the revised
document.

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Paul Mitchell

To: Kate Aufhauser

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@aibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); VandeWater. Adam (ECN);
Kern, Christopher (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net; lubaw@Icwconsulting.com; Joyce

Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 2:23:36 PM

Attachments: image001.png

Thanks, Kate.

-Paul

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

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 2:08 PM

To: Paul Mitchell

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;
lubaw@Ilcwconsulting.com; Joyce

Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul,
Here’s the presentation. You're correct we have no written description.

We do plan to complete elevations for this option but have not yet done so. I'll send along when
able.

Kate

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) 1 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com

WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:06 PM

To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Kate:

Thanks for this.
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e If possible, can you please provide the other accompanying figures you presented yesterday
for this variant? We won’t plan on presenting them in the SEIR, however, it was helpful to
get more context from the other pespectives for when we write the description for it in the
SEIR (we assume you have no written description for this variant?)

e This variantis being analyzed at an equal level of detail as the project in the SEIR (albeit
largely only affecting wind effects). As such, do you plan on also providing an building
elevation drawing for this variant (e.g., at a minimum, looking east from Third Street towards
the project), similar to how we plan to present building elevation drawings in the Project
Description for the proposed project? Certainly, UCSF would be interested in seeing that.

Thanks.

-Paul

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

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:03 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,

Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul —

As follow-up to the first item (project variant), please see the attached conceptual site plan. Let me
know if you need anything else.

Kate

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com

WARRIE&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us
SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Kate Aufhauser

Sent: Sunday, March 22, 2015 6:18 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); 'Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)"; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'wyckowilliam@comcast.net’;
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

Subject: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1
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Paul, Joyce, and others -
Answers to ESA’s recent info request are below. More answers to come when available.

Thanks,
Kate

e  Project Variant Conceptual Site Plan/Description: Please provide conceptual site plan for

project variant that does not include the gatehouse building (and any other potential design
changes within or outside the UCSF visual easement on the project site, such as the podium
structure, plaza and approaches to the plaza). Please describe if the limited retail included in
the gatehouse would be relocated on site. Please confirm any changes in total development
square footage.

0 Site plan production is underway, with wind testing planned directly afterwards. Both
SWA (L.arch) and RWDI (wind) are working or ready to do so.

O Please presume there will be no change in project program under this variant,
including no change in total development square footage, proposed retail square
footage, or proposed vehicle parking spaces.

e  Construction Tower Crane / UCSF Compatibility. The sponsor indicated it had conducted a
preliminary review of applicable regs (e.g., FAA) when considering compatibility of the
proposed use of tower cranes at the project site with the UCSF helipad. Please provide that

preliminary review

0 Clarke has provided MCJV's diagrams, which ESA and/or Luba may use to draft a
discussion in the EIR. Generally, the graphics demonstrate that neither the building
(penthouse mechanical areas) nor cranes will interfere with the approved helicopter
flight path.

0 The document should also state that GSW is prepared to comply with FAA law.

e Sponsor-Proposed Good Neighbor Policies/Plan. As discussed as the 3/12/15 meeting, please
provide a copy of the sponsor's proposed good neighbor policies/plan to include in the SEIR
Project Description that will address proposed crowd control, directing people to the
proposed transit connections (as opposed to up Bridgeview Way), outdoor noise
management and other practices to minimize effects on surrounding land uses.

0 Per recent emails, ESA will include a placeholder in the SEIR until early May (following
CAC discussions on these strategies,, scheduled for 4/30). Then, we will reconvene
to discuss preliminary proposed practices to include in the SEIR Project Description.

O Note: At this time, the text should also state that GSW has committed to compliance
with Mission Bay's Good Neighbor Policy during construction, and that GSW will
comply with the Entertainment Commission's standard "good neighbor" practices
under the conditions of a Place of Entertainment permit.

e On-street Loading. Project sponsor to determine if SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-13 will be
revised to have taxi versus general loading, and no black car loading, on Terry A. Francois
Boulevard? Project sponsor to investigate use of Port lots for staging of black cars prior to
the end of an event, and provide details

0 Terry Francois Boulevard's curb management plan will be revised to replace any
"black car loading" labels with "general loading" (passenger pick-up/drop-off). There





are no changes anticipated to the planned taxi zone or paratransit zone on TFB. This
update will be reflected in our revised TMP (forthcoming by 4/18).

0 Note: Adam is reaching out to the Port about the lot closest to our site. No updates
are available at this time.

e On-street Loading. Project sponsor to confirm if black car loading on 16th Street on Figure
5.2-13 to remain?

0 Yes, that area will remain on our plans and will still be called "black car loading." We
will remove conflicting footnotes in the TMP that may reference TNC
loading/unloading in that zone.

e On-street Loading. Project sponsor to rearrange of on-street commercial loading spaces for
SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-9. Add a couple of spaces to South and 16th Streets closer to
Third Street.

0 This change will be reflected in the text, charts, and graphics of our revised TMP
(forthcoming by 4/18). Note we are planning to move 2 commercial loading spaces

in total (one to South Street, one to 16t Street).

e 16th Street Sidewalk. Project sponsor and OClI to finalize 16th Street sidewalk adjacent to
project site. [We assumed the minimum width would be 10 feet, but discussed the additional
queuing areas. It would be better to have at least 12.5 feet of sidewalk area (i.e., the 10 foot
dedicated plus 2.5 feet of sidewalk width within the 20 foot setback), similar to South Street.
Plus the additional queuing areas.]

0 OCII/MTA direction, based on a 3/20 email, is for 20 feet of free clearance from the
tree wells along the 16th St. sidewalk. Our designers are studying approaches to
accomplish this goal now (hoping to review resulting design development with OCII
and Planning on 3/31). We will share design details when available.

e TMP Performance Standards. Project sponsor to review performance standards included in
the TMP to see if need to be revised

0 Please assume any performance standards related to auto mode share currently
contained in the project TMP will be re-written to match those deemed appropriate
for the SEIR transportation section. The admin draft provided mode split targets for
weekday events and weekend events, while GSW’s TMP previously provided them
for weekday event attendees and weekday non-event office workers. We will

modify the TMP to match the SEIR’s focus on auto mode split events, since those are
the scenarios generating the greatest community concern.

0 No other TMP performance standards (clear signage for bike parking, safe pedestrian

flows, etc.) will be modified.
Einal TMP.

0 Forthcoming (submission no later than 4/18, as requested). Work with F&P is in
progress. As requested, we plan to call Luba to confirm all changes (per her notes
and edits), and to keep a record of changes for ESA to expedite review of the revised
document.

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)

kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser

To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@aibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); VandeWater. Adam (ECN);
Kern, Christopher (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net; lubaw@Icwconsulting.com; Joyce
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 2:08:45 PM
Attachments: image002.png
image003.png

20150319 P Presentation to OCIl VARA scheme.pdf

Paul,
Here’s the presentation. You're correct we have no written description.

We do plan to complete elevations for this option but have not yet done so. I'll send along when
able.

Kate

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:06 PM

To: Kate Aufhauser

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;
lubaw@Ilcwconsulting.com; Joyce

Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Kate:
Thanks for this.

e |f possible, can you please provide the other accompanying figures you presented yesterday
for this variant? We won’t plan on presenting them in the SEIR, however, it was helpful to
get more context from the other pespectives for when we write the description for it in the
SEIR (we assume you have no written description for this variant?)

e This variantis being analyzed at an equal level of detail as the project in the SEIR (albeit
largely only affecting wind effects). As such, do you plan on also providing an building
elevation drawing for this variant (e.g., at a minimum, looking east from Third Street towards
the project), similar to how we plan to present building elevation drawings in the Project
Description for the proposed project? Certainly, UCSF would be interested in seeing that.
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Thanks.

-Paul

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

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:03 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,

Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;

lubaw@Ilcwconsulting.com
Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul —

As follow-up to the first item (project variant), please see the attached conceptual site plan. Let me
know if you need anything else.

Kate

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) 1 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com

WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Kate Aufhauser

Sent: Sunday, March 22, 2015 6:18 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); 'Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)'; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); ‘wyckowilliam@comcast.net’;
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

Subject: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul, Joyce, and others -
Answers to ESA’s recent info request are below. More answers to come when available.

Thanks,
Kate

e Project Variant Conceptual Site Plan/Description: Please provide conceptual site plan for

project variant that does not include the gatehouse building (and any other potential design
changes within or outside the UCSF visual easement on the project site, such as the podium
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structure, plaza and approaches to the plaza). Please describe if the limited retail included in
the gatehouse would be relocated on site. Please confirm any changes in total development
square footage.

0 Site plan production is underway, with wind testing planned directly afterwards. Both
SWA (L.arch) and RWDI (wind) are working or ready to do so.

O Please presume there will be no change in project program under this variant,
including no change in total development square footage, proposed retail square
footage, or proposed vehicle parking spaces.

Construction Tower Crane / UCSF Compatibility. The sponsor indicated it had conducted a
preliminary review of applicable regs (e.g., FAA) when considering compatibility of the
proposed use of tower cranes at the project site with the UCSF helipad. Please provide that
preliminary review

0 Clarke has provided MCJV's diagrams, which ESA and/or Luba may use to draft a
discussion in the EIR. Generally, the graphics demonstrate that neither the building
(penthouse mechanical areas) nor cranes will interfere with the approved helicopter
flight path.

0 The document should also state that GSW is prepared to comply with FAA law.
Sponsor-Proposed Good Neighbor Policies/Plan. As discussed as the 3/12/15 meeting, please
provide a copy of the sponsor's proposed good neighbor policies/plan to include in the SEIR
Project Description that will address proposed crowd control, directing people to the
proposed transit connections (as opposed to up Bridgeview Way), outdoor noise
management and other practices to minimize effects on surrounding land uses.

0 Per recent emails, ESA will include a placeholder in the SEIR until early May (following
CAC discussions on these strategies,, scheduled for 4/30). Then, we will reconvene
to discuss preliminary proposed practices to include in the SEIR Project Description.

O Note: At this time, the text should also state that GSW has committed to compliance
with Mission Bay's Good Neighbor Policy during construction, and that GSW will
comply with the Entertainment Commission's standard "good neighbor" practices
under the conditions of a Place of Entertainment permit.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to determine if SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-13 will be
revised to have taxi versus general loading, and no black car loading, on Terry A. Francois
Boulevard? Project sponsor to investigate use of Port lots for staging of black cars prior to
the end of an event, and provide details

0 Terry Francois Boulevard's curb management plan will be revised to replace any
"black car loading" labels with "general loading" (passenger pick-up/drop-off). There
are no changes anticipated to the planned taxi zone or paratransit zone on TFB. This
update will be reflected in our revised TMP (forthcoming by 4/18).

0 Note: Adam is reaching out to the Port about the lot closest to our site. No updates
are available at this time.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to confirm if black car loading on 16th Street on Figure
5.2-13 to remain?

0 Yes, that area will remain on our plans and will still be called "black car loading." We
will remove conflicting footnotes in the TMP that may reference TNC
loading/unloading in that zone.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to rearrange of on-street commercial loading spaces for





SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-9. Add a couple of spaces to South and 16th Streets closer to
Third Street.
0 This change will be reflected in the text, charts, and graphics of our revised TMP
(forthcoming by 4/18). Note we are planning to move 2 commercial loading spaces

in total (one to South Street, one to 16t Street).

e 16th Street Sidewalk. Project sponsor and OCll to finalize 16th Street sidewalk adjacent to
project site. [We assumed the minimum width would be 10 feet, but discussed the additional
queuing areas. It would be better to have at least 12.5 feet of sidewalk area (i.e., the 10 foot
dedicated plus 2.5 feet of sidewalk width within the 20 foot setback), similar to South Street.
Plus the additional queuing areas.]

0 OCII/MTA direction, based on a 3/20 email, is for 20 feet of free clearance from the
tree wells along the 16th St. sidewalk. Our designers are studying approaches to
accomplish this goal now (hoping to review resulting design development with OCII
and Planning on 3/31). We will share design details when available.

e TMP Performance Standards. Project sponsor to review performance standards included in
the TMP to see if need to be revised

O Please assume any performance standards related to auto mode share currently
contained in the project TMP will be re-written to match those deemed appropriate
for the SEIR transportation section. The admin draft provided mode split targets for
weekday events and weekend events, while GSW’s TMP previously provided them
for weekday event attendees and weekday non-event office workers. We will
modify the TMP to match the SEIR’s focus on auto mode split events, since those are
the scenarios generating the greatest community concern.

0 No other TMP performance standards (clear signage for bike parking, safe pedestrian
flows, etc.) will be modified.

e final TMP.

0 Forthcoming (submission no later than 4/18, as requested). Work with F&P is in
progress. As requested, we plan to call Luba to confirm all changes (per her notes
and edits), and to keep a record of changes for ESA to expedite review of the revised

document.

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com

WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Paul Mitchell

To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@aibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly. Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam

(MYR) (ECN); Kern, Christopher (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;
lubaw@Icweonsulting.com; Joyce

Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:06:46 PM
Attachments: imaqge001.png

Kate:

Thanks for this.

e |f possible, can you please provide the other accompanying figures you presented yesterday
for this variant? We won’t plan on presenting them in the SEIR, however, it was helpful to
get more context from the other pespectives for when we write the description for it in the
SEIR (we assume you have no written description for this variant?)

e This variantis being analyzed at an equal level of detail as the project in the SEIR (albeit
largely only affecting wind effects). As such, do you plan on also providing an building
elevation drawing for this variant (e.g., at a minimum, looking east from Third Street towards
the project), similar to how we plan to present building elevation drawings in the Project
Description for the proposed project? Certainly, UCSF would be interested in seeing that.

Thanks.

-Paul

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

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:03 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Van de Water,
Adam (MYR); Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;
lubaw@Ilcwconsulting.com

Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul —

As follow-up to the first item (project variant), please see the attached conceptual site plan. Let me
know if you need anything else.

Kate

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com




mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com









WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Kate Aufhauser

Sent: Sunday, March 22, 2015 6:18 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); 'Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)'; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'wyckowilliam@comcast.net’;
lubaw@Ilcwconsulting.com

Subject: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul, Joyce, and others -
Answers to ESA’s recent info request are below. More answers to come when available.

Thanks,
Kate

e Project Variant Conceptual Site Plan/Description: Please provide conceptual site plan for

project variant that does not include the gatehouse building (and any other potential design
changes within or outside the UCSF visual easement on the project site, such as the podium
structure, plaza and approaches to the plaza). Please describe if the limited retail included in
the gatehouse would be relocated on site. Please confirm any changes in total development
square footage.

0 Site plan production is underway, with wind testing planned directly afterwards. Both
SWA (L.arch) and RWDI (wind) are working or ready to do so.

0 Please presume there will be no change in project program under this variant,
including no change in total development square footage, proposed retail square
footage, or proposed vehicle parking spaces.

e  Construction Tower Crane / UCSF Compatibility. The sponsor indicated it had conducted a
preliminary review of applicable regs (e.g., FAA) when considering compatibility of the
proposed use of tower cranes at the project site with the UCSF helipad. Please provide that
preliminary review

0 Clarke has provided MCJV's diagrams, which ESA and/or Luba may use to draft a
discussion in the EIR. Generally, the graphics demonstrate that neither the building
(penthouse mechanical areas) nor cranes will interfere with the approved helicopter
flight path.

0 The document should also state that GSW is prepared to comply with FAA law.

e  Sponsor-Proposed Good Neighbor Policies/Plan. As discussed as the 3/12/15 meeting, please
provide a copy of the sponsor's proposed good neighbor policies/plan to include in the SEIR
Project Description that will address proposed crowd control, directing people to the
proposed transit connections (as opposed to up Bridgeview Way), outdoor noise
management and other practices to minimize effects on surrounding land uses.

0 Per recent emails, ESA will include a placeholder in the SEIR until early May (following
CAC discussions on these strategies,, scheduled for 4/30). Then, we will reconvene
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to discuss preliminary proposed practices to include in the SEIR Project Description.

0 Note: At this time, the text should also state that GSW has committed to compliance
with Mission Bay's Good Neighbor Policy during construction, and that GSW will
comply with the Entertainment Commission's standard "good neighbor" practices
under the conditions of a Place of Entertainment permit.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to determine if SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-13 will be
revised to have taxi versus general loading, and no black car loading, on Terry A. Francois
Boulevard? Project sponsor to investigate use of Port lots for staging of black cars prior to
the end of an event, and provide details

0 Terry Francois Boulevard's curb management plan will be revised to replace any
"black car loading" labels with "general loading" (passenger pick-up/drop-off). There
are no changes anticipated to the planned taxi zone or paratransit zone on TFB. This
update will be reflected in our revised TMP (forthcoming by 4/18).

0 Note: Adam is reaching out to the Port about the lot closest to our site. No updates
are available at this time.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to confirm if black car loading on 16th Street on Figure
5.2-13 to remain?

0 Yes, that area will remain on our plans and will still be called "black car loading." We
will remove conflicting footnotes in the TMP that may reference TNC
loading/unloading in that zone.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to rearrange of on-street commercial loading spaces for
SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-9. Add a couple of spaces to South and 16th Streets closer to
Third Street.

0 This change will be reflected in the text, charts, and graphics of our revised TMP

(forthcoming by 4/18). Note we are planning to move 2 commercial loading spaces

in total (one to South Street, one to 16t Street).
16th Street Sidewalk. Project sponsor and OCllI to finalize 16th Street sidewalk adjacent to
project site. [We assumed the minimum width would be 10 feet, but discussed the additional
queuing areas. It would be better to have at least 12.5 feet of sidewalk area (i.e., the 10 foot
dedicated plus 2.5 feet of sidewalk width within the 20 foot setback), similar to South Street.
Plus the additional queuing areas.]

0 OCII/MTA direction, based on a 3/20 email, is for 20 feet of free clearance from the
tree wells along the 16th St. sidewalk. Our designers are studying approaches to
accomplish this goal now (hoping to review resulting design development with OCII
and Planning on 3/31). We will share design details when available.

TMP Performance Standards. Project sponsor to review performance standards included in
the TMP to see if need to be revised

0 Please assume any performance standards related to auto mode share currently
contained in the project TMP will be re-written to match those deemed appropriate
for the SEIR transportation section. The admin draft provided mode split targets for
weekday events and weekend events, while GSW’s TMP previously provided them

for weekday event attendees and weekday non-event office workers. We will

modify the TMP to match the SEIR’s focus on auto mode split events, since those are
the scenarios generating the greatest community concern.

0 No other TMP performance standards (clear signage for bike parking, safe pedestrian





flows, etc.) will be modified.
e  Final TMP.
0 Forthcoming (submission no later than 4/18, as requested). Work with F&P is in
progress. As requested, we plan to call Luba to confirm all changes (per her notes
and edits), and to keep a record of changes for ESA to expedite review of the revised

document.

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Kate Aufhauser

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@aibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly. Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam

(MYR) (ECN); Kern, Christopher (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net;
lubaw@Icwconsulting.com

Subject: RE: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 12:04:19 PM
Attachments: imaqge001.png

image002.pna

2015.03.26 Vara Variant Site Plan.pdf

Paul —

As follow-up to the first item (project variant), please see the attached conceptual site plan. Let me
know if you need anything else.

Kate

Kate Aufhauser

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

WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year

From: Kate Aufhauser

Sent: Sunday, March 22, 2015 6:18 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce

Cc: Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); 'Van de Water,
Adam (MYR)'; Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'wyckowilliam@comcast.net';
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

Subject: CEQA Info Request - Sponsor Replies, Part 1

Paul, Joyce, and others -

Answers to ESA’s recent info request are below. More answers to come when available.

Thanks,
Kate

e Project Variant Conceptual Site Plan/Description: Please provide conceptual site plan for

project variant that does not include the gatehouse building (and any other potential design
changes within or outside the UCSF visual easement on the project site, such as the podium
structure, plaza and approaches to the plaza). Please describe if the limited retail included in
the gatehouse would be relocated on site. Please confirm any changes in total development
square footage.
0 Site plan production is underway, with wind testing planned directly afterwards. Both
SWA (L.arch) and RWDI (wind) are working or ready to do so.
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0O Please presume there will be no change in project program under this variant,
including no change in total development square footage, proposed retail square
footage, or proposed vehicle parking spaces.

Construction Tower Crane / UCSF Compatibility. The sponsor indicated it had conducted a
preliminary review of applicable regs (e.g., FAA) when considering compatibility of the
proposed use of tower cranes at the project site with the UCSF helipad. Please provide that
preliminary review

0 Clarke has provided MCJV's diagrams, which ESA and/or Luba may use to draft a
discussion in the EIR. Generally, the graphics demonstrate that neither the building
(penthouse mechanical areas) nor cranes will interfere with the approved helicopter
flight path.

0 The document should also state that GSW is prepared to comply with FAA law.
Sponsor-Proposed Good Neighbor Policies/Plan. As discussed as the 3/12/15 meeting, please
provide a copy of the sponsor's proposed good neighbor policies/plan to include in the SEIR
Project Description that will address proposed crowd control, directing people to the
proposed transit connections (as opposed to up Bridgeview Way), outdoor noise
management and other practices to minimize effects on surrounding land uses.

0 Per recent emails, ESA will include a placeholder in the SEIR until early May (following
CAC discussions on these strategies,, scheduled for 4/30). Then, we will reconvene
to discuss preliminary proposed practices to include in the SEIR Project Description.

0 Note: At this time, the text should also state that GSW has committed to compliance
with Mission Bay's Good Neighbor Policy during construction, and that GSW will
comply with the Entertainment Commission's standard "good neighbor" practices
under the conditions of a Place of Entertainment permit.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to determine if SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-13 will be
revised to have taxi versus general loading, and no black car loading, on Terry A. Francois
Boulevard? Project sponsor to investigate use of Port lots for staging of black cars prior to
the end of an event, and provide details

0 Terry Francois Boulevard's curb management plan will be revised to replace any
"black car loading" labels with "general loading" (passenger pick-up/drop-off). There
are no changes anticipated to the planned taxi zone or paratransit zone on TFB. This
update will be reflected in our revised TMP (forthcoming by 4/18).

0 Note: Adam is reaching out to the Port about the lot closest to our site. No updates
are available at this time.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to confirm if black car loading on 16th Street on Figure
5.2-13 to remain?

0 Yes, that area will remain on our plans and will still be called "black car loading." We
will remove conflicting footnotes in the TMP that may reference TNC
loading/unloading in that zone.

On-street Loading. Project sponsor to rearrange of on-street commercial loading spaces for
SEIR Transportation Figure 5.2-9. Add a couple of spaces to South and 16th Streets closer to
Third Street.

0 This change will be reflected in the text, charts, and graphics of our revised TMP

(forthcoming by 4/18). Note we are planning to move 2 commercial loading spaces

in total (one to South Street, one to 16t Street).





e 16th Street Sidewalk. Project sponsor and OCll to finalize 16th Street sidewalk adjacent to
project site. [We assumed the minimum width would be 10 feet, but discussed the additional
queuing areas. It would be better to have at least 12.5 feet of sidewalk area (i.e., the 10 foot
dedicated plus 2.5 feet of sidewalk width within the 20 foot setback), similar to South Street.
Plus the additional queuing areas.]

0 OCII/MTA direction, based on a 3/20 email, is for 20 feet of free clearance from the
tree wells along the 16th St. sidewalk. Our designers are studying approaches to
accomplish this goal now (hoping to review resulting design development with OCII
and Planning on 3/31). We will share design details when available.

e TMP Performance Standards. Project sponsor to review performance standards included in
the TMP to see if need to be revised

0 Please assume any performance standards related to auto mode share currently
contained in the project TMP will be re-written to match those deemed appropriate
for the SEIR transportation section. The admin draft provided mode split targets for
weekday events and weekend events, while GSW’s TMP previously provided them
for weekday event attendees and weekday non-event office workers. We will
modify the TMP to match the SEIR’s focus on auto mode split events, since those are
the scenarios generating the greatest community concern.

0 No other TMP performance standards (clear signage for bike parking, safe pedestrian
flows, etc.) will be modified.

e final TMP.

0 Forthcoming (submission no later than 4/18, as requested). Work with F&P is in
progress. As requested, we plan to call Luba to confirm all changes (per her notes
and edits), and to keep a record of changes for ESA to expedite review of the revised
document.

Kate Aufhauser

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

WARRI&RS

website | tickets | app | social | find us

SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Clarke Miller

To: Mallory Shure; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)

Cc: Kate Aufhauser (KAufhauser@warriors.com); Dwight Long
Subject: RE: Warriors OCII - Office review

Date: Friday, March 27, 2015 5:19:08 PM

Yes, please do so with a GoTo invite in case we’re not all together.
Catherine, we could come to OCII if you have space for us.

Clarke

From: Mallory Shure [mailto:shure@pfaulong.com]

Sent: Friday, March 27, 2015 4:51 PM

To: Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (CIl) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> (catherine.reilly@sfgov.org)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser (KAufhauser@warriors.com); Dwight Long

Subject: Warriors OCII - Office review

Clarke, Catherine,

| know we are planning on meeting on Tuesday the 31°. Catherine, should | be sending out this 3:30
pm appointment?

Mallory

Mallory Shure
Sr. Project Architect, AIA, LEED AP
PFAU LONG ARCHITECTURE
98 Jack London Alley SF CA 94107
415.908.6408 X 216

Direct 415.780.9719

pfaulong.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)

To: Guerra, Claudia (ClI
Subject: RE: Warriors project
Date: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 10:10:46 PM

Claudia we finished pur meetings and i will be in tomorrow morning and respond
first thing. Thanks

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone

-------- Original message --------

From: "Guerra, Claudia (CII)"
Date:03/25/2015 12:40 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)"

Cc: "Guerra, Claudia (CII"

Subject: FW: Warriors project

Catherine,

I know you are off site today. Do you want to schedule a quick meeting with Tiffany to discuss the
questions being asked below? Or do you just want to provide an answer to them via email — your
call.

Let me know either way.
Thanks,

Claudia

From: Cory Weinberg [mailto:cweinberg@bizjournals.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 11:57 AM

To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII)

Cc: Guerra, Claudia (CI1)

Subject: Warriors project

Hey Tiffany,
How are you? Anything new and exciting and fun in your world? I hope the finger is healing.

I had a few questions about the Warriors office project. Can we set up a quick phone call for this
week? The questions are these, off the top of my head:

What’s the timetable for the office space to get built?

What kind of process would they have to go through since the project is entitled?

When are designs expected to come out?

What role is Strada playing in this?

Have you heard anything about this growing buzz that Uber is going to lease some of the
Warriors’ space too?

Best,



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

mailto:claudia.guerra@sfgov.org



Cory

Cory Weinberg

Reporter | Real Estate & Economic Development
San Francisco Business Times

(415) 288-4960

http://sanfrancisco.bizjournals.com/
Twitter: @coryweinberg
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)

To: Guerra, Claudia (ClI
Subject: RE: Warriors project
Date: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 1:44:37 PM

I will respond to her tonight. I am with the warriors and will get some clarification
but can answer most off the top of my head.

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone

-------- Original message --------

From: "Guerra, Claudia (CII)"
Date:03/25/2015 12:40 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)"

Cc: "Guerra, Claudia (CII"

Subject: FW: Warriors project

Catherine,

I know you are off site today. Do you want to schedule a quick meeting with Tiffany to discuss the
questions being asked below? Or do you just want to provide an answer to them via email — your
call.

Let me know either way.
Thanks,

Claudia

From: Cory Weinberg [mailto:cweinberg@bizjournals.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 11:57 AM

To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII)

Cc: Guerra, Claudia (CI1)

Subject: Warriors project

Hey Tiffany,
How are you? Anything new and exciting and fun in your world? I hope the finger is healing.

I had a few questions about the Warriors office project. Can we set up a quick phone call for this
week? The questions are these, off the top of my head:

What’s the timetable for the office space to get built?

What kind of process would they have to go through since the project is entitled?

When are designs expected to come out?

What role is Strada playing in this?

Have you heard anything about this growing buzz that Uber is going to lease some of the
Warriors’ space too?

Best,
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Cory

Cory Weinberg

Reporter | Real Estate & Economic Development
San Francisco Business Times

(415) 288-4960

http://sanfrancisco.bizjournals.com/
Twitter: @coryweinberg
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)

To: Guerra, Claudia (CII)

Subject: RE: Warriors project

Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 8:59:00 AM

Attachments: Warriors" Info Memo - Item 8(a) - April 29 Spec Comm mta.pdf

MBS GSW Major Phase Infor Memo.pdf

| talked with the Warriors yesterday. See the responses below:

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

From: Guerra, Claudia (CII)

Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 12:41 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)

Cc: Guerra, Claudia (CII)

Subject: FW: Warriors project

Catherine,

| know you are off site today. Do you want to schedule a quick meeting with Tiffany to discuss the
questions being asked below? Or do you just want to provide an answer to them via email — your
call.

Let me know either way.
Thanks,

Claudia

From: Cory Weinberg [mailto:cweinberg@bizjournals.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2015 11:57 AM

To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII)
Cc: Guerra, Claudia (CI1)
Subject: Warriors project

Hey Tiffany,
How are you? Anything new and exciting and fun in your world? I hope the finger is healing.

I had a few questions about the Warriors office project. Can we set up a quick phone call for this
week? The questions are these, off the top of my head:

What’s the timetable for the office space to get built? - THE OFFICE WIL BE BUILT AT THE
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126-032.14-002 ' April 29,2014
Meeting of April 29, 2014

INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Community Investment and Infrastructure Commissioners
FROM: ‘Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director

SUBJECT: Golden State Warriors’ proposed purchase and development of Blocks 29-32,
bounded by Third Street, South Street, 16th Street and Terry Francois Boulevard in
the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area

DISCUSSION

On April 21, 2014, local newspapers reported that the Golden State Warriors (“Warriors™) is under
contract with salesforce.com to purchase Blocks 29 to 32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment
Project Area (“Mission Bay South™) for the development of approximately 1 million square feet of
arena, office and retail uses (“Warriors® Project”). Previously, the Warriors were exploring
constructing the arena and associated uses on Piers 30 and 32 and Seawall Lot 330 to the north of
Mission Bay, along the Embarcadero. The Warriors have just started site design for the new site, so
the division of the 1 million square feet between the arena, office, and retail uses has not been
determined. Blocks 29 to 32 are depicted on Exhibit A and are approximately 12 acres in size.

Mission Bay South Regulatory Documents

The Warrior’s Project would be located in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area.
Development in Mission Bay South is primarily regulated by the Mission Bay South
Redevelopment Plan (“South Plan), the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement
(“OPA”), and the Mission Bay South Design for Development (“Design for Development™). Land
use is regulated by the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (“South Plan”), adopted in 1998
and amended in 2013, which identifies allowable uses for each land use category. Significantly, the
Department of Finance has determined finally and conclusively that the OPA, including its various
exhibits and attachments, is an “enforceable obligation” under Redevelopment Dissolution Law.
Letter, J. Howard, Department of Finance, to T. Bohee, Successor Agency (Jan. 24, 2014).

The Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (“OPA”) between the Master Developer,
currently FOCIL-MB, LLC (“FOCIL”), and OCII includes an Infrastructure Plan, Housing
Program, Financing Plan, Design Review and Document Approval Procedure (“DRDAP”), and
Program in Diversity/Economic Development Program, which includes, among other things, the
Small Business Enterprise Policy, local workforce requirements, and the First Source Hiring
Program. The OPA controls both private and public development for the majority of Mission Bay
South, including specifying the maximum development rights, timing of infrastructure and parks,
provision of affordable housing, and programs to diversify the workforce. The OPA runs with the
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land in Mission Bay South, and as property is sold from the original Master Developer to a third
party owner, the OPA is assigned to the new owner through an Assignment, Assumption, and
Release Agreement. FOCIL has considerable flexibility to transfer its property within Mission Bay
South, subject to certain transferee net worth and experience standards for assignment and release
of rights and obligations. Typically, the Master Developer retains the obligations to construct
infrastructure, parks, and donate the affordable housing sites to OCII. New owners typically
assume the right to build a certain amount of the total residential units or commercial and retail
square footage. In addition, the new owners assume the requirements to comply with the design
process outlined in the DRDAP, as well as comply with the Program in Diversity/Economic
Development Program that is Attachment H to the OPA. In essence, the OPA establishes binding
contractual rights and obligations that OCII, the Master Developer, and its transferees must follow
in reviewing and approving development.

The Redevelopment Plan and Design for Development provide the land use standards for Mission
Bay South and generally provide for a high-density urban landscape with a variety of building
heights and significant open space. The Design for Development provides specific land use
standards and regulates height, bulk, setbacks, coverage, streetwalls, view corridors, open space,
parking, and well as other design issues. Other regulatory documents that apply to private
development in Mission Bay South include the Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and the
Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan.

Mission Bay Design Process

The OPA, through the DRDAP, and the Interagency Cooperation Agreement (“ICA”) between the
OCII and City departments establish the protocols for development approvals in Mission Bay
South. Under these agreements, the Master Developer, or a third party developer, is required to
submit its overall plans for development in “Major Phases” of one or more land use blocks.

As specified in the OPA, Major Phase submissions provide information on proposed land uses and
intensities of development, height, bulk, and massing of future buildings, location and general
design of open space, and the subdivision of blocks into building parcels. Each Major Phase
application must also specify the required infrastructure improvements to be built in association
with the blocks, including street and utility construction and streetscape improvements. The Major
Phase submission must be consistent with the South Plan, the Design for Development, the Mission
Bay South Infrastructure Plan, and other Plan documents. The Commission on Investment and
Infrastructure (“Commission”) approves each Major Phase, and prior to approval, a Major Phase is
referred to the Planning Department for review and comment.

Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Design (“Schematic Design™) applications for individual
development projects within a Major Phase are submitted to the Commission for review following
Major Phase approval and must be consistent with the requirements established for each Major
Phase. Schematic Designs are submitted for individual buildings and move from the massing/bulk
studies of a Major Phase, to actual building design, showing exterior finishes. As with a Major
Phase, all Schematic Designs are referred to the Planning Department for review and comment. If a
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commercial building is requesting Prop M office allocation, per the South Plan, the Planning
Commission approval for the design is also required.

Once a Schematic Design is complete, the design of a building continues through the Design
Development and Construction Drawing stage at OCII staff level. As long as the design is
consistent with the approved Schematic Design, no additional Commission approval is required.

Warriors Project Process

Blocks 29 to 32 are privately owned parcels subject to the South Plan, OPA, Design for
Development, and other associated documents. At this early stage in which a specific development
program has not yet been proposed, OCII staff believes that the design review process for the
Warriors Project will generally follow the standard Mission Bay process outlined above, and will
include approval by the Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29 to 32 to identify the
location of specific uses and massing, as well as individual Combined Basic Concept and
Schematic Designs (“Schematic Designs”) for each building and private open spaces. Any
Schematic Design requiring a Prop M office allocation will also require Planning Commission
approval.

OCII staff, along with staff from the Office of Economic Workforce and Development (“OEWD™)
and the Warriors, will be implementing an extensive public participation process to review the
overall design for Blocks 29 to 32. The actual public participation schedule is still being developed,
but as the first step in this process, the Warriors project team will be attending the May 8, 2014
Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee (“CAC”) meeting to start the discussion with the
community on the overall design and layout of the site, as well as to hear from the community what
issues should be addressed as part of the planning process. The public participation process will
include multiple meetings with the CAC, as well as regular workshops with the Commission on
Investment and Infrastructure (“Commission”), the Planning Commission, and Board of
Supervisors. The Warriors would like to be open no later than the 2018 basketball season. A draft
schedule will be developed over the next month and will be provided to the Commission.

(Originated by Catherine Reilly, Project Managef)

QI;;;;;;; /- (;7 / Cv’\\\,\,

’l:1ffa y B
Executive Director

Attachment A:  Mission Bay Location Map
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Mission Bay South Location Map









126-0852014-002 Agenda Item No 8 (a)
Meeting of December 16, 2014

INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM
TO: Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure

FROM: Tiffany Bohee
Executive Director

SUBJECT: Informational Memorandum on the Major Phase for the Golden State Warriors
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development on Blocks 29 to 32 in the Mission Bay
South Redevelopment Project Area

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

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 (“GSW Project”) on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32)
within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. 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. Frangois Boulevard on the east. GSW has entered into an
agreement to purchase the project site from the current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com.

The GSW has submitted a Major Phase for Blocks 29-32, pursuant to the Mission Bay South
Owner Participation Agreement, that will supplant the salesforce.com Major Phase for Blocks
29-32 (“GSW Major Phase”). The Major Phase will serve as a detailed master plan for the GSW
Project, which will include an 18,000-seat state-of-the-art event center and two prominent office
buildings with about 500,000 leasable square feet of office space, surrounding an open space
plaza of civic importance. In addition to the event center and office space, the project will
include up to 61,000 leasable square feet of retail (including a food hall), automobile and bicycle
parking, service and loading areas and a series of smaller open spaces.

The GSW has been working with its design team, led by Manica Architecture with concept
design input by Snohetta, both of which are world renowned architectural firms. The design
goals for the GSW Project are to create a vibrant, urban environment that is well-integrated with
the growing Mission Bay neighborhood, contributes to the vitality of Mission Bay’s street life
and helps activate the pedestrian realm. Unlike typical suburban event center projects, the GSW
Project will integrate the event center with the surrounding neighborhood, with publicly-
~ accessible and active uses on the ground floor such as retail, restaurants, and open spaces. A
central plaza along 3™ Street will be open to the public and will include cafes, retail offerings,
and other inviting uses to activate the site on a daily basis.

Since the Mission Bay South Design for Development (“Design for Development”) regulations,
which control the design of the site, for Blocks 29-32 were focused on office and retail uses
versus an event center, the Design for Development will require amendments by the Commission
to allow the proposed GSW Project. The proposed Design for Development Amendments
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principally relate to height of the event center, building massing, number of towers, tower
separation, and bulk. In no case will the GSW Project exceed the 160 height limit or otherwise
be inconsistent-with the standards set forth in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan.

The GSW is developing a Transportation Management Plan (“TMP”) for the GSW Project. The
TMP will include the proposed transportation management plan for event center events,
including staging areas for transit, street closures, traffic routing, and locations of traffic control
officers. The goals of the TMP are to maximize safety for all site visitors, and promote the use
of sustainable alternatives to vehicular use, including walking, bicycling, and use of all modes of
transit to reduce the overall transportation impacts of the GSW Projects to the adjacent
neighborhood.

The Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee (“CAC”) has discussed the GSW Project, and
related topics, at eight meetings since May 2014. In addition to meeting with the CAC, the GSW
and OCII/City staff have also held numerous meetings with other stakeholders. Comments
received to date focus on design, traffic congestion/parking, events management, and
construction impacts.

The Planning Commission will be holding an informational workshop on the GSW Major Phase
at its December 18, 2015 meeting. The Commission will also hold a workshop on the GSW
Major Phase on January 6, 2015. Once both Commissions have provided comments on the
Major Phase, the GSW will move into the next stage of design with the Schematic Designs for
the individual buildings and open space areas anticipated to be presented to the Commissions in
spring 2015. No official actions can be made related to the GSW Project until further
environmental impact review is completed and certified by the Commission, anticipated to occur
in late summer/early fall 2015. '

BACKGROUND

Golden State Warriors Project Site

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 (“GSW Project”) on an approximately 11-acre site (Blocks 29-32)
within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco (see Exhibit A for a
location map). 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. Frangois Boulevard on the
east. The project site is across Third Street from the University of California, San Francisco
(“UCSPF”) research campus and near the future UCSF Medical Center. The San Francisco Bay
and the future public park Park P22 are located across Terry A. Francois Boulevard from the
development site. GSW has entered into an agreement to purchase the project site from the
current site owner, an affiliate of salesforce.com.
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Major Phase Submission Requirements

The Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (“OPA”) between OCII and FOCIL-MB
and the Interagency Cooperation Agreement (“ICA”) between OCII and City departments
establish the protocols for development approvals in Mission Bay South. Under these
agreements, FOCIL-MB, or a third party developer such as the GSW, is required to submit its
overall plans for development in “Major Phases” of one or more land use blocks.

As specified in the OPA, Major Phase submissions provide information on proposed land uses
and intensities of development, height, bulk, and massing of future buildings, location and
general design of open space, and the subdivision of blocks into building parcels. Each Major
Phase application must also specify the required infrastructure improvements to be built in
association with the blocks, including street and utility construction and streetscape
improvements.

Major Phases do not present schematic designs for individual buildings. Schematic design
applications for individual development projects within a Major Phase are submitted to the
Commission for review following Major Phase approval and must be consistent with the
requirements established for each Major Phase.

Previous Major Phase Approvals

The GSW’s proposed Major Phase includes Blocks 29 to 32 (“GSW Major Phase”). There were
two previously approved Major Phases for these blocks.

The first Major Phase for these blocks was approved by the former Redevelopment Commission,
for a prior owner, Alexandria Real Estate Equities (“ARE”), on June 20, 2006 (Resolution No.
84-2006). ARE did not develop the blocks and sold them, along with Blocks 26 (Parcel 1), 27
(Parcel 1), 33 and 34 to salesforce.com. Saleforce.com then proposed an alternative Major Phase
for its entire campus, including Blocks 26 (Parcel 1), 27 (Parcel 1), and 29 to 34, which was
approved by the former Redevelopment Commission on September 20, 2011 (Resolution No. 97-
2011), and which supplanted the previous ARE Major Phase for Blocks 29 to 32.

The current GSW Major Phase submittal will serve as a completely revised Major Phase
submittal for Blocks 29 — 32 and supplant the salesforce.com Major Phase for Blocks 29-32.

DISCUSSION

GSW Major Phase Overview

The GSW Major Phase application calls for a little over one million leasable square feet of event
center and mixed-use development on 11 acres in Mission Bay South. The Major Phase will
serve as a detailed master plan for the GSW Project, which will include a state-of-the-art event
center and two prominent office buildings, surrounding an open space plaza of civic importance.
In addition to the event center and office space, the project will include retail, automobile and
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bicycle parking, service and loading areas and a series of smaller open spaces. The entire GSW
Major Phase is included as Exhibit B.

The design team is led by Manica Architecture with concept design input by Snohetta, both of
which are world renowned architectural firms with extensive expertise in major civic buildings
and sports facilities.

Key Design Goals

The fundamental design goal for the GSW Project, as described in the GSW Major Phase, is to
create a vibrant, urban environment that will be well-integrated with the growing Mission Bay
neighborhood. Another key design goal 1s to ensure that the future campus contributes to the
vitality of Mission Bay’s street life and helps activate the pedestrian realm. Unlike typical
suburban event center projects that often have a single event center surrounded by a sea of
parking, the GSW Project will integrate the event center with the surrounding neighborhood,
with publicly-accessible and active uses on the ground floor such as retail, restaurants, and open
spaces. Each building will have its own entrance and the site will be very permeable with
access points off all major streets. A central plaza along 3™ Street, discussed in more detail
below, will be open to the public and will include cafes, retail offerings, and other inviting uses
to activate the site on a daily basis.

Land Use Program

The GSW Major Phase provides for the development of an 18,000 seat event center, about half a
million leasable square feet of office space, between 50,470 and 61,100 leasable square feet of
new retail space, and a series publicly accessible open spaces, as well as 1,082 parking spaces
(950 of which would be on Blocks 29-32 and the other 132 spaces located in an existing South
Street garage) and ancillary service and circulation areas. The mix of uses is designed to ensure
that the site is active not only during an event, but at all other times as well through the inclusion
of office and retail uses to provide employment and retail opportunities for the surrounding
neighborhood and larger San Francisco community. The land use program is summarized in
Table 1 and the GSW Major Phase application is included in this memo as Exhibit B.

Building Massing and Height

The massing proposed in the Major Phase is intended to reinforce Mission Bay’s urban setting
while also being sensitive to the surrounding context. The proposed roughly circular-shaped
event center building would be located in the central-east portion of the site. The event center
building would be approximately 135 feet at its roof peak, and would include multiple levels of
varying elevations with a northeast facing “bayfront terrace” located on the northeast facade. The
event center would include a wide variety of facilities, including spectator seating and suites,
restaurants/bars and clubs, meeting rooms and event hall; spectator support facilities such as food
service/kitchens, concessions, merchandising and restrooms, GSW management offices and
practice facility; media support facilities; and event center operations such as loading, staging
and marshaling areas, mechanical/electrical/ plumbing space, and storage and maintenance
facilities. The bayfront terrace would be accessible to visitors via a separate exterior entry
located on the event center’s northeastern fagade, so the space could be used during no-event
times.
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED PROJECT FACILITIES
Project Component Characteristic
Event Center Basketball Seating Capacity 18,064 seats
Size Total LSF?
Event Center 506,500
Office Space 503,900
Retail Space 50.470-61,100°
Total Building Area ‘ 1,061,900-1,071,500 LSF
Height/Levels
Event Center 135 feet
Office and Retail Buildings 160 feet (11 stories) total [90-foot (6-story) podiums with 70-foot
(5-story) towers above]; retail uses within street level and plaza-level
floors '
Retail-only Buildings 41 feet in market hall building northeast corner of site; 38 feet in
gatehouse building along Third Street
Parking/Loading Spaces Blocks 29-32:
950 parking stalls below-grade or at-grade (concealed by Third Street
Plaza) :
13 truck docks below-grade
Existing off-site at 450 South Street Parking Garage:
132 parking stalls
Vehicular Access Access point for autos and all large trucks on 16th Street at Illinois Street
Access point for autos and small trucks on South Street at Bridgeview
Way
Open Space 3.2 acres
NOTES:

LSF = leasable square feet.

8 The maximum commercial and retail square footage allowed under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan is tracked by leasable square footage.
b The GSW are negotiating with UCSF to purchase the rights to develop additional retail square footage on-site. As a result, there is a range of the amount of retail
square footage that is being proposed, with the lower range being the amount that would be developed if the GSW is unable to obtain the additional retail rights.

Two office and retail buildings would be located on the west side of the project site, at the corner
of Third Street and South Street (northwest corner of site) and at the corner of Third Street and
16th Street (site southwest corner). The two office and retail buildings would each consist of 11
stories (160 feet tall); each office and retail building would consist of a podium ground level plus
5 podium levels (90 feet tall), with a 5 story (70 foot) tower (with smaller floorplate than the
podium) above. These buildings could serve a variety of office and/or research and development
uses.

Retail uses are planned to occupy several areas of the site, including the lower floor(s) of the two
office and retail buildings, within or adjacent to certain plaza-facing areas of the event center
(including in the “gatehouse” building, which has a sloping height from 28 to 32 feet, located
along Third Street), and 41-foot high retail building along Terry A. Frangois Boulevard and
South Street, which would contain the “food hall,” a retail concept similar to the Ferry Building.

Three levels of enclosed on-site parking (two below grade, and one concealed at street level)
providing 950 parking spaces would be located below the office and retail buildings and plaza
areas. In addition, the GSW has the right to 132 existing parking spaces at the garage located at
450 South Street. Parking for the office and retail uses will be provided at a ratio consistent with
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the Design for Development (i.e. 1 parking space per 1,000 gross square feet of office space and
up to the maximum allowed for retail uses, which ranges from 1 space per 200 to 500 gross
square feet depending on the amount and type of retail per building). Based on studies of
parking demand at the GSW’s current location, and taking into consideration accessibility to
transit of the Block 29-32 site, the GSW have proposed to provide parking for the event center
equal to 1 parking space per 32 seats and to also take advantage of the opportunities to share the
office parking in the evenings and weekends when the majority of the daily workers have left to
provide additional parking space for evening events.

Public Open Space

The GSW Project will include approximately 3.2 acres of fublically accessible open space areas
that will be comprised of two primary plazas (one-along 3™ Street and one at the southeast corner
of the site) and additional paved or landscaped areas. The main 3rd Street plaza is raised eight
feet above the Third Street sidewalk and will be roughly equivalent in area to the central flat
plaza area at Union Square and the main plaza at Rockefeller Center. The plaza will be
programed to activate it on a daily basis in conjunction with the activity generated by the
fronting retail uses at the base of the surrounding buildings. The smaller southeast plaza at the
corner of Terry Francois and 16th Street leads into the secondary entrance to the event center. In
addition to the plazas, there is a publicly accessible green roof on top of the food hall, with
public walkways that wrap around the exterior of the north and eastern-sides of the event center
to connect the main plaza to the food hall, bayfront overlook, main concourse entry and bayfront
terrace exterior entry... ‘

In addition to providing active gathering spaces, the open spaces will serve to move people to
and from the event center events in an organized manner, allowing for adequate staging areas to
avoid spilling of pedestrians onto the surrounding sidewalks and streets. The corners at 3rd
Street and 16th and South Streets have been expanded to allow for pedestrian staging for transit.
Once the GSW select a landscape architecture team, the design of all of the open space areas will
be further detailed and presented as part of the schematic design review process.

Circulation, Transit and Automobile and Bicycle Parking

All parking and loading for the site is located below ground, or concealed at grade, and is
accessed through two garage entries, one at the intersection of 16™ and Illinois Streets and the
other mid-block along South Street, between 3™ Street and Terry Francois Boulevard. Truck
loading will only take place at the 16™ Street entrance, with the retail parking using the South
Street entrance.. The GSW Project is currently proposing 950 underground parking spaces within
Blocks 29-32, with an additional 132 parking spaces located in an existing garage at 450 South
Street, for a total of 1,082 spaces to serve the GSW Project. While determining the appropriate
number of on-site parking spaces, opportunities for sharing parking between the daytime office
uses and the larger night/weekend event center uses is assumed. In addition, the Transportation
Management Plan (“TMP”) (discussed below) is being developed to encourage people to utilize
transit and other alternative modes of transportation to minimize the need for vehicle parking and
minimize the traffic impacts surrounding the site. Through the TMP and environmental review
processes, City/OCII staff will be continuing to work with the GSW to ensure the proposed
parking ratios for the GSW Project provide adequate parking based on anticipated number of
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people that will drive to the site, while ensuring that transit use is prioritized to minimize traffic
impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods.

The GSW Project is incorporating bicycle facilities to encourage bicycling to and from the site
and to take advantage of the dedicated bike lanes planned or existing on 16th Street, Illinois St.
and Terry Francois Boulevard. In addition to enclosed bicycle storage for the office/retail
buildings (111 spaces) and bicycle racks on the sidewalks surrounding the site (75 spaces), the
GSW Project will include a secure permanent bike valet for approximately 300 bicycles which
will likely be operated on a valet basis during major events. The bike valet will be located either

_on-site along 16th Street or Terry Francois Boulevard, where the bicycle lanes serving the site
are located. The GSW have also asked to explore the possibility of locating the bike valet in the
adjacent Park P22 so that it would be available for other users of the park, which will serve as a
regional facility. However, since it is unknown at this time the design implications and costs
related to that proposal, the GSW Project is assuming the bike valet will be located on-site at this
time. The GSW Project will also include space within the plaza areas to allow for occasional
temporary bike corrals with a capacity of at least additional 100 spaces for larger events
anticipated to attract higher numbers of bicycle riders. Appropriate locations for the City’s Bike
Share pods are being explored to connect the event center to the city system.

The GSW Project will be well-served by local transit. The site sits on the Third Street Light Rail
line (T 3" Street), which will see increased service with completion of the Central Subway. The
55-16™ Street motor coach will begin service to Mission Bay from the 16™ Street BART station
in early 2015, with the extension of the 22 Fillmore trolley coach following. Both lines will
travel north along Third Street in front of the site. The Caltrain station is located less than a half-
mile north from the site at 4™ and King, with another Caltrain station located to the south at 22™
Street.

Public Art .

The GSW Project will be required to comply with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan
Art Requirement that requires any development with 25,000 gross square feet or more of retail
and commercial uses to install art on-site or pay a fee to OCII for use for art in public park, in an
amount equal to 1% of the hard costs of initial construction of projects. A project can include a
combination of on-site art and off-site fees to meet the 1% requirement. The GSW will be hiring
an arts consultant as part of its professional services team to help develop a public arts program
for the project and an arts proposal will be presented as part of the schematic design review.

Sustainable Design Strategies

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

Public Open Space

The site of the approximately 5.5-acre Park P22 is located to the west of the site, across Terry A.
Francois Boulevard. Pursuant to the existing San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Corporation (“BCDC”) permit for Mission Bay, the development of Blocks 29-32 will trigger the
requirement to development Park P22. The design for Park P22 will be developed through a
public review process that is scheduled to start in early 2015, working closely with the GSW and
other key stakeholders. Since Park P22 is located on Port property, both the OCII and the Port
Commissions will need to approve the schematic design for Park P22, anticipated to occur in
mid-2015. v

Parks P23 and P24 comprise about 1.9 acres of land and are located to the south of the project
site, across 16th Street. The former Redevelopment Commission approved the schematic
designs for the two parks on February 16, 2010 (Resolution No. 17-2010) and construction on
the two parks will start in mid-2015 once the underlying stormwater pump station located in Park -
P23 is complete.

Infrastructure Improvements

To serve the GSW Project, as well as the larger transportation needs of the Mission Bay South
Project Area, public streets around the project will be improved. Improvements to South Street,
16 Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Illinois Street and Third Street will be completed,
consistent with the Infrastructure Plan, except for the striping of the roadways, which is proposed
to differ from the Infrastructure Plan to allow for safe movement of pedestrians, bicycles, and
vehicles around the site. New sidewalks will be built, and other pedestrian elements such as new
trees, pedestrian scaled lighting, trash cans, and bike racks will be installed as part of the
approved Mission Bay South Master Streetscape Plan.

New joint utility trench, wet utilities and recycled water lines will be installed as part of the street
improvement work on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16™ Street and Illinois Street. New sewer
lines will be installed along Illinois Street.

Proposed Amendments to the Design for Development Standards

In Mission Bay South, the design of development is regulated by the Design for Development.
Since the Design for Development regulations for Blocks 29-32 were focused on office and retail
uses, versus an event center, the Design for Development will require amendments to allow the
proposed GSW Project. Appendix A of the GSW Major Phase (included in Exhibit B of this
memo) summarizes the amendments to the Design for Development that would need to allow the
proposed GSW Project (“Design for Development Amendments™). The proposed Design for
Development- Amendments principally relate to height of the event center, building massing,
number of towers, tower separation, and bulk. In no case will the GSW Project exceed the 160-
foot height limit or otherwise be inconsistent with the standards set forth in the Mission Bay
South Redevelopment Plan. The proposed Design for Development Amendments would be
adopted prior to approval of the Major Phase, anticipated in late summer/early fall 2015.
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Transportation Management Plan

The GSW are worklng with OCII/City staff and community to create a Transportation
Management Plan (“TMP”) for the GSW Project. The draft TMP will be finalized in early 2015.
Appendix B in the GSW Major Phase (Exhibit B of this memo) includes a description of what
will be contained in the final TMP and outlines the proposed transportation management plan for
_event center events, including staging areas for transit, street closures, traffic routing, and
locations of traffic control officers. The goals of the TMP are to maximize safety for all site
visitors, promote the use of sustainable alternatives to vehicular use, including walking,
bicycling, and use of all modes of transit to reduce the overall transportation impacts of the GSW
Projects to the adjacent neighborhood. The TMP will continue to be refined as the project is
developed and as part of the environmental review process. Some of the key features of the
proposed TMP are:

o 16" Street Reconfiguration: Reconfigure the right-of-way of 16" Street between 3%
Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard to -allow vehicle access at the GSW Project’s
primary driveway, while providing safe staging for transit and creating a safer
environment for bicyclists.

o Parking Control Officers (“PCOs”): Locate PCOs at key intersections and garage
entries pre- and post-events.

e Transit Staging: Protect transit areas along the southwest, northwest and western sides
of the site to ensure ease of movement of buses and Muni trains.

e Drop-off Staging: Locate drop offs for taxis, paratransit, pedicabs, and black cars along
the east and northeast sides of the site.

e Temporary Street Closures: Temporarily close northbound 3™ Street and portions of
South, Illinois, and 16™ Streets after a “peak” (basketball game or large concert) event.

e Travel Demand Strategies: Identify a list of strategies, such as parking pricing and
smartphone apps, to discourage the use of cars and encourage the use of alternative
modes of transportation and other incentives, such as transit, to and from the site.

Citizens Advisory Committee and Community Qutreach Program

The Mission Bay CAC is the official community group leading the community process for the
GSW Project. The CAC has discussed the GSW Project, and related topics, at its May, August,
September, October, November and December 2014 meetings, including a two-session
workshop on the GSW Major Phase in September, with topics ranging from the overall project
concept, site plan, GSW Major Phase, and transportation management plan. In addition to
meeting with the CAC, the GSW and OCII/City staff have also outreached to other stakeholders,
including:

» Mission Bay life science community

e Neighborhood leaders from: South Beach, Rincon Hill, Mission Bay, Dogpatch, and
Potrero Hill

e UCSF
San Francisco Giants

¢ San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
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e San Francisco Walk
e Local residents and business/merchants

Comments received from the CAC and larger community fall within the following main
categories:

1) Design and Massing _

e Bayfront terrace height and design
Height and setback along the pedestrian edge of site and throughout buildings
Local wind patterns
High quality of design and creation of needed open space
Excitement about an active area with commercial (food) retail options
Understanding of great need for more office/lab space in area

2) Traffic Congestion and Parking \

Access to hospital, residents, and businesses during events
Adequate transit to serve the site

Location of parking

Traffic control

AT&T Park and GSW events on the same day

Street closures and local access

Adequate bicycle parking and infrastructure

3) Event Management
e Crowd control and security
e Trash and physical impacts on adjacent properties

4) Construction Impacts
¢ Noise, dust control, traffic, and vibration

Where appropriate, comments related to the overall design of the project, such as reducing the
massing of the bayfront terrace and planning for transportation management controls, have been
addressed in the GSW Major Phase and TMP. Some comments, such as adequate policing and
clean-up, are under development in plans that will be presented at future CAC meetings. Other
issues, such as dust and noise, will be further addressed through the environmental impact report
and required mitigation measures. :

Equal Opportunity Program and Compliance with OCII Policies

The GSW shall comply with OCII’s Equal Opportunity Program and have worked closely with
contract compliance staff to comply with the Small Business Enterprise (“SBE”) Program on this
development. The GSW have undertaken an extensive outreach process to identify opportunities
for SBE participation in the project. To offer opportunities to the greatest extent possible to
small businesses and ensure their maximum participation, the GSW made deliberate efforts to
divide scopes of work, including those for partnership opportunities with prime consultants. The.
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GSW identified approximately 50 professional services opportunities and undertook a multi-
stage solicitation effort. Requests for qualifications (“RFQ”) were issued first to allow small
businesses a quick and easy way to submit interests and qualifications. This was followed by
issuance of request for proposals (“RFP”) to shortlisted firms to ascertain, in further detail, firm
qualifications, approaches to the requested scope of work, and costs. Interviews were conducted
to ensure the best possible selection and, in some instances, connect small businesses for teaming
arrangements.  While time consuming, the GSW made particular efforts to ensure full
consideration of all firms desiring to participate in this project.

The GSW issued its RFQ on May 27, 2014 and held a pre-submittal conference on June 9, 2014,
both of which were well received and well attended. The RFQ was provided to 525 businesses
and the pre-submittal meeting was attended by over 150 attendees. Publication of the RFQ and
announcement of the pre-submittal meeting were not only advertised on OCII’s and GSW’s
websites but notices were also sent directly to small businesses in the design and professional
- services industries. The GSW’s outreach effort drew 384 responses to the RFQ, of which 146
were from SBEs (38% of the total responses).

Due to the extensive process needed to screen and select firms, the GSW are proceeding to build
its design and consultant team in a two phase approach: firms with disciplines that are needed
immediately, such as architects, are being selected in the first phase (currently in progress), while
disciplines that are not needed until a later date, such as testing and inspection, are being selected
in the second phase, which is anticipated to occur early to mid- next year. To date the GSW have
shortlisted, obtained proposals, and interviewed about half of the disciplines needed for this
project, with efforts continuing. The GSW have awarded 20 of the disciplines thus far,
approximately 50% of which is going to SBEs. For informational purposes, GSW projects
approximately 35% minority-owned business participation and 20% women-owned business
participation, reflecting the diversity of the City and County of San Francisco in its team.

While the GSW are continuing to assemble its design and consultant team, OCII’s discussion
with the GSW and preliminary review of the GSW’s procurement strategy and road map indicate
that the GSW are on its way to meet the 50% SBE goal for professional services when its team is
fully assembled. The GSW remain committed to OCII’s SBE Program and continue to provide a
good mix of diversity and oppoﬂumtles for small businesses that would not otherw1se have the
opportunity to work on such as unique project as the GSW Project.

During the construction phase of this project, the GSW have expressed its commitment to
meeting OCII's requirements and goals, which include the 50% SBE construction subcontracting
participation goal, payment of prevailing wages and the 50% local construction workforce hiring
goal. Additionally, permanent hiring will be subject to the Mission Bay South Owner
Participation Agreement in accordance with the City’s First Source Hiring Program, which will
ensure that San Francisco residents are given first consideration for the project’s permanent
entry-level employment, with a 50% goal of the entry-level positions being filled by San
Francisco residents.
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CEQA Environmental Review

As part of its actions on September 17, 1998 establishing the Mission Bay Redevelopment
Project Areas, the former Redevelopment Commission certified the project’s Final Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (“FSEIR”), adopted California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) findings, adopted a series of mitigation measures, and established a comprehensive
system for mitigation monitoring. The Board of Supervisors, the Planning Commission, and
various City departments adopted similar findings and mitigation monitoring plans. This FSEIR
includes by reference a number of addenda.

The FSEIR is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR
under CEQA Guidelines 1518. 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 GSW Project is considered a subsequent activity under the Mission
Bay South Redevelopment program. However, the FSEIR did not anticipate the development of
an event center on Blocks 29-32, so a focused EIR will be prepared to analyze the difference in
impacts identified for the proposed project from those disclosed in 1998; the focused EIR will be
a Subsequent EIR (“SEIR”) per CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. OCII is considered the lead
agency under CEQA for the SEIR, and the Commission will be responsible for certification of
the SEIR. ‘

As the first step in the preparation of the SEIR pursuant to CEQA, OCII released a Notice of
Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (“NOP”’) for the GSW Project on November 19,
2014, which was provided to the Commission as part of their December 2, 2014 packet, with a
Scoping Meeting having been held on December 9, 2014 and comments due by December 19,
2014. Comments received during the scoping period will be incorporated into the Draft SEIR,
which is anticipated to be released in spring 2015. The NOP includes an initial study that
contains a project description and analyzes which environmental impact categories will not have
new, additional, or modified significant impacts from those disclosed in the 1998 document, and
which require further study in the SEIR. The draft of the SEIR is anticipated to be released for
public review in spring 2015.

No official actions can be made related to the GSW Project until the SEIR has been certified by
the Commission, anticipated to occur in late summer/early fall 2015. As a result, no action on
the GSW Major Phase can be made at this time, but it will return to the Commission for official
action once the SEIR has been certified.

Next Steps

The GSW Major Phase is the first of many stages to arrive at the final approvals of the GSW
Project. The Commission will hold a workshop on the GSW Major Phase on January 6, 2015.
Since the SEIR is not certified, the Commission will not take action on the GSW Major Phase at
that meeting. However, comments received will direct the next stage of design for the GSW
Project.
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Once the Schematic Designs have gone through a public review process, including the
Commission, the GSW will begin working on the Design Development and Construction
Drawings. It is anticipated that all of the Commission actions would occur at the same meeting
as the certification of Final SEIR. The GSW are planning on completing the project no later than
the start of the 2018 basketball season.

The following is a summary of the anticipated schedule for review and approval of the GSW
Project:

Planning Commission Review of GSW Major Phase — December 18, 2014

OCI Commission Review of GSW Major Phase — January 6, 2015

CAC Review of Schematic Designs — early 2015

OCII/Planning Commission Review of Schematic Designs — early spring 2015
Release of Draft SEIR — spring 2015 :

OCII Commission Certification of Final SEIR - late summet/early fall 2015

OCTII Commission Approval of Design for Development Amendments, GSW Major
Phase, and Schematic Designs - late summer/early fall 2015

e Planning Commission Approval of Schematic Designs for Office Buildings - late
summer/early fall 2015

OCII Commission Review

Once Commission has provided comments on the Major Phase, the GSW will move into the next
stage of design with Schematic Designs for the individual buildings and open space areas. As
with the GSW Major Phase, when the Commission reviews the schematic designs this spring, it
will be workshop versus action item, as the SEIR will not be certified. Once the Commission
certifies the Final SEIR, then it can approve all the actions needed to allow the GSW Project,
including the Design for Development Amendments, Major Phase, and Schematic Designs. It is
anticipated that the Final SEIR will be ready for certification in late summet/early fall 2015 with
~ project approval occurring at the same time.

There may also be amendments to other documents, such as the Mission Bay South Signage
Plan, but further work on the design is necessary to identify what amendments may be needed.
A detailed list of any other actions that the Commission will take on the associated Mission Bay
documents will be provided as part of the schematic design review, and would occur after the
Final SEIR is certified.

Planning Commission Review

While the Planning Commission does not have approval authority under the Mission Bay Plan
for the GSW Major Phase or Design for Development Amendments, pursuant to the OPA all
Major Phases as referred to the Planning Director for review and comment, which can include
review and comment by the Planning Commission. Due to the significance of the GSW Project,
the Planning Director has referred review of the GSW Major Phase to the Planning Commission
which will be holding a workshop on the proposed Major Phase on Thursday, December 18,
2014 to provide comments on the GSW Major Phase. Per the Mission Bay Plan, the Planning
Commission does have oversight over the office allocation for the office components of the
project, so the schematic designs for the Prop M office buildings included in the GSW Project
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will require Planning Commission final approval. (While the office space for this project has
already been allocated and deducted from the City’s cumulative office cap according to prior
approvals granted to Alexandria, the allocation was conditioned on subsequent Planning
Commission review of actual building designs as has been the protocol throughout Mission Bay.)
As with the Commission, the Planning Commission will not be able take final action on the
schematic designs until the OCII Commission has certified the Final SEIR.

In addition to the review of the GSW Project by the Planning Commission, Planning Department
staff and the Planning Director have been involved throughout the design review for the project
at a staff level, along with representatives from SFMTA and the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development.

(Originated by Catfiexine Reilly, Project Manager)

Tiffany Bohee
Executive Director

Exhibit A: Mission Bay Location Map
Exhibit B: Blocks 29-32 Major Phase
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SAME TIME AS THE ARENA, WHICH IS ANTICIAPTED TO START CONSTRUCTION AT
THE END OF 2015.

What kind of process would they have to go through since the project is entitled? THE OFFICE IS
BEING ANALYZED/REVIEWED AS PART OF THE OVERALL GOLDEN STATE
WARRIORS EVENT CENTER AND MIXED USE PROJECT. SEE ATTACHED MEMO
OUTLINING THE OVERALL REVIEW PROCESS FOR THE PROJECT. WHILE THE SITE
ALREADY HAS THE PROP M ALLOCATION, THE PLANNING COMMISSION, ALONG
WITH THE OCIlI COMMISSION, WILL NEED TO APPROVE THE DESIGN OF THE OFFICE
BUILDINGS.

When are designs expected to come out? — THE MISSION BAY CITIZENS ADVISORY
COMMITTEE HAS BEEN REVIEWING THE DESIGNS AS THEY PROGRESS. THEY
REVIEWED THE PROPOSED SCHEMATIC DESIGNS FOR THE ARENA AND EASTERN

RETAIL SPACES AT THE MARCH 12™ MEETING AND WILL BE REVIEWING THE

OFFICE/3RP STREET PLAZA AREAS AT THEIR APRIL 9™ MEETING.

What role is Strada playing in this? STRADA 1S THE ENTITLEMENT CONSULTANT.
Have you heard anything about this growing buzz that Uber is going to lease some of the
Warriors’ space t00? HAVE NOT HEARD ANYTHING ABOUT THIS RUMOR. THE
WARRIORS ARE TALKING TO SEVERAL POTENTIAL TENANTS, BUT HAVE NOT
PROVIDED ANY NAMES.

Best,
Cory

Cory Weinberg

Reporter | Real Estate & Economic Development
San Francisco Business Times

(415) 288-4960

http://sanfrancisco.bizjournals.com/
Twitter: @coryweinberg
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From: Range. Jessica (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: Warriors trip gen memo
Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 2:40:35 PM
Attachments: image001.ona
image003.png
imaae004.pna

im .pn

We want to give them the whole memo in case they want to delve deeper. So yes, we want the 150 pg doc.

From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 2:40 PM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)

Subject: RE: Warriors trip gen memo

Does this table work? | took this from the 150 page travel demand memo, which | am sure they do not want the whole document.

Table 7
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Period el
Weekday Saturday
. Late .
PM Peak PE::HI-IIEr Evening E;?;: g
Land Use Type Dai Hour of Peak Hour .
aily of the 6 to Daily Hour of
thedtfos 8 Pl ofthe 9 to the 710 9
P period period ;:riPc:I PM period
No Event
Event Center 1) 263 2 263 0
Office 10,951 931 2442 27
Retail 6,405 576 7.496 300
Quick Service Restaurant [ 2376 321 2959 710
Sit-down Restaurant [ 7.004 046 8,724 2093
Total person trips wiout event 26,998 2,79 NA © NA._ 21,883 3,130
With Event
Basketball Game 38,128 1,803 11,742 12,845 38,128 11,742
Convention Event 28688 3113 NA. NA. NA [ NA [k
Office 10,951 931 186 47 2442 27
Retail 3375 304 56 2 3,950 39
Quick Service Restaurant 2376 32 118 118 2959 174
Sit-down Restaurant ! 3708 501 184 184 4618 271
Total person trips w/ event
Basketball Game 58,538 3.859 12,285 13,218 52,098 12,252
Convention Event 49,097 5,169 NA H N.A_ NA [ NA [
Notes:

[a] Numbers may not sum fo fotal due to rounding fo the nearest person-trip. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for
detailed trip generation calculations for each individual land use.
[b] 105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.
[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.
[d] Includes linked frip reductions as appropriate.
Source: Adavant Consulting — January 2015.

From: Range, Jessica (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 2:33 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)

Subject: Warriors trip gen memo

Can you email this to me, we are going to include it as an attachment to our email back to BAAQMD.

Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
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Table 7

Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Period !

Weekday Saturday
R Late R

PM Peak PE::':":?" Evening E;z': 9
Land Use Type Daily Hour of of the 6 to Peak Hour Daily Hour of

thedto§ T gp, " ofthedto the Tto9

PM period period 1 ri}::i M period

e e e e
No Event
Event Center 11 263 2 263 0
Office 10951 931 2442 27
Retail 6405 576 749% 300
Quick Service Restaurant ©! 2376 32 2,959 710
Sit-down Restaurant © 7.004 946 874 2093
Total person trips wiout event | 26,998 27% NA NA | 21,883 3130
With Event
Basketball Game: 38,128 1,803 11,742 12845 | 38128 11,742
Convention Event 28688 3113 NA NAE | NAH NA©
Office 10951 931 186 ar 2442 27
Retail 3375 30 £ 2 3950 39
Quick Service Restaurant 2376 321 118 18 2959 174
Sit-down Restaurant 3708 501 184 184 4618 7
Total person trips w/ event
Basketball Game 58538 3859 12285 13218 | 52008 12252
Convention Event 49,097 5.169 NA K NA® | NAHM NAH

Notes:

[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for
detailed trip generation calculations for each individual land use.
[b] 105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.
[c] Not applicable; not part of the trave! demand analysis.
[d] Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.
Source: Adavant Consulting — January 2015.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)

To: "Clarke Miller"; Jesse Blout; Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Subject: RE: Weekly GSW Check-In
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 10:26:00 AM

Could we plan on keeping this short since we spent such quality time together yesterday?
Thanks

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

----- Original Appointment-----

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

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 10:26 AM

To: Jesse Blout; Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)

Subject: Weekly GSW Check-In

When: Thursday, March 26, 2015 10:30 AM-11:30 AM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Call-in #: 877-336-1828; Access Code: 955112; Host Code: 748198

Weekly tracking log is attached.

<< File: 20150326_Decision item list.xlsx >>
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From: Wong, Diane C.

To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)

Cc: Yamauchi, Lori; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (MYR) (ECN)
Subject: Documents cited in Warriors" ADEIR 1B

Date: Tuesday, March 24, 2015 3:56:16 PM

Hi Brett,

| have been meaning to ask you for a couple of documents that were cited in ADEIR 1B. Can you
please provide me with a copy of the following documents:

Transportation Section
Cited in footnote 18 on page 5.2-70: Letter from Director Reiskin [regarding sufficient funding for
Special Event Transit Service Plan]

Utilities

Cited in footnote 3 on page 5.7-8: San Francisco Department of Public Works, Memo to Manfred
Wong and Bessie Tam of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Mariposa Pump Station
(MPTS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis, February 3, 015 (Date to be revised when memo is
revised).

Appreciate it.
Thanks. Diane

Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning

654 Minnesota Street, 2" Floor
San Francisco, CA 94143-0286
T:(415) 502-5952

F:(415) 476-9478
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
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From: Paul Mitchell

To: Kern, Christopher (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: lubaw@Icwconsulting.com

Subject: Draft Agendas for your Review

Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 6:19:03 PM
Attachments: 2015 03 25 GSW CEQA Meeting DRAFT.docx

2015 03 26 GSW CEOA Meeting DRAFT.docx
UCSF Detailed Comment Memo Warriors ADEIR1B Final 3-16-15.pdf

Chris/Brett:

Attached are separate draft agendas for 3/25 and 3/26 for your review.
e The agendas are somewhat in long-form, spelling out the essence of Luba’s comments for
several items
e On 3/26, under “Other,” please let me know if there are any specific “other” issues you want
to address. | will take another look on our end tomorrow as well.
e The time frames allotted for topics are guesstimates only; feel free to juggle anything

around.
e |ubarequests that we include the UCSF detailed letter as an attachment when we send out,
as some SFMTA staff may not have the letter
| will be in Tuesday to revise with any edits.

Thanks.

-Paul
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AGENDA





Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay


WORK SESSION ON COMMENTS ON ADMIN DRAFT #1B SEIR 





Wednesday, March 25, 2015, 9:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.


at ESA on behalf of San Francisco Planning Department








1. Introduction and Purpose of Work Session		9:00 to 9:10 a.m.


2. UCSF Comments on Transportation			9:10 a.m. to noon


Comment 23. TMP - Overlapping events, Fourth Street


Comment 24. TMP – Field Monitoring


Comment 25. TMP – Performance Standard


Comment 26. TMP – Boarding Muni within 45 minutes post event


Comment 28. Methodology – Why only Basketball game for overlapping events


Comment 30. Methodology – Traffic analysis assuming no UCSF parking available


Comment 31. Construction – Truck routing on 16th Street and implementation of Muni Forward


Comment 32. Construction – Construction Worker Plan


Comment 34. Traffic - Where PCOs deployed, should be considered significant impacts


Comment 35. Traffic – Does not account for drivers circling around looking for parking


Comment 36. Traffic – Analysis of conditions without UCSF parking


Comment 39. Transit – Mitigation Measure M-TR-4a: Additional Muni service


Comment 40. Transit – If parking not available, what if more people take transit



3. Lunch								Noon to 12:30 p.m.



4. UCSF Comments on Transportation (Continued)		12:30 to 1:30 p.m.


Comment 48. Emergency Vehicle Access – Does not address all trips to UCSF hospitals


Comment 49. Emergency Vehicle Access – What about those in personal vehicles that would be subject to congestion


Comment 53. Overlapping – M-TR-11b: Update B/MBTCC – “shall make efforts” results in unenforceable mit measure. SFMTA alternate wording review removes intent.


[bookmark: _GoBack]Comment 54. Overlapping – If transit overwhelmed, what if more people drive


Comment 55. Overlapping – More mit measures


Comment 56. Mit Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service – unenforceable – request performance standard


Comment 59. No TSP – Why those auto performance standards if they result in significant impacts


5.  Other Methodology Comments				1:30 p.m. to 3:00 p.m


· Additional counts to reflect conditions with UCSF facilities, and what additional analysis


· Review exact configuration and timing of bus lanes on 16th Street.


· Not a Basketball Game/Concert analysis


· PCOs at freeway ramps – Fifth/Bryant/I-80 EB on-ramp? Fifth/Harrison I-80 WB off-ramp?


· What about impacts at intersections not studied?


· Update D4D versus project supply comparison. Where can this discussion go? Project Description?


6. Redesign of 16th Street east of Third with respect to Bicycle Lanes and Curbside Operations 							3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.


· Relook per Erin’s comment - “Need to take a closer look at how the curb, sidewalk and street would be organized and managed during events.  Width of sidewalk, queuing location(s), post-event bicycle wayfinding/walk your bike signage/other crowd management tools.”


· “Maybe this section could be refined to hold all parked/staged vehicles within parking lane, thereby allowing cyclists to remain in protected curbside bike lane.”


· “Many opportunities for conflict between bikes and other modes exist in this plan, particularly along 16th Street.  This street section should be studied in more detail, with clear approaches to all event scenarios that result in temporal modifications to the street designated right-of-way.”


· How eastbound bicycles approach TFB (G. Riessen) 


· Other Bicycle - SFMTA requests location of bike share station on the site plan


· Other Bicycle - Kate: SFBC suggests we may staff the valet (limited staffing, approx. 1 person) for smaller events like conventions. Team should discuss.
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AGENDA





Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay


WORK SESSION ON COMMENTS ON ADMIN DRAFT #1B SEIR 


[bookmark: _GoBack]


Thursday, March 26, 2015, 9:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.


at ESA on behalf of San Francisco Planning Department








1. Introduction and Purpose of Work Session		9:00 to 9:10 a.m.


2. Remaining Transportation Issues				9:10 a.m. to noon


a. Mitigation Measures – Additional Muni Service


b. Mitigation Measure – Signalize Illinois/Mariposa


c. Mitigation Measure – New - Southbound Muni Platform Extension?


d. Mitigation Measure – Mariposa Street Restriping Study – inappropriate for GSW to bear total expense


e. Construction – What sequence of project versus TFB? What if project staging area not available?


f. Construction – Updated construction access plans from sponsor


g. Construction – Parking plan as part of Project Description, and not in the Improvement Measure


3. Lunch								Noon to 12:30 p.m.


4. Remaining Transportation Issues (continued)		12.30 to 2:00 p.m.


h. Has TFB been approved for Pedicabs?  And if so, why is this a temporary area?  Should it not be figured into the Blue Greenway designs for TFB?



i. TMP – TDM Measures


5. Other Issues							2:00 to 4:30 p.m.


a. UCSF Helipad


i. Potential impacts of GSW tower crane during construction to UCSF helipad operations. 





ii. Potential impacts of GSW buildings on UCSF helipad operations





iii. Potential impacts of GSW project nightlighting on UCSF helipad operations [Construction and Operation]



b. Project Description


i. Resolution of Convention for Presenting Building Elevations in SEIR





c. Air Quality?


d. Noise?


e. Hydrology?


f. Utilities?
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University of California
San Francisco

Campus Planning

Lori Yamauchi

Associate Vice Chancellor DATE: March 16, 2015
. 7

654 Minnesota Street

2" Floor, Box 0286

San Francisco, CA 94143-0286

TO: Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, Office of Community Investment &
Tel: (415) 476-2911
ng:((Als)) 476-9478 Infrastructure; c/o Brett Bollinger, San Francisco Planning Department
FROM: Lori Yamauchi, Associate Vice Chancellor, UCSF Campus Planning
RE: Comments on Administrative Draft EIR 1B for the

Golden State Warriors” Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at
Mission Bay Blocks 29-32

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Administrative Draft
Environmental Impact Report 1B (ADEIR 1B) for the Golden State Warriors” Event
Center and Mixed-Use Development project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. We
appreciate your efforts to respond to our EIR scoping comments and to address some
of our concerns in ADEIR 1B. However, we remain concerned about the magnitude of
impacts on not only UCSF and our hospitals, but on surrounding neighborhoods as
well.

Overall, the study finds multiple significant and unavoidable impacts that cannot be
mitigated. We recommend that more effective mitigation measures to offset the
impacts be included.

Issues of greatest concern in this ADEIR 1B include:

¢ the unenforceability of some of the proposed transportation mitigation
measures, which we find disconcerting. The magnitude of the transportation
impacts suggest that the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) as currently
designed may not be as effective as planned.

e the absence of a mitigation measure requiring limits on large concurrent events
with Giants games, which certainly appears warranted given the findings of
the transportation analysis

e the assumption that UCSF parking facilities would be available to Warriors’
Event Center patrons— please add an analysis of the transportation impacts
without UCSF parking supply

e thelack of planning regarding contractor parking

e and the insufficient analysis related to impacts on emergency medical access,
including the UCSF helipad







Tiffany Bohee
March 16, 2015
Page 2

Should our concerns remain unaddressed, we may comment on the Draft EIR when it is released for
public review. Our comments on ADEIR 1A, which have not yet been addressed in ADEIR 1B, still
apply. Detailed comments on ADEIR 1B are below.

Comments on Administrative Draft EIR 1B

Chapter 5.2 Transportation

Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section

1. Page 5.2-2, Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures: “The Mission Bay FSEIR
identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project
description (i.e. FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50).” The EIR should discuss
which of these mitigation measures have been implemented, which are not yet in place, and
a schedule for implementation.

Setting

2. Page 5.2-5, 16th Street: There is no mention of the Muni Forward (or Transit Effectiveness
Project), and its plans for 16% Street. Does the analysis assume implementation of Muni
Forward on 16th Street, and if so, does it assume implementation of the Expanded
Alternative or the Moderate Alternative?

3. Page 5.2-6, Roadway improvements planned for Medical Center: Is the 4th & Mariposa
traffic signal planned? It was mentioned in the Final TMP for the Event Center (p. 14).

4. Page 5.2-6, Intersection Operations: Counts were conducted on multiple days over a year,
and adjustments were made to account for the future roadway network. However, no
details have been provided to explain how volumes were balanced or vehicles reassigned
within the roadway network.

5. Page 5.2-6, Existing conditions Intersection Operations: Traffic volumes would be highest
during the p.m. peak, 10% lower during evening peak and 40% of p.m. peak during late
evening peak. How do these volumes relate to capacity at intersections?

6. Page 5.2-8, Table 5.2-1 Existing Conditions without Giants Game — Intersection LOS: The
text on p.5.2-7 states that the Medical Center travel demand and vehicle trips have been
added to 2013-2014 counts. Does this mean that the “Existing” LOS reflects the additional
Medical Center vehicle trips? Should the EIR transportation analysis be updated with
“actual” volumes after Medical Center opening?







Tiffany Bohee
March 16, 2015

Page 3

7.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

The text on p.5.2-7 states that roads and intersections reflect buildout of the roadway
network. Does that include extension of Owens St. between 16th & Mariposa? Does the
Existing LOS reflect projected conditions with buildout of planned roadway improvements?

Page 5.2-13: Intersection LOS are worst before and after Giants games at AT&T, especially
after weekday afternoon sellout events during 3:30 to 4:40 period when AT&T exiting traffic
coincides with evening commute traffic. However, the LOS Existing with a Giants Game (on
p. 5.2-35, Table 5.2-9, is for an EVENING Giants game, not a weekday Giants game (or non-
Giants sellout event), of which there are 10 per year. What is the projected LOS during
Weekday PM Peak with a weekday Giants game or non-Giants sellout event?

Page 5.2-13, Ramp Operations: As we previously commented, other study locations at
freeway mainlines and other on- and off-ramps should be added to the analysis.

Page 5.2-16, Local Muni service: What is the current utilization of capacity on the 22
Fillmore and the T Third during the weekday PM peak, evening, and late evening? Page 5.2-
120 states that the 22 Fillmore capacity utilization is currently 89.5%; is this before the
implementation of the 55 — 16t Street service? Is this before the Muni Forward (Transit
Effectiveness Project (TEP)) project on 16t Street or after?

There is no information about existing vehicle travel time or vehicle queuing within Mission
Bay.

Page 5.2-6 Intersection Operations and Page 5.2-22 Pedestrian Network: The existing
roadway and pedestrian volumes were adjusted to account for the recent opening of the
UCSF Mission Bay Hospitals. Instead of just adding in the project volumes from the UCSF
estimates, spot checks should be done.

Some of our previous comments about mode split assumptions have not been addressed
(such as the high percentage of transit and other trips on Saturday evenings).

Page 5.2-21, Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program: Why are the Saturday hours
so limited (6 p.m. to 8 p.m.)?

Page 5.2-23, Bicycle Network: Is the bike path on 4th St. between 16th & Mariposa through
the 4th Street public plaza included?

Page 5.2-27, Emergency Vehicle Access: Emergency vehicle access to the Medical Center
emergency room also can occur off Owens Street through the South Connector Road.
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Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

It appears that the project assumes the TMP is in place, but it cannot guarantee that the TMP
mode split goals are met. A sensitivity analysis should be done with different mode split
levels.

The analysis assumes all on-street changes (establishment of new on-street parking
designations, post-event lane closures) would be in place. However, these need to be
approved by outside bodies; at a minimum, this needs to be acknowledged.

Page 5.2-52, Transportation Management Plan Concert Events and Basketball Games: No
PCO is planned at 4th & Mariposa Street. What if the traffic signal at 4th & Mariposa stalls
traffic which PCOs at 3rd/Mariposa and I-280/Mariposa are waving through overridden
signals? Could a roving PCO be stationed at 4th/Mariposa if necessary?

Page 5.2-56, Concert Events and Basketball Games: The discussion of the temporary
northbound lane closure on Third Street indicates that northbound traffic at this location
would be directed to westbound 16th Street. What is the effect of this in combination with
planned Muni Forward implementation on 16t Street (Expanded Alternative or Moderate
Alternative)?

Page 5.2-56, Transportation Management Plan, Concert Events and Basketball Games: Prior
to the end of the event, temporary lane closures will be implemented, including northbound
3rd between Mariposa & 16th Streets, forcing northbound traffic to turn left onto westbound
16th Street — will northbound traffic turning on to westbound 16th Street be allowed to turn
right (north) on 4th Street, or will they be directed to turn right (north) on 7th Street? We are
concerned about traffic going north on 4th Street through the campus, unless traffic is
anticipated to be light.

Page 5.2-58, TDM Strategies: “Allow employees to work flexible schedules and
telecommute, to the extent possible.” This is not an option for Event Center employees.

Page 5.2-58, Transportation Management Plan, Overlap between events at the proposed
Event Center and AT&T Park: Adjustments to the TMP would be made, including PCO
staffing adjustments and, with 4th Street Bridge closed to northbound travel, event center
attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry Francois Boulevard and
westbound on 16th Street. This is not adequate given the amount of traffic expected. Also,
will drivers going westbound on 16th Street be prohibited from turning right on 4th Street
since the 4th St. bridge northbound travel will be closed?

Page 5.2-60, Monitoring, Refinement and Performance Standards: Field monitoring should
not expire after the first two years of operation, and instead should be conducted in
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25.

26.

subsequent years until buildout of the Mission Bay South area is completed. Visitor surveys
should be conducted on an annual basis as well.

The performance standards of 53% auto mode share for event attendees and 48% auto mode
share for employees and visitors (no event scenario) seem very high and easily attainable.
How were these determined? Even with the attainment of these performance standards,
significant and unavoidable traffic and transit impacts would result, and parking demand
would not be accommodated. We would infer that adherence to the performance standard
would not go far enough in preventing and reducing congestion. Therefore, we recommend
that the performance standards be strengthened to improve the effectiveness of the TMP and
to reduce the traffic impacts of the project.

Page 5.2-61: The Transit Mode Share performance standard of boarding within Muni 45
minutes seems long. What is the basis of this standard? The practical result of this
performance standard is that an event attendee taking the T-Third and transferring to BART
late at night when trains to the East Bay run only every 20 minutes could be facing a two-
hour transit trip home. This is likely to result in more persons shifting to vehicles, and this
should be analyzed.

Impact Analysis Methodology

27.

Page 5.2-62, Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology: “In the case of sporting events, the
expected attendance would depend on the interest in competing teams. . .” Warriors” games
have been sold out for years at Oracle Arena regardless of the opponent.

Scenario Assumptions

28.

Page 5.2-70, Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions: In the
discussion regarding conditions without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service
Plan, it is stated that only the Basketball Game scenario is the representative worst-case
scenario. Why is the Basketball Game scenario worse than the concurrent Giants Game
scenario?

Travel Demand

29.

30.

Page 5.2-82, Mode of Travel — Convention event: The text states that 919 p.m. peak vehicle
trips are fewer than weekday p.m. peak vehicle trips for a basketball game. This is not true.
Table 5.2-24 shows 886 p.m. peak vehicle trips for Basketball Game, which are less than 919
p-m. peak vehicle trips for convention events.

Page 5.2-82, Vehicle Assignment: As stated above, the analysis assumes that UCSF parking
facilities would be available for the proposed project. UCSF parking facilities are
constructed first and foremost for the purpose of serving UCSF’s physicians, faculty, staff,
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patients, students and visitors. Given that we only recently opened our Mission Bay
Hospitals and that the UCSF campus is still being developed, we do not yet have a complete
understanding of our actual parking needs and are conducting analyses of parking demand
and supply to determine what, if any, UCSF parking would be available to Event Center
patrons. Even in the evening and late evening hours, we are experiencing a demand for
parking. We can provide the City with updated parking occupancy information. We request
that the transportation analysis be supplemented with a scenario that assumes no UCSF
parking would be available for the proposed project and accordingly deducts current UCSF
parking occupancy from existing area-wide demand.

Construction Impacts

31.

32.

Page 5.2-97, Project Construction Impacts: UCSF has concerns regarding construction truck
routing onto 16% Street, and would like to discuss expected timing of implementation of
Muni Forward on 16t Street.

As we commented previously, the lack of contractor parking is of concern. The project
sponsor should be required to develop and implement a construction worker transportation
and parking plan.

Traffic Impacts

33.

34.

35.

36.

Page 5.2-99+, Traffic Impacts: At times the intersection level of service (LOS) results are
somewhat counterintuitive, with plus project conditions better than no project conditions.

We assume that parking control officers (PCOs) were placed at intersections that are known
to be or presumed to be problematic without the presence of a PCO. Therefore, at study
intersections where PCOs would be present, the project should automatically be considered
to have a significant impact. As the significance conclusions are based on LOS and delays,
experience suggests that the presence of PCOs at failing intersections assists in minimizing
vehicle/pedestrian conflicts, but does not eliminate, and actually may exacerbate delays for
both vehicles and pedestrians.

The analysis does not account for the effects of drivers circulating around looking for
available on-street parking or cheaper off-street parking. All vehicles are directly assigned to
their respective facility. This substantially underestimates the effect of the project. Although
this analysis is not standard, it should be considered given the magnitude of the parking
shortfalls.

Page 5.2-99,100,103 Traffic Impacts - Without Giants Game —Basketball Game — 15% of the
p.m. peak vehicle trips were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. As we indicated,
an analysis should be added to determine impacts if UCSF parking were not available to
Warriors” patrons. With this analysis, would more significant traffic impacts occur?
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37. Page 5.2-110: It is inappropriate for the wayfinding mitigation measure to specify

38.

wayfinding to UCSF parking facilities, as UCSF may not permit Warriors” event patrons to
park at its facilities. References to UCSF parking facilities should be deleted.

Please clarify whether the recommended routing in the wayfinding mitigation measure was
assumed as part of the project.

Transit Impacts

39.

40.

Page 5.2-122 through 5.2-126, Transit Impact Mitigation Measures: To strengthen these
mitigation measures, we recommend that the additional Muni service needed to mitigate
impacts be quantified and built into performance standards for transit in the TMP along with
enforcement mechanisms if performance standards are not met. Also, we recommend that
the City consider special transit shuttles to areas in San Francisco from which large numbers
of Event Center patrons travel.

Page 5.2-124, Transit impacts on Regional transit service — Basketball Game — The TMP does
not add regional transit service during events, but additional demand on regional transit
service during the weekday evening peak, weekday late evening peak, and Saturday
evening peak will cause significant impacts. The analysis should consider what would
happen if more persons take transit because there would be insufficient parking to meet
demand. Could the projected transit capacity handle the additional transit demand?

Pedestrian Impacts

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

Page 5.2-129, Pedestrian LOS: Some of the pedestrian LOS results do not make sense. Given
the volumes of pedestrians to/from the T station, it could be expected that sidewalks and
crosswalks could be overwhelmed.

Pedestrians departing the T would all disembark at the same time. The pedestrian LOS
analysis should be adjusted to address these “surge” conditions.

Additional pedestrian analysis may be needed to specifically address movements to the T,
such as platform crowding or capacity of the adjacent sidewalk corners.

The pedestrian and bicyclist analyses are missing relevant analysis of potential conflicts
(although likely not significant).

Page 5.2-132, Pedestrian Safety: “During event days at the event center, the proposed
project’s TMP would be in effect, and resulting [sic] in an increased potential for pedestrian-
vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario.” This suggests
that the increased potential for conflicts results from the TMP, not the events.
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Loading, Air Traffic, Emergency Vehicle Access

46.

47.

48.

49.

Loading, Parking, and Bicycle Parking: There is no assessment of meeting Planning Code
requirements (although it is not clear if the Code is applicable to the project).

Page 5.2-142, Air Traffic Impacts: This topic is not a matter of impact on mere air traffic. The
project has the potential to impact emergency air medical access to a children’s hospital. The
analysis as presented is inaccurate, as the proposed project would result in buildings of
additional height and bulk compared to the program previously analyzed in the 1998
Mission Bay Subsequent EIR (Mission Bay SEIR). The project proposes an amendment to the
Design for Development standards to allow a 135-foot tall arena where a 90-foot base height
is currently allowed. The project proposes an amendment to the Design for Development
standards to allow an additional 160-foot tall tower on the site, for a total of two 160-towers
on the site rather than one. At the time the UCSF medical helipad was approved, the
Mission Bay SEIR, as a program EIR, could not have been expected to provide information
concerning the locations and number of construction tower cranes on the site, which could
exceed 160 feet in height and interfere with FAA approved helipad flight paths. Given the
presence of the UCSF helipad, now part of the existing conditions, the Warriors” Event
Center EIR, a project-level EIR, should provide some project-specific information regarding
expected number and location of construction tower cranes, including the reach of the
“boom,” and assess the potential impacts on emergency air medical access.

Page 5.2-143, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts: Discussion of potential impacts to
emergency vehicles is light, and does not specifically address all the trips to/from the UCSF
Hospitals.

Persons experiencing a medical emergency may need to reach the hospitals via their
personal vehicles, rather than via ambulance. It is imperative that the analysis address
access to the hospitals in these emergency situations, particularly given potential traffic
gridlock and temporary street closures. Delays could result in serious impacts on the ability
of patients to receive timely care.

Concurrent Events

50.

51.

Page 5.2-147+, Conditions with a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, Traffic Impacts: The
analysis does not reroute vehicles when concurrent events are scheduled; however, it is
likely that access patterns will shift to (a) avoid congestion, (b) due to road closures, and (c)
not park in lots that accommodate Giants demand.

Additional details are needed as to what type of Giants game was used for the concurrent
events analysis (i.e., was it a sold-out game?) and whether a concurrent midday Giants game
was considered.







Tiffany Bohee
March 16, 2015
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52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

Page 5.2-153, Mitigation Measures for Concurrent Events: As stated previously, where
deployment of PCOs is required, impacts should automatically be considered significant.
(See Comment #34)

Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: language such as “shall make efforts to” results in an
unenforceable mitigation measure. We recommend the identification of a performance
standard. Also, if mitigation measures still result in significant impacts, scheduling of events
to avoid overlap of large concerts with Giants games should be considered.

Page 5.2-156+, Transit Impacts (with SF Giants game): With concurrent events, transit would
be overwhelmed. A sensitivity analysis should be done to see the effects this could have on

other modes (i.e., would there be a diversion from transit to driving?).

A mitigation measure to reduce the number of large concurrent events should be considered,
given the magnitude of traffic, transit, and parking impacts of the project. The proposed
Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b, calling for the Transportation Coordinating Committee to
coordinate the scheduling of events to avoid overlap of games to the extent feasible, may not
adequately mitigate the impacts.

Page 5.2-158, Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: This is an unenforceable mitigation measure.
We recommend a performance standard in the TMP.

Page 5.2-161, Pedestrian Impacts: LOS is based on delays. See comment #34. Use of PCOs
does not necessarily reduce delays, it can increase delays.

Page 5.2-163, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts: Same comments as above regarding

emergency vehicle access.

Without Special Event Transit Service

59.

Page 5.2-165, Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and
Monitoring (Without Special Event Transit Service Plan). It is unclear what the target auto
mode shares of 53% on weekdays and 59% on weekends are intended to achieve. The 53%
auto mode share has already been shown to result in significant unavoidable traffic and
transit impacts for large events. What would the LOS be for 12,500-person events?

Cumulative Impacts

60.

Page 5.2-174+, Cumulative Impacts: The presentation of cumulative conditions looks like

some things were missing.
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61.

62.

Page 5.2-191, Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts: Same comment as above — PCOs would not
necessarily reduce delays.

Page 5.2-195, Cumulative Air Traffic Impacts: Same comments as above. At the time of
environmental review and approval of the UCSF helipad, UCSF could not have anticipated
the development of the Warriors” Event Center and all of the height and bulk exceptions
now being sought for Blocks 29-32. Project-specific analysis regarding impacts on
emergency air medical access should be provided.

Parking

63.

Page 5.2-196+, Parking Conditions: Although it is correct that parking shortfalls are not
considered environmental impacts, the magnitude of the shortfalls, in combination with the
overloaded transit conditions, suggests that many patrons may not be able to access the
Event Center. The secondary effects, such as vehicles circling the blocks looking for parking
and adding to traffic congestion, would likely result in other significant impacts. As such,

some additional assessment should be done.

Chapter 5.3 Noise

64. Page 5.3-30, Vehicular Traffic Noise: last paragraph, UCSF housing should be included in

the list of multi-family receptors.

65. Page 5.3-33, Comparison of Impact NO-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis: same

comment, UCSF housing should be included in the list of sensitive receptors.

Should you have any questions about this memo, please contact me at (415) 476-8312, or Diane
Wong of my staff at (415) 502-5952.










From: Paul Mitchell

To: Kern, Christopher (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW - UCSF Comments - Helicopter

Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 3:50:18 PM
Attachments: GSW Helicopter Flight Path with Crane radius.pdf

GSW Helicopter Flight Path with Crane radius - overall.pdf
3rd and 16th view with Heli flightpath.pdf

TFB view with Heli flightpath.pdf

Mission Bay Helicopter Flight Paths 2014 rev 5-13-14.pdf
Map of Flight Paths.pdf

UCSF Heliport Layout Plan 2013-09-09.pdf

Chris and Brett: As a followup to my last email, below and attached are what Clarke sent us last
Wednesday. The first three pdfs are the results of their analysis.

-Paul

From: Clarke Miller

Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 5:20 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; lubaw@Ilcwconsulting.com

Cc: Jose Farran; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser; Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); ‘Sekhri, Neil
(NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'

Subject: RE: GSW - UCSF Comments - Helicopter

All,

Here are the diagrams that our general contractor produced which illustrate that neither the
building heights (with penthouse mechanical areas) nor the cranes interfere with the flight path info
that was provided to us by UCSF. As you can tell, the analysis is not well polished, but it does
illustrate there’s sufficient buffer in all cases. Given that the project will need to comply with FAA
regulations and therefore have appropriate building-top and crane-top hazard lighting, do we need
to otherwise submit an official analysis for CEQA? We could share these results directly with UCSF
and engage them in a conversation on how the project will not create an interference issue as an
alternate route.

I've copied Mary and Neil in the event they want to chime in on the appropriate approach here.
I've also attached three pdfs that UCSF initially gave to us on flight paths and trajectories.

Clarke

From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 5:09 PM

To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

Cc: Jose Farran; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: GSW - UCSF Comments - Helicopter

Luba:

One of the items the sponsor will be providing us will be the results of a preliminary review they
conducted of applicable regs (e.g., FAA) when considering compatibility of the proposed use of



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
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tower cranes at the project site with the UCSF helipad. Perhaps we can discuss what if any
additional discussion may be needed after we receive that information.

Thanks.

-Paul

From: lubaw@Ilcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@Ilcwconsulting.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 5:03 PM

To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Cc: Jose Farran; Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Subject: GSW - UCSF Comments - Helicopter

HI Kate and Clarke

We have initiated review of the UCSF comments on the transportation section. Comment
#47 - attached - requires information from the project sponsor regarding how the construction
of the project (i.e., cranes and boons), as well as the operation of the three buildings would
not conflict with the approved flight paths for the UCSF helicopter service. We do not have
the expertise to conduct this analysis, nor the background on how the project was designed to
take the flight paths into account. Hopefully the architects have already worked this out.
Thank you,

Luba



mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:[mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com]




From: Paul Mitchell

To: Kern, Christopher (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW - UCSF Comments - Helicopter

Date: Monday, March 23, 2015 3:50:16 PM
Attachments: GSW Helicopter Flight Path with Crane radius.pdf

GSW Helicopter Flight Path with Crane radius - overall.pdf
3rd and 16th view with Heli flightpath.pdf

TFB view with Heli flightpath.pdf

Mission Bay Helicopter Flight Paths 2014 rev 5-13-14.pdf
Map of Flight Paths.pdf

UCSF Heliport Layout Plan 2013-09-09.pdf

Chris and Brett: As a followup to my last email, below and attached are what Clarke sent us last
Wednesday. The first three pdfs are the results of their analysis.

-Paul

From: Clarke Miller

Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 5:20 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; lubaw@Ilcwconsulting.com

Cc: Jose Farran; Joyce; Kate Aufhauser; Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); ‘Sekhri, Neil
(NSekhri@gibsondunn.com)'

Subject: RE: GSW - UCSF Comments - Helicopter

All,

Here are the diagrams that our general contractor produced which illustrate that neither the
building heights (with penthouse mechanical areas) nor the cranes interfere with the flight path info
that was provided to us by UCSF. As you can tell, the analysis is not well polished, but it does
illustrate there’s sufficient buffer in all cases. Given that the project will need to comply with FAA
regulations and therefore have appropriate building-top and crane-top hazard lighting, do we need
to otherwise submit an official analysis for CEQA? We could share these results directly with UCSF
and engage them in a conversation on how the project will not create an interference issue as an
alternate route.

I've copied Mary and Neil in the event they want to chime in on the appropriate approach here.
I've also attached three pdfs that UCSF initially gave to us on flight pa<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>